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KU 486 Interrupts pregnancy byopposin?
In the uterus. In a normal prégnancy (OP
secretes human chorionic %onadotropm f
Progesterone secreted by
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the action of progesterone at several sites
3, the tr,oRhob,Iast, (the future placenta)
C), which maintains the corpus luteum.

he corpus luteumhas several effects that support the
nancy. When that progesterone Is blocked by RU 486 (bottom), the endometrium
es and the embryo Is'detached and expelled along with the endometrial tissue.
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gallons Into_the [pro esterone-antago-
nizing activity of RU 48(i was the dis-
covery that the in vitro binding affinity
of RU-I8G for the progesteronie recep-
tor was three times higher than that of
Progesterone. This aCtivity sug?e "d
hat the synthetic molecule would ..uc-
cessfully compete with progesterone
in the body and "win" occupancy of
the receptor much of the time. Studies
of cultured cells supported the idea,
demonstrating that the effects of pro-
gesterone could be blocked in target
cells that wen* exposed lo a small
amount of RU 48G.

The true lest of a compound's po-
tential as a drug is its activity in vivo
and the resultS of the early animal
studies had heen en,couragmg as well.
Some of these examined the effects of
the comPound on the endometrium
of Inmature female rabbits. The rab-
bits were first injected with estradiol,
an estrogen that both stimulate' the
8rowth of the endometrium and in-

uces the cells to produce progester-
one receptors. Next some of the ani-
mals were exposed lo progesterone,
which transformed the proliferating
endometrium into a secretory tissue.
Other rabbits were given RIJ 48G oral-
ly. The exposure to RU 4H(i alone did
not Induce the same transformation.
Furthermore, when RU 48G was admin-
istered together with proPesterone
ihe new compound actually blocked
progesterone's ability to induce the
change from a proliferative to a secre-
tory State—as would be expected of a
progest.ero.ne antagonist. =~

The findings of antagonism in vivo
were important, but a crucial question
still remained unanswered at the time
Roussel-Udar decided to examine the
Potentlal 0of RU 480 lo serve as an an-
iprogeslerone drug: Could the antag-
onism that had been demonstrated
thus far translate into the interruption
of pregnancy? Studies of female rats,
which do not have a menstrual cycle,
confirmed that It could, and experi-
ments with female monkeys (Aloema
l'uxcicularls), Which do have such a
cycle, offered further proof.

The first studies of monkeys were
done with nonpregnant animals and
revealed that a single oral or injected
dose of RU 480 given in the second
half of the cycle Induced a premature
menstrual period 48 hours after ad-
ministration. Subsequently, GarE D.
Modgen and his colleagues at the East-
ern Virginia University Medical School
showed that the drug could also ter-
minate pregnancy in monkeYs. Other
animal work established that RU 480,
even at h|?h doses, was nontoxlc.

Su.h Siudies Justified the Inllla-
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linn of clinical trials, and in Octo-
ber, 1981, Haullt-u sugﬁested to one
ol Ins colleagues, Waller Herrmann
ol lhe .Umversny Llospllal ol Geneva,
ihat RU 486 be tested on human vol-
unteers. The results were promising:
RU 480 triggered expulsion of ihe em-
bryo from the uterus In nine out of
11women.

A number of clinical Investigations

IA soon followed under the auspic-
3 x.es of Roussel-Udaf, the World
Health Organization and the Popula-
tion Council, a nonErof]t organization
based in New Yor C|t¥., ne of us
(Ulmann) directed the clinical testing
undertaken by Roussel-Udaf.

lu- first large-scale studies were
conducted in 1985 to determine the
most effective administration sched-
ule. It turned out that a single dose of
Elt)() milligrams of RU -48(L produced
he best results. In the course of these
studies, a consensus was reached as
lo exactly what constituted successful
use of the drug. In short, RU -48G suc-
ceeded If no surgery was needed, that
Is, If the embryoand all but the deep-
est layer of ihe endometrium were ex-
pelled. 1Incomplete expulsion calls for
surgical removal, usually by vacuum
aspiration, because |he retained mate-
rial can cause Infection.)

By that standard, administration of
RU 480 alone al best yielded an 80
Percent success rate, The studies also
ound that the method worked onI%/
In early pregnancy, up to a week af-
ter menstruation” would have been
expected to begin. Considering that
many women have a pregnancy test
done only after that time.It became all

fl RU 486
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loo clear that RU -48G alone had lim it-
ed applicability.

What accounted for the 20 percent
failure rate? One reasonable hypothe-
sis was that antaqomsm of progester-
one could not by ltself Induce the fre-
quent, strong uferine contractions re-
quired fot complete expulsion of the
embryo and the endometrial lining. To
help “correct that problem, Mark A.
Bygdeman of the Karolinska Institute
In, Stockholm, who was overseeing a
clinical trial, proposed adding a small
dose of a prostaglandin to the proto-
col. He had earlier demonstrated that
RU 486 Increases the responsiveness
of the uterine muscle to the contrac-
tile effects of prostaglandins.

In accordance with By?dcman's sug-
([;esnon, new clinical trials were begun
n France, Great Britain, Sweden and
China lo evaluate a new protocol: GO
mllll?rams of RU -48G delivered In a
single dose, followed some .M to 48
hours later by a prostaglandin. The In-
terval cannot’be shortened, because RU
48G takes time to sensitize the uter-
ine muscle to prostaglandins.

The results Improved dramatically.
The success rate became 9G percent,
close to the rate achieved with sur-
gery. which Itself Is not foolproof. The
Studies also looked at the effects of
the drug ccn.blnation on somewhat
more advanced pregnancies—those
persisting up to three weeks Past the
missed period—and showed that the
same 96 percent success rate could be
achieved. In most cases the embryo
and all endometrial fragments were
expelled within 24 hours after the
prostaglandin was administered.

As Is true of miscarriages, In which

a pregnancy s spontaneously arrest-
ed, the expulsion of the developing
embryo and the endometrial lining
was nev!tabIY accompanied by uter-
ine bleeding. In 4 to 5 percent of par-
ticipants in these studies, the blee |n(1
was heavy, as it can be during anorma
miscarriage. Sometimes surgical in-
tervention was needed to stop the
bleeding, and In exceptional cases, a
transfusion was needed. The results
Indicated that because of the risk of
hemorrhage, the prostaglandin must
be given in a medical facility where
women can be monitored for several
hours and, if necessary, treated.

The clinical studies further showed
that abdomlnaI.Pam caused primarily
by the contractile effects of the pros-
taglandin. is common. Thelﬁl also dem-
onstrated that the GOO-milligram dose
of RU 48G needed to terminate a preg-
nancy did not cause chmcally rele-
vant “antagonism of glucocorficoids.
There was therefore no need to be
concerned that RU 48G might pro-
duce undesirable antiglucocorticoid
effects, such as profound fatigue and
disturbances of electrolyte and glu-
cose levels In the blood.

Once these studies were completed
and reviewed, Roussel-Udaf asked the
French health authorities for permis-
sion to market the drug. This was duIEj
%ranted on September 23. 1988. R

8G Is regulated by French law cov-
ering the termination of pregnancy,
which stipulates that such termina-
tions be performed on(ljy in authorized
centers. There Is one added restriction
In the case of RU 48G. Although the law
permits vquntar?]/ termination of preg-
nancy 'hrough the 12th week, use of
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IUJ 48(i Is limited to the seventh week
til pregnancy hecause |hai Is the outer
lim|l examined In formal studies.

Since the autumn of 1988 rr.r.r* «wH
40.000 voluntary terminate:** me?*
been performed with the combination
of KU 48G and a,prostaqlandln. A re-
cent study, published Tn March, of
2,1 1Sof the women has confirmed the
(i percent success rate and the 4 to 5
percent rate of heavy bleeding. The
study also showed that In 86 percent
of tjic successful tpmInajlons. expul-
sion occurred within 24 hours of pros-
ta%landm administration. .

he average duration of bIeedm? In

the subjects was nine days. Neverthe-
less, the time to expulsion, the dura-
tion of bleeding and the Intensity o
pain varied, depending on the dose
of prostaglandin, A high dose was
associated” wuh faster expulsion but
also with more prolonged bleeding
and more Intense pain. ~ .
_Qutside the study, physicians In ihe
field have reﬁorted that two out of
all the French women who received
KU 486 have had severe disturbances
In heart function after receiving the
prostaglandin. The occurrence IS rare
and both women survived, but their
difficulties suggest that prostaglan-
dins should be administered cautious-
ly In awoman who has heart disease
or Is at high risk for It, as in the case of
heavy smokers.

I |lsnow adecade since RU 486 was
synthesized. The compound has
begun to fulfill Its potential as a

nonsurglcal method for Interrupting

earl?/ pregnancies, but that Is only one
of Its many applications related to
fertility control and obstetrics.

In theory, RU 486 might be taken as
adelayed "morning after" glll, say, on
the 27th day of a typical 28-day men-
strual cycle. Because the drug Is not
always effective In this role, the wom-
an must be tested some 10 lo 15 days
later to confirm she fs not pregfnant.
For the same reason, the drug Is not
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suitable as a routine postcoltal birth-
control agent.

~ The drug may have a place when a
i-iman rtcrbi-. 1" 'nJ e 4i*ly preg-
nancy oy vacuum a-jptra‘tutl Several
clinical studies have found that the
procedure Is facilitated by taking RU
486 some 36 to 48 hours before the
surgery, The compound helps by soft-
enlnq and dilating the cervix.

Still later In pregnancy, up through
the third trimester, the' combination
of RU 48G-.and a prostaglandin might
offer an alternative to surgery when a
Fregnancy must be ended because the
etus Is Seriously malformed or the
health of the mother Is endangered.
Investigators have found that the ap-
proach can be effective In laic preg-
nancy and Is. In fact, less risky than
the Kinds of surgery usually required
after the first trimester. The'drug com-
bination may also be helpful” when
the fetus dies In utero. In such cases
the fetus Is usually delivered vaginal-
ly, and so contractions arc Induced, of-
ten with_much difficulty. Administra-
tion of RU 486 followed by a prosta-
glandin seems to facilitate” expulsion
of the fetus. ,

Studies of monkeys Indicate that
RU 486 may also help to Induce labor
at term. In"the animals the drug has
been shown to augment the labor-pro-
moting effect of oxytocin, a pituitar
hormone often Infused In high dos-
es In cases of stalled labor to stimu-
late uterine contractions. Hodgen has
found that after RU 486 Is adminis-
tered, the frequency of uterine con-
tractions can be InCreased with Just
a small amount of oxytocin. Thus, RU
486 may well help to avoid some
cesarean deliveries. Hodgen's experi-
ments also suggest yet another role
for RU 486: In monkeys, at least, It
trl%gers lactation and "Increases the
volume of milk that Is produced In
the breasts.

Outside the realm of pregnancy, RU
486 may one day help lo treat cancers
that bear progesterone receptors, In-

N )

kays sowtret RJ486 can faglitate labor & temby sers-
o N oni
90 Tdicate thet the compourd muate lactation id).

cIuqu certain breast cancers. In tesi-
tube studies, RU 486 has_slowed the
growth of tumors displaying such re-
ceptors. Certain noncanccrous tumors
(hat synthesize Brogesterone recep-
fors might also be controlled or re-
duced with RU 486, among them me-
ningiomas (tumors of the men'nges,
themembranessurroundingthebrain).
Clinical tnals examining applications
in cancerous and noncancerous tu-
MOrs arc now in progress. .

Finally, RU 486 may yet find appli-
cation as a glucocorticoid antagonlst.
For instance, it is being studied as a
treatment ot Cushing’s syndrome, a
disorder that results”from the over-
production of cortisone and leads to
such symptoms as hypertension, rap-
id fat Storage in the upper body and
0steoporosis. _

Clearly, RU 486, the first progester-
one antagonist ever brought to mar-
ket. has potential beyond its value in
terminating pregnancy, Its application
In that area Is but the Tirst stage In the
history of the compound.
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APHAJh'csiilenl Myrim Allukian, second from left, was part of a delegation presenting
thousands of petition on RU4X6 to the Roussel Uclafcompany in France. Centeris Dr.
Edouard Saki/, CEO nrRoussel Uclaf, and Eleanor Snteal. President of the Fund for the

Feminist Majority.

A P H A Joins

To Ask for

A delegation representing M IIA

and other organizations recently
returned from a liuropean meet-
~ing with makers of RUAN(>. "the
abortion pill." expressing confidence that
the drug will be available in the United
States without extraordinary delay.
~ The group, spearheaded by the Femi-
nist Majorlt%, included APHA President
Myron Allukian and nine other scientists
and leaders of women's organizations.

R U486

Delegation

Alter meeting for several hours in Paris
wilh Dr. | donat'd Saki/. the Chief Execu-
tive Office of Ihe Roussel Uclaf com-
pany. which makes the drug, the group
said that they felt significant progress had
been made in getting the company to make
the pill available In the United States.
The drug interrupts pregnancy in the early
stages.

Several recent press reports have. in-

Sec Dt,lc}’ﬁt||>||...|M)’|‘ 5.



Delegation Asks
To Bring RU4286
.from page |.

dicated that the controversy in this coun-
tr?/ about abortion and RU486 have
blocked the introduction ofthe drug here,
seemingly indefinitely.

Right to Life groups have threatened
a boycott on the company's other prod-
ucts if RU486 is introduced in the US.
The Food and Drug Administration has
banned imports of It saym% that it could
present an unreasonable safety risk.

At a news conference members of the
US_delegation said they found the French
pharmaceutical company executives verK
concemed that the drug be used wit
proper precautions and that it not be
abused. In France now, where report-
edly 50,000 abortions have been carried
out through this method and one in three
abortions Iscurrently done this way. there
are a nur. ber of controls on the proce-
dure. The woman must take the drug in
front of a physician and sign a form say-
ing that she will have a surgical abortion
i the procedure docs not work. Report-
edly, the pills are numbered and the dis-
tribution ofthc. PI“S is-documented.

Also, the pill is not given to women
over 35 who smoke because two women
in that category have had cardiac prob-
lems, although hoth women recovered.

According to the delegation, many of
the company’s fears concerned the de-
centralized nature of the health system in
this country and what they perceived as
the lack o f control that might aﬁply to the
drug once it was introduced. The delega-
tion was ahle to allay many of those fears,
accordlng to its members.

The delegation presented the com-
pany with 115,000 petition signatures

Company

to the U S

athered in the US from I?eople asking
that the drug be made available here.

The group also met with top officials
of the |loeehst comPany, which owns the
majority of Roussel Uclaf. .

At Ihe press conference, APHA Presi-
dent Myron Allukian said, “RU486 is
effective, easy to administerand use, non-
intrusive, and allows women more con-
trol over the way their personal health
services arc delivered...As a result of
this visit 1 am convinced that this is a
major advance in women's health care.
Women in America should not be de-
nied, for any reason, this high quality of
health service which is available to
women in other countries.”

Allukian also indicated that because
women taking RU486 do not require sur-

ery. there is no need for aneslhosia.and
there is less bleeding and less chance of
infection. It is also much more accept-
able to women, he said. .

As the technique is refined over time,
the APHA president said, the procedure
may become even simpler to administer
and cheaper. .

Eleanor Smeal, the President of the
Feminist Majority, said that RU486 is the
first major breakthrough in fertility con-
trol in the 30 years since the advent o fthe
birth control pill, and it will indeedcome
to this country because American women
will demand It

Al the same news conference the
Feminist Majority announced a major
push to combat laws requiring parental
consent for abortion for women under 18
in the states where those laws are en-
forced. It will be appealing particularly
to young people on the issue.



D rnugofdoice
By Dorothy Wickenden

I n_the mid-1980s, as word of (he French abortion
pill rippled across the world, the new drug, was
greeted asa thing of awesome powers. Pro-choiccrs
eaqerl proclainied that RIH80 would render both

surgical abortion and the anti-abortion movement ob-

soléte. If a woman syspected she was pregnant, she
would 'go to her medicine-cabinet and, in peace and
Brlvacy, swallow the pill. With this simple act she could
anish the emotional, the physical, and even much of
the moral trauma accompanying the decision lo have an
abortion. Described by its inventor, Ktiennc-Emilc Bau-
lieu, as a "contra-geslive" (because it impedes gestation
rather than conception), RUimiwould in‘efTect erase the
distinction between a contraceptive and an abortifa-
cient. Anti-abortionists, horrified at the euphoria,
quickly marshaled their forces against the drug, calling
it a "chemical time bomb" and a “ death pill,

‘Hie pro-choicers have sounded more sober about
R>-uni over the past couple ofyears, 'fheir initial hopes

14 IrPNnm]s-tEMovimmi is, im o

The side effect* of KU486.

for the drug as “ the ultimate act of reproductive priva-
cy" proved to be, as Bill Hamilton of Planned Parent-
hood puts it, "a myopic dream."” The anti-abortionists'
continual boycott threats have cowed the patent owner
and sole manufacturer, Roussel Uclafof France, and its
parent company, Hocchst AG aGerman multinational,
Into tlghtli/ restrlcterfcce,ss to the drug. In France, the
only country where RU»eois actually available to women
outside of Clinjcal trials, each pill"'must_be registered,
and the drug is dispensed only by designated clinics,
only after a'pregnancy has begn confirmed, and only
throu?h the sevénth week. And though French doctors
report impressive success with it as an abortifaciert, the
procedure turns out to be neither quick nor painless
nor totally private. Patients arc required lo make four
visits to adesignated clinic, on the second of which they
arc given synthetic Pro_staglandm to reduce the risk of
hemorrhage and help indtce contractions.

But the'more recent news doesn't look good for the
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anti-abortionists. Distribution of Russs will start in
Crcat Britain within the next Year. Scandinavia and the
Netherlands arc expected to Tollow soon, and Sweden
has begun testing it as a oncc-a-month contraceptive,
Spain's Ministry 0f Health has made an ofTicial demand
for the pill, and Baulieu, who still works for Roussel
says the_ Soviet Union will likely be next, The World
Heéalth Organization continues its own clinical studies
on RJsoin China, India, Hong Kong, and Cuba. Per-
haps most alarming of all from the anti- "‘unionists’
point of view, RJ801s once agnin being desct.bed as a
miracle drug— this time by American doctors who say it
may prove just as effectivé in trcatins a range of deadly
diseases as it is in terminatin pr_egnancy. illiam Rc-
gclson, an oncologist at the Medical College of Virgin-
ia, declares, "If did not have abortion associated
with it, it would be considered a major breakthrough

rug.

Ingthe August 22/29 hciic el
Medical Association, Rcgeison. and two co-authors de-
scribe the proven and potential uses for Russin treat-
ing some kinds of breast cancer and brain tumors
Cushing’s syndrome—a terminal disease characterized
by hypertension, osteoporosis, diabetes, and infec-
tions—and even AL IS known as a "hormone
antagonist” because it prevents cells from responding
to cértain hormones as they normally would. It arrests
the course of_Pregnancy by blocking the action ofpro-
gesterone; without-which “an_embryo cannot survive,
ome tumors and cancers thrive on”hormones as well,
an dr» 2IL tractn-cebred dincaacv. Cuahmj™'s, wminoaie.
for examﬁle, Is caused by an excess production of corti-
sol, which is blocked by Russs. o

A program at the University of Southern California
School of Medicine is using Russs in a small group of
Eatlents with a type of meningioma, or brain cancer,

hat cannot be cured with surgery. Martin H. Weiss,
who heads the study with StephienGrunberg, says that
it is the only medical treatment that has ever been
shown to work on these patients; a third of them have
been re_spondlngi to the treatment, George Chrousos, a
senior investigator at the National Institutes of Health,
who conducted a five-year study of RJasoon Gushing's
syndrome sufferers, describes’ "miraculous improve-
ment" on elght of the twelve patients in his study with-
in weeks after treatment began. RJ4ss may even be
helpful to women who want t0 have a baby. Doctors at
the' University of California, San Diego, arc doing a
pilot study of Ru4ssas a treatment for endometriosis, a
common Ccause of infertility in women:; and,many, he-
lieve that it could be used to induce labor in difficult
deliveries, (Inis reducing the need for Caesarian
sections, _

All this sounds too good to be true, and some of it
may be. ‘Ioc hopes that RUies may help ATSpatients
for"example, arc based on little more than informec
speculation, and researchers who had hopes that it
might cure glaucoma have been disappointed with the
results of their animal studies. Arthur Caplan, director
of the Center for Biomedical Ethics at the University of

C

Minnesota, points out that “ the rhetoric of the abortion
debate has gotten the science inflamed." Doctors, no
less than thé pro-choice and anti-abortion forces, have
their own interests to protect, and it's not surprising
that they are among those who tend to make extrava-
gant claims about RUG.

A nti-abortionists, of course, are quick to down-
play its curative potential—well aware that once
It is approved in the United States for other
_uses, doctors could legally prescribe it as an
abortifacient as well, as long as abortion itself remains
Ie,?al. John Willke, president of the National Right to
Lite Committee, says, "People are using the theoretical
possibility of therapeutic use to get the drug into the
country on a massive level for lethal use," Yethe insists
that his grganization objects only to studies on RU4s6as
an abortifacient. "We couldn't stop tlie other research if
«C *wRnted to," he declares. , ,

That's true, but they can impede it. Hoechst hastllrx]/
withdrew the drug in"September 1988, only a mont
after the French government had approved « A Rous-
sel stockholders' meeting had been the scene of an anti-
ahortion protest, and the National Right to Life Com-
mittee in° Washington and Catholic groups in France
had issued a boycott threat against Hocchst and Rous-
sel. Extremists proclaimed that |. G. Farben, the ances-
tor company ofHocchst, manufactured cyanide for Hit-
ler's'death camps. Distribution ol R85 was resumed
under orders from the French government, which owns
v*pmca of Boouvkl U«UE™ Viariaaaexxcal, due anra-
aboruonisu kept up their boycott threats, and in De-
cember 1988 Roussel devised a set of criteria that coun-
tries have to meet before they can receive the drug:
abortion must be legal and accépted by medical, public,
and political opinion; prostaglandin must be available,
distribution must be strictly controlled; and the patient
must be required to sign a consent form declaring that
If the treatment fails (%s it does in up to 4 percént of
w_om_en}, she will have a surgical abortion. This would
eliminate the possibility of babies bom with defects—an
unlikely prospect, many doctors claim, since RUkgs is
taken in a single dose and the druq is metaholized
quickly, but one that understandably concerns the
manufacturer. _

According to Roussel, the United States docs not
qualify fo." the drug—even though abortion is qual and
fupported by a majority_of the American public. By
"accepted by public opinion," the company dearl
means "uncontroversial’—a much tougher Standard,
which thus far essentially has given a noisy minarity
veto power over a major'medical development. Willke
vows that if Rises comes to the United States, he'll
mount a worldwide boycott of every product made by
Roussel and Hoechst, and, he warns, "It'll be a whop-
per." Hocchst ACowns two NewJe,rseP/-based comﬁa-
nies: Hoechst-Rousscl Pharmaceuticals and Hocchst
Celanese Corporation, a chemical company that pro-
duces everything front carpet fibers to"tire  cord.
Hocchst Célanese alone has annual revenues in the
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United Statci of »6 billion. American pharmaceutical
companies, which could puih for a license from Rous*
*cl. apparently have no intention ofdoing so. “ Do you
have any idea what would happen in the US. ifthe drug
were beéing distributed?” one unnamed senior execu-
tive at a drug company told Tht Ivaihinglon Poil When
KU 4*6 was isSued in France. "The markef is potentially
huge and the drug appears worthy. But who needs the
headache?"

mboTe researchers who covet the new wonder druq
arg exasR,erate,d by Roussel'; extreme caution abou
relinquis mg] it. William Rett;elson and hit co-authors
sa?/ that the threatened boycott has "largely frozen clini-
cal trials," citing as eviderice Roussci scancellation ofa
meeting that it was to attend in April 1989 at Memorial
Sloan-Kctlcring in New York to help the National Can-
cer Institute organize a multicenter study ofRU466 for
treatlrllf; breast cancer. Rrgejspn says he was jater told
by a Hoechst cmploVtc. o mSTs
back because of the hostile political climate. Cary Hod-
m, president of the Jones Institute for Reproductive

edicine, who has conducted numerous Studies on
Kt: 4*6 since 1982, sa?/s of Roussel and Hocchst, "They
have limjted access far more strictly than they did_ in
years prior lo 1989. no question about that." Baulieu
denies these charges. It is hI?h costs and the need for
quality control, he insists, that have restricted the num*
lkt of studies. And apparently not all doctors have had
trouble lg];ctrlnffrhc drug. Michael Kettle, who is work-
ing on the endometriosis study at San Diego, says that
he and his co-workcn have Teceived acfive support
from Roussel in their work.
_On one point, at least, most people a%ree: Roussel's
thht hold 0n RU 4*6 has crimped research in some criti-
cal arras. Since the early '80s the National Institutes
of Health, which is barred from doing any abortion-
related studies, has been conducting Clinical trials of
KU 4o for its use as a contraceptive and cellular studies
on itasapossible future cure for breast cancer. Howev-
er, one of Sill's most promising studies on RU486 has
come to a halt. Unlike women who use it as an abortifa-
ricnl, patients with Cushing's syndrome require mas-
sive doses on a daily basis for extended periods
throughout their lives.”Although NIK researchers were
excited by the extraordinary “progress shown bY the
patients in the stud¥, for whom no other medical treat-
ment Is effective. N1l decided not to continue its study
in {)an because of concerns that it would be unable to
obtain the quantities needed to sustain the patients'
icrovecry.

0 ne curious sign of the anli-abonjonists' discom-
fort about RU 4tt6 is their rhetoric, When Willke
talks about the drug, he emphasizes the threat

_that it poses to women's health. He calls it a

"chemical Daikon Shield," "a powerful, poisonous ste-

roid" that "kills unborn babies, will injure and kill wom-

en. and will cause an epidemic of fetal deformity," This
would scent to be a shrewd tactic, 'lltc Olgrlsly history of
fertility control—oks, Thalidomide, and" the early birth

control pill, as well as the Daikon Shield—has made many
women dubious about being subjected once again to an
exBenme_ntaI dru? whose Jong-term effects are Unknown.,
ut this line of aftack has already been shattered by
the powerful medical establishmént. The American
Medical Association and Tht New EnglandJournal of Med-
iant, among others, have declared that Russs, when
properly administered, is as safe as surgical abortion—
one of ‘the most common and least dangerous of all
surgical procedures. The AMA has endorsed testing
Russshere and is supporting efforts to convince Rous-
sel to release it. Moreover, doctors are confident that as
research continues, the drug—Ilike the early birth con-
trol pill—will cither be improved upon or réplaced by a
more sophisticated successor. NIH researchers. hope
that within the next several years they will have figured
out the ap?roprlate dose 0f' R8s t0"he used as a birth
control pil Perhaps taken only or.-t or several limes a
and that it will have fewer side effects than the
current pill. _ ,
Anti-abortionists should be the first to recognize the
power of high-tech medicine to affect the political and
ethical climate surrounding abortion. Sonograms have
enabled us to peer inside the womb and"detect the
heartbeau offetuses as young as six-and-a-half weeks, a
development that helped to raise doubts among many
whose support for abortion during the earl}/, months of
pregnancy previously had been” unqualitied. Russs
seems to be having precisely the opposite effect— re-
moving some of the moral onus from abortion. Most
Reople— even many in the anti-abortion rank and file—
ave fewer qualms about the idea of aborting a three-
quarter-inch embryo than a fetus at three months, com-
plete with ||nyf|nc11ers and toesand all ofits organs. Soa
P_IH that would both enable women to have earlier abor-
ions and result in fewer late ones would doubtless be
widely seen here, as it has heen in France and other
countries, as a welcome medical advance. And once jts
other potential uses.arc known, and the clamor for the
drug increases, the issue will become even more prob-
lematic, not [east amon? those who believe
should be available to profong health and save lives but
have serious scruples about it as an abortifacicnt.

0 n the other hand, Willkc's health warnings
ahout Res have doubtless proved effective n
ra|sm? the specter of lawsuits, which scare drug

~manufacturers in the United States as much &
anti-abortion protesters do. Ever since the Daikon

Shield disaster, pharmaceuticals,and insurance compa-

nies have retreated almost entirely from the field of

birth control. In fact, insurance is no longer available in
this countr,?/ for clinical testing of most Contraceptives.

And even it'a U.S. drug company decided to |g1nore the

threat of political harassment and financial vulnerabili-

ty, it would first have to wind its way through the
byzantine— and Polltlmzed—regulatory maze.” After
getting a license from Roussel, acompang would P,re-

Sent_a protocol to the Food and Drug Administration

for its own round of expensive tesfS on Rikss and
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synthetic prostaﬂlandm, and, finally, submit the drug
application to the lengthy FDA apﬁroval process—an
gven more complex procedure when two druqs are
involved. The FDA. for ifs part, has already revealed its
susceptibility to political pressure: inJuné 1989, at the
urging of Sénator Jesse Helms, Reﬂresen,tatwes Henry
Hyde and Robert Dornan, and others, it banned the
Import of Rke@nto the United States for private use.

Limitations on birth control research, of course,
mean fewer and less effective means of family planning
for Americans. This only peipctuates the country's
staggering rates of teenatt;e pregnancy and_abortion,
both of which arc among the higher* in the industrial-
ized world, A report of the National Research Council
estimates that between 1.2 million and 3 million un-
wanted pregnancies occur in the United States each
year, and that about half of the 1.5 million abortions
each year arc due to contraceptive failure.

s teps arc being taken, though, to break the im-
passe. Some members of Congress, galvanized by
an administration_ that, like its predecessor, has

. been more receptive to the demands of a power-
ful interest group than to the idea of pressing forward
in controversial areas of medical research, have be?_un
to move. In July, at the instigation of Representative

Barbara Boxer of California, Seventy members signed a

letter urglng Roussel to make RUsgs available for test-

ing in the Un7tcfl"5ia;cs, in the ho?,e that_eventually

Roussci will be convinced that the anti-abortionists rep-

resent neither the views of established medicine nor the

will of the public at Iarﬁe. In late October the reauthori-
zation bill for NIH collapsed after conservatives vehe-
mently objected to several abortion-related provi-
sions—amang them proposals for new centers to study
contraception and infertility, which they claimed might
lead to federal funding of research on Rikss. But this
month Representative Ron Wyden of Oregon is hold-
ing a hearing on RI48Gin an attempt to smoke out the
administration's position on the drug, and to. raise
questions. about the extent to which” the politics of
abortion is impeding research that could save lives,
As for the pharmaceutical companies, eventually they
may find the lure of profits more compelling than the
fear of boycotts and Iltl%atlon—espeually If RU486
brings with'it some of the health benefits that are pre-
dictéd. The boycott threat could (urn out to be a paper
tiger; it will be hard to convince Americans not to buy a
laxative made by Hocchst-Rousscl Pharmaceuticals be-
cause its parent compaw also owns the company that
produces. RU480. And Hoechst-Rousscl specializes in
prescription drugs rather than over-the-counter Prod-
ucts. Even the Mability conundrum is not insoluble.
Many have proposed devising an insurance scheme for
controversial new drugs and devices that would assure
companies they would only be liable if culpable error
could be proved. An insurance pool would cover un-
foreseen casualties. o _
Meanwhile, a group of physicians in San Francisco—
unwilling to wait for drug companies and the FDA—has

(

attempted to get the testing started themselves. Theirs
would be thefirst trial in the United States of RU486
with prostaglandin. (An earlier studY, at the Univeysity
of Southerd California, examined the efficacy of the
drug alone.) California's attorne¥ general, John Van de
Kamp, has proposed that the state Invoke a statute that
allows California to test, manufacture, and market
drugs within its own borders that are not yet approved
by the FDA Three hospitals have a(ﬂreed to conduct the
trials, but the doctors" plan has stalled because Roussel
has refused their request for the drug. ,

. However, 3aulieu, an irreprcz ilC advocate of his
invention, is confident that RU 486 will soon find its way
to the United States—and "not through the back door,

as the Californians are Pr_opo,sm I don't see any
reason to have partial distribution;” he says, "As in the
U.K., the pressure will be so strong that it will go ahead
in the USA. Roussci will help when the condifions are
beurr." Bauiicu is advocating ajoint undertaking that
would include Roussel, a non-profit organization here
&most I|k,el>{, Planned Parenthood), and a group of ven-
ure capitalists.

T he anti-abortjonists have raised legitimate ques-
tions about how RU486 might be misused if it
becomes a legal commodity here. What hap_Pens
ifa pregnant teenager Eets hold of some pills in

her second trimester, and thinks they'll solve her prob-

lem? Because the US. requlatory system is so decentral-
ized, it will be more diffiCult to maintain the scrupulous
controls over distribution that France has imposed, But
this country would doubtless require abortion patients
to undergo the same series of doctors" visits, to receive
the pills and the prostaglandin only at clinics and hospi-
tals, and to sign the same strict consent forms. And the
United States isn't exactly slack about drug safety stan-
dards. RU486 could be handled like any “prescription
drugz that poses a threat lo the fetus (such as the acne
treatment Accutane, with doctors strictly screening pa-
tients and the FDA requiring detailed warning_ inserts
alonog with the prescription). Or, if necessary, it could
be deemed a "Class 3" drug, like barbityrates and
amphetamines, which doctors Cannot prescribe without

a special license, and which requires a detailed account-

ing on the part of physicians and pharmacists to avoid

for%erles_and other abuses. , _

here is no denying that RU 486 is an eerie drug. Even
the most ardent” pro-choice . advocates have 'to ask
whether there isn't a critical distinction between a con-
traceptive and a "contra-geslive." But RU 486, like abor-
tion Itself, isn't going t0 30 away—regardless of the
restrictions that are placed on it” As more countries
begin using the drug, demand for it here will increase.

And if it isnot approved and carefully requlated in the

United Stales, a black market will Certdinly develop,

with predictably unpleasant consequences. Thus Willke

and his colleagues will have succeeded in creating ex-
actly the circumstance he claims to fear the most: wide-
spread misuse of a potent drug with possibly serious

health hazards for women. e

ncwmma ss, in c TiUNV\RiniLC ]_1.



R U 486

and Abortion

A Feminist Majority Foundation Report

Developed by Roussel Uclaf, a French pharmaceutical company, RU 486 (or
Mifepristone) is the first in a new generation of fertility control which can cause
the interruption of an early pregnancy. But Roussel Uclaf refuses to make

RU 486 available to American women.

RU 486: THE ABORTION PILL

As an anti-progestin, RU 486 works by blocking the
action of the hormone progesterone. Without pro-
gesterone, the lining of the uterus breaks down (as it
does prior to a menstrual cyele) and the conceptus is
expelled. Because RU 486 stops gestation after
fertilization of the egg, it has been called an abortion

pill.
SAFETY AND EFFICACY

RU 486, taken in pill form, has been used by over
90,000 women in 20 different countries and has
been found to be both safe and effective in terminat-
ing unwanted pregnancies. Taken alone, RU 486
causes complete evacuation of the uterus 80% of the
time. When a prostaglandin is administered 48
hours after RU 486 has been taken, the proce-
dure is 96% successful through the first nine
weeks following a missed menstrual period.

PREGNANCY TERMINATION
AND RU 486

In France, where RU 486 was approved for use
in 1988, one out of three women seeking an
abortion chooses the compound in place of
another procedure. InFrance, there are currently
four steps in the process:

Step I: French law requires that a woman who
wishes to terminate her pregnancy visit an authorized
birth control center, where she is given a pregnancy
test, and a clinical examination. She must register her
decision to have an abortion and then wait seven
days before she can end the pregnancy.

Step 2: If she elects an abortion with RU 486, she
returns to the center a second time and is given a 600
milligram oral dose of RU 486.

Step 3: After two days, she returns a third time for
an injection or a vaginal suppository of pros-
taglandin. Prostaglandin causes contractions of the
uterus and helps ensure its complete evacuation.

Step 4: Five to seven days later, she makes a
final visit to her physician to make sure that the
abortion is complete.

In countries with no mandatory waiting period for
abortion, Steps 1and 2 would be combined and the
procedure would require only three visits instead of
four. Leading scientists believe that RU 486 eventu-
ally will be combined with a slow-releasing pros-
taglandin, eliminating the need to administer these
medications separately.



WHY MANY WOMEN
PREFER RU 486

Many women prefer RU 486 because it allows
them greater psychological control over the
termination of pregnancy. Due to its its popular-
ity, RU 486 could eventually replace 50% of
vacuum aspiraiiohor surgical.abortions.

A womi|n can take RU 486 as soon as she knows
that she is pregnant. Surgical abortion generally
cannot be performed before the seventh week of
pregnancy.

The administration of RU 486 is non-invasive, has
no risk of infection, and does not require anesthesia.
A vacuum aspiration abortion is invasive, has a
slight risk of infection, and is commonly performed
with local anesthesia in the United States.

RU 486 eventually-wiH-be less expensive than
vacuum aspiration abortions.

BRINGING RU 486 INTO THE
UNITED STATES

RU 486 was licensed in France in 1988 and in
Great Britain in 1991. Shortly after its introduction
in France, Roussel Uclaf pulled RU 486 off the
market, attributing their decision to anti-abortion
pressure. Two.days later, the French government
ordered Roussel to make the compound available
to women in France, declaring RU 486 “the moral
property of women.”

Yet RU 486 remains unavailable to American
women. On June 9,1989, in response to lobbying
by anti-abortion members of Congress, the U.S.
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) issued an
import alert on RU 486, banning importation of the
compound for personal use.

Opponents of abortion rights have threatened
boycotts against the French manufacturer of RU
486, Roussel Uclaf, and its German parent com-
pany, Hoechst, A.G. Thus far Roussel and Hoechst
have decided not to apply for a license to distribute
RU 486 in the United States.

C

FEMINIST MAJORITY PETITIONS
PHARMACEUTICAL FIRMS

To visibly counter anti-abortion politics, the Femi-
nist Majority Foundation is organizing the public,
scientists, researchers, and health care professionals
in the United States for the Campaign for RU 486
and Contraceptive Research.

Over 250,000 individuals have joined thousands of
distinguished scientists, including winne”of the
Nobel Prize and the National Medal of Science, in
signing petitions urging the manufacturers to
release the drug.

In July, 1990, a Feminist Majority Foundation
delegation of feminist leaders, scientists and health
care professionals presented 800 pounds of some
115,000 petitions to Roussel Uclaf and Hoechst,
A.G.

This delegation held a series of historic meetings
with leading officials from both companies, includ-
ing Roussel CEO Edouard Sakiz. The manufactur-
ers were impressed by both the scientific and
broad-based support for RU 486.

ORGANIZATIONS SUPPORT
RU 486

Major American organizations have passed resolu-
tions calling for release of the drug to the U.S. for
research purposes:

American Medical Association

American Public Health Association

American Assoc, for the Advancement of Science

American Institute of Biological Sciences

American Pediatric Society

Zero Population Growth

National Organization for Women

Society for the Study of Reproduction

National Cushing's Syndrome Association

Endometrosis Association

Endocrine Society

National Association of Breast Cancer
Organizations

© 1991, Feminist Majority Foundation, 186 South Street. Boston, MA Q111 A« °° n_



R U 486 and Breast Cancer

A Feminist M ajority Foundation Report

The French piil RU 486 has sparked international interest as a possible
treatment for breast cancer. Yet the manufacturer of this compound has not
provided RU 486 to any researcher for human clinical trials for breast cancer

in the United States.

INCIDENCE OF
BREAST CANCER

Breast cancer is an epidemic. Each year over
175,000 women will be diagnosed with breast
cancer in this country alone. One in nine
American women will develop breast cancer
in her lifetime.

Breast cancer kills 44,500 women in the
United States annually.

BREAST CANCER AND
HORMONE TREATMENT

Breast cancer is the most common form of
cancer in American women. Some types of
breast cancer are "responsive" to different
hormones: that is, tumors grow in response to
levels of a particular hormone.

Great advances in breast cancer treatment have
been made by using "anti-hormone" drugs to
block the action of the hormone which causes
tumors to grow.

For example, tamoxifen is an anti-estrogen drug
which has been successfully used to delay breast
cancer recurrence and reduce tumor growth in
"estrogen-responsive" breast cancers.

RU 486 AND BREAST CANCER

Since RU 486 is an anti-progesterone drug,
there is strong interest in testing RU 486 to
see if its effects would be similar to
tamoxifen when used as a new form of
hormonal therapy for progesterone-respon-
sive breast cancer.

In animal studies, conducted by Dr.
Bakker et al in the Netherlands, RU 486
reduced breast cancer tumors as well as
tamoxifen. The administration of both
tamoxifen and RU 486 reduced tumor size
more than each drug alone.

RU 486 also may be a second-line treat-
ment for tumors that have become resis-
tant to tamoxifen. In apreliminary clinical
trial in France, Dr. Romieu et al found that
RU 486 halted some cancer growth in 12 of
22 breast cancer patients after other treat-
ments failed. Additionally, this study re-
ported that RU 486 reduced pain from the
metastasis of cancer cells to the bones.

RU 486 has been tested domestically at the
National Institutes of Health (NIH) in Wash-
ington, D.C. and elsewhere to determine if its
progesterone-blocking action might remove
the stimulus for the growth of some breast
cancer tumors.



All U.S.-based studies concerning RU 486 and
breast cancer have consisted of basic laboratory
research using only animal and human cell lines.
In Europe, however, researchers in France and
the Netherlands have progressed to human
clinical trials using RU 486 for breast cancer.

SCIENTISTS SUPPORT RU 486

The most prestigous scientific organizations in
the United States have passed resolutions calling
for the release of RU 486 for research purposes.
These organizations include:

American Medical Association

American Public Health Association

American Association for the Advancement
of Science

American Institute of Biological Sciences

American Pediatric Society

Endocrine Society

WOMEN'S HEALTH CARE
ADVOCATES SUPPORT RU 486

Advocates of women's health care also have
expressed-support for RU 486, including die
National Alliance of Breast Cancer Organiza-
tions, National Organization for Women,
Endometriosis Association, and National
Cushing’s Syndrome Association believe re-
search into RU 486's possible applications
should move forward immediately.

BRINGING RU 486 INTO

' THE UNITED STATES
Opponents of abortion rights have threatened
boycotts against the French manufacturer of RU
486, Roussel Uclaf, and its German parent com-
pany, Hoechst, A.G. Thus far Roussel and
Hoechst have not applied fof a license to
distribute RU 486 in the United States.

C

At the present time, RU 486 is licensed in
France and Great Britain as a safe, effective
aborrifacienL

The U. S. Food and Drug Administration’s
politically-motivated ban on personal
importation of RU 486 has caused confu-
sion, delays and obstacles for researchers
investigating the non-abortifacient indica-
tions of RU 486 as a treatment for breast
cancer, Cushing’s Syndrome, meningioma
and endometriosis. The Feminist Majority
Foundation believes that Roussel Uclaf and
Hoechst, A.G. should make RU 486 more
widely available for use and continued
research.

FEMINIST MAJORITY PETITIONS
AMERICAN PHARMACEUTICAL
FIRMS

To visibly counter anti-abortion politics, the
Feminist Majority Foundation is organizing
the public, scientists, researchers and health
care professionals in the United States for the
Campaign for RU 486 and Contraceptive
Research. Over 250,000 individuals have
joined thousands of distinguished scientists,
including winners of the Nobel Prize and the
National Medal of Science, in signing Foun-
dation petitions urging the manufacturers to
release the drug.

In July, 1990, a Feminist Majority Founda-
tion delegation of feminist leaders, scientists
and health care professionals presented 800
pounds of some 115,000 petitions to Roussel
Uclaf and Hoechst, A.G. This delegation
held a series of historic meetings in Paris and
Frankfurt with leading officials from both
companies, including Roussel’s CEO
Edouard Sakiz. The manufacturers were
impressed by both the scientific and broad-
based support for RU 486.

© 1991 Feminist Majority Foundation, 186 South Street, Boston. MA 02111 (617)695-9688 Fax (617)695-9747



R U 486 and

Cushing>Syndrome

A Feminist Majority Foundation Report

Some forms of Cushing’s Syndrome, a deadly disease, can be treated with
the new French pill RU 486. But opponents of abortion have caused the
near-halt of research into this and other life-saving applications of RU
486 simply because the compound is ah effective abortifacient.

WHAT IS CUSHING’S SYNDROME?

Cushing’s Syndrome results from an overproduc-
tion of cortisol, a natural glucocorticoid hormone
produced by the endocrine system. Normally, the
pituitary gland (located between the optic nerves)
sends messages-to the adrenal glands (found just
above the kidneys) signalling how much cortisol
is needed. In Cushing’s Syndrome, this signal is
not shut off and die adrenal glands begin massive
overproduction of cortisol. Too much cortisol can
be fatal. :

The disease is triggered by the growth of a tumor
in one of three locations in the body. “Spontane-
ous Cushjpg’s” occurs when a small benign
tumor develops on the pituitary gland, or on one
of the adrenal glands. “Ectopic Cushing’s”
occurs more rarely when cancerous tumors, often
on the lung, pancreas, or thymus gland, produce a
hormone that stimulates cortisol secretion.

RU 486 AND
CUSHING’S SYNDROME

The RU 486 compound is an anti-glucocorticoid:
it binds to glucocorticoid receptors in the body
and thus prevents the hormone cortisol from
binding. Researchers at the National Institutes of
Health (NIH) and elsewhere have investigated
RU 486 as a possible treatment for Cushing's
Syndrome since 1983.

One important NIH study has shown that
when people gravely ill with inoperable

tumors were given RU 486, over half
experienced actual reversal and control of
the disease as well as complete regression
of the Syndrome'’s features. Administration
of RU 486 enables the patient to regain
strength, simultaneously allowing doctors
enough time to find and remove the tumor(s).
Without RU 486, the patient’s condition
continues to deteriorate, prevents surgery,
and may result in death.

RU 486 already has helped patients in the
United States with advanced Cushing’s
Syndrome symptoms. Two such survivors
testified before Congress that RU 486
saved their lives.

The National Cushing’s Association strongly
supports making RU 486 available in the
United States.

WHO IS AFFECTED BY
CUSHING’S SYNDROME?

The vast majority of Cushing’s victims are
women, primarily in their 20’s - 40’s. But -
it also affects men, and can strike children
too. Cushing’s Syndrome is not acommon
disorder. However, many more people have
Cushing's than are diagnosed with the dis-
ease. In fact, many people who have the
disease have suffered for years before proper
diagnosis is made. Widespread use of phar-
macological doses of glucocorticoids



administered for a wide range of other diseases
may have given miiiions of people mild variants
of this disorder.

WHAT HAPPENS TO PEOPLE
WITH THIS DISORDER?

e excessive weight gain, especially fat
deposits on upper body leading to
“buffalo hump” and “moon face” fea-
tures

e severe muscular weakness, impotence,
and urinary incontinence
mental depression, memory loss, severe
mood swings
osteoporosis (bone thinning)
thinning of the hair
development of diabetes mellitus
atherosclerosis
acne, facial hair growth in women

* ,loss of menstrualperiods
hypertension (high blood pressure)

e suppression of the immune system

I f left untreated,
Cushing’s Syndrome can befatal.

WHAT TREATMENTS EXIST?
Selective surgical removal of the tumor in the
pituitary gland, complete removal of the adrenal
gland which has the tumor, or complete resec-
tion of an ectopic tumor are treatments for
Cushing’s. Surgical treatment relieves the
predominant symptoms and reverses the pro-
cess. But surgery is often not possible for people
with Ectopic Cushing’s, or when the cancer has
metastasized. For these cases, RU 486 may be
the only possible treatment.

BRINGING RU 486 TO THE U.S.

Opponents of abortion rights have threatened
boycotts against the French manufacturer of
RU 486, Roussel Uclaf, and its German parent
company, Hoechst, A.G. Thus far Roussel and
Hoechst have not applied for a license to
distribute RU 486 in the United States. At the
present time, RU 486 is licensed in France and
Great Britain.

The U.S. Food and Drug Administration’s ban
on personal importation of RU 486 has caused
confusion, delays and obstacles for researchers.
Scientists who need RU 486 for the treatment
of Cushing’s Syndrome and for research into
the medication’s potential as a life-saving
treatment for diseases such as breast cancer
have had difficulties obtaining RU 486. The
Feminist Majority Foundation believes that
Roussel Uclaf and Hoechst, A. G. should make
RU 486 more widely available for use and
continued research.

FEMINIST MAJORITY PETITIONS
PHARMACEUTICAL FIRMS

To visibly counter anti-abortion politics, the
Feminist Majority Foundation is organizing the
public, scientists, researchers and health care
professionals in the United States for the Cam-
paign for RU 486 and Contraceptive Research.
Over 250,000 individuals have joined thou-
sands of distinguished scientists, including
winners of the Nobel Prize and the National
Medal of Science, in signing pennons urging
the manufacturers to release the drug.

Major American organizations, such as the
American Association for the Advancement of
Science, American Medical Association, the
American Public Health Association, Endocrine
Society, Endometriosis Association, Society for
the Study of Reproduction, National Organiza-
tion for Women, National Cushing’s Syn-
drome Association, and the National Associa-
tion of Breast Cancer Organizations, also have
passed resolutions calling for release of the
drug to the U.S. at least for research purposes.

In July 1990, a Feminist Majority delegation of
feminist leaders, scientists and health care
professionals presented 800 Ibs. of some
115,000 petitions to Roussel Uclaf and
Hoechst, A.G. This delegation held a series of
historic meetings in Paris and Frankfurt with
leading officials from both companies, includ-
ing Roussel’s CEO Edouard Sakiz.

© 1991, Femminist Majority Foundation, 186 South Strest, Boston. MA 02111 =(617) 695-9688 Fax (617) 695-9747



RU 486 and M eningiom a

A Feminist Majority Foundation Report

The new French pill RU 486 shows promise as a treatment for meningioma, a
type of brain or spinal cord tumor. But opponents of abortion have caused the
near-hait of research into this and other life-saving applications of RU 486
simply because the compound is an effective abortifacient

WHAT IS MENINGIOMA?

Meningiomas develop from the middle of the
three layers oTmembrane that cover the brain
and spinal cord. As meningiomas grow, they
erode the outer membranes and cause thicken-
ing of the bones of the skull. Eventually, they
may protrude through the skull and appear
beneath the'scalp as a firm lump. Depending
upon the location of the meningioma, the
tumor can cause a host of symptoms. Symp-
toms of brain tumors range from headaches,
vision problems, seizures and memory loss to
difficulty speaking, reading and writing.

Tumors of the spinal cord can cause pain in the
neck and shoulders, loss of sensation in the
upper part of the body, numbness or tingling in
the aims or legs, difficulty walking, and a
gradual weakness of the body. Usually benign,
meningiomas are very slow growing tumors,
that can cause debilitating symptoms and are
sometimes fatal.

INCIDENCE OF MENINGIOMA

Meningiomas account for between 15 and 20%
of all brain tumors, and 32% of all spinal cord
tumors. Meningiomas occur two times more
frequently in women than in men.

Surgery is usually the treatment recommended
for tumors located in an accessible area of the
brain or spinal cord. Radiation therapy is used
for inaccessible tumors, or those which can only
be partially removed.

RU 486 AND MENINGIOMA

According to the Association for Brain Tumor
Research, meningiomas are more common in

women, may enlarge or become symptomatic

during pregnancy or the menstrual cycle, and
are positively associated with breast cancer.

These indications suggest that the hormones
estrogen and progesterone influence tumor
growth. Meningioma cells have been found to
contain progesterone and estrogen receptors,
lending physical support to this theory.
Meningiomas are more commonly positive for
progesterone receptors than for estrogen recep-
tors.

By binding with progesterone receptors,

RU 486 - an anti-progesterone - may inhibit
the growth of, or actually reduce
meningiomas.

In a study by Dr. Grunberg et al at the Univer-
sity of Southern California School of Medicine,



RU 486 was found to have some efficacy in
the treatment of patients with inoperable
meningioma. Of 14 patients, 5 experienced
objective tumor regression (reduced tumor
measurement). Four patients also experienced
subjective improvement (improved extraocular
muscle function or relief for headache). Be-
cause meningiomas occur within closed spaces
- the skull or spinal cord - even small amounts
of shrinkage can mean important improvement
for the patienL

BRINGING RU 486 INTO THE U.S.

Opponents of abortion rights have threatened
boycotts against the French manufacturer of
RU 486, Roussel Uclaf, and its German parent
company, Hoechst, A.G. Thus far Roussel and
Hoechst have no?applied for a license to
distribute RU 486 in the United States. At the
present time, RU 486 is licensed in France and
Great Britain as a safe, effective abortifacient.

The U. S. Food and Drug Administration’s
politically-motivated ban on personal importa-
tion of RU 486 has caused confusion, delays
and obstacles for researchers investigating the
non-abortifacient indications of RU 486 as a
treatment for breast cancer, Cushing’s Syn-
drome, meningioma and endometriosis.

The Feminist Majority Foundation beli ves
that Roussel Uclafand Hoechst A.G. should
make RU 486 more widely available for use
and continued research.

FEMINIST MAJORITY PETITIONS
PHARMACEUTICAL FIRMS
To visibly counter anti-abortion politics, the

Feminist Majority Foundation is organizing the
public, scientists, researchers and health care

professionals in the United States for the
Campaign for RU 486 and Contraceptive
Research. Over 250,000 individuals have
joined thousands of distinguished! scientists,
including winners of the Nobel Prize and the
National Medal of Science, in signing Foun-
dation petitions urging the manufacturers to
release the drug.

In July, 1990, a Feminist Majority Foundation
delegation of feminist leaders, scientists and
health care professionals presented 800
pounds of some 115,000 petitions to Roussel
Uclaf and Hoechst, A.G.

This delegation held a series of historic
meetings in Paris and Frankfurt with leading
officials from both companies, including
Roussel’s CEO Edouard Sakiz. The manufac-
turers were impressed by both the scientific
and broad-based support for RU 486.

ORGANIZATIONS FOR RU 486

Major American organizations now have
passed resolutions calling for release of the
drug to the U.S. at least for research pur-
poses:

American Medical Association

American Public Health Association

American Association for the
Advancement of Science

American Institute of Biological Sciences

American Pediatric Society

Zero Population Growth

National Organization for Women

Society for the Study of Reproduction

Endometriosis Association

National Cushing’s Syndrome Association

Endocrine Society

National Association of Breast Cancer
Organizations

© 1991, Feminist Majority Foundation, 186 South Street, Boston, MA 02111 (617)695-9688 F « (617)695-9747



R U 486 and Endometriosis

A Feminist M ajority Foundation Report

The new French pill RU 486 shows promise as a treatment for endometriosis, a
chronic, long-term, painful disease that can affect women for their entire
reproductive lives. But opponents of abortion have caused the near-halt of
research into this and other life-saving applications of RU 486 simply because
the compound is an effective abortifacient.

WHAT IS ENDOMETRIOSIS?

Endometriosis is the growth of uterine tissue
outside of ThtfTnenis: in the abdomen, on the
ovaries and abdominal lining, bowel and
bladder. Endometrial growths usually respond
to the hormones of the menstrual cycle just as
the lining of the uterus does. Tissue builds up
each month'and is sloughed off. But endome-
trial tissue outside of the uterus has no way of
leaving the body. The result is internal bleed-

ing, formation of scar tissue, inflammation, and

other medical problems.

Endometriosis is one of the three leading
causes of female infertility.

WHO IS AFFECTED BY
ENDOMETRIOSIS?

At least 5 million women betwe.n the ages of

Il and 50 are affected by endometriosis in
the United States.

The most common symptoms of the disease

are pain before and during menstrual periods,
pain during or after sexual activity, infertility,
and heavy or irregular bleeding. It is difficult

to diagnose because these symptoms, as well as

other less common ones, may be caused by
other conditions.

Another barrier to accurate diagnosis is the
unfortunate ignorance of many health profes-
sionals about the disease. As recently as the
1980's many medical students were taught
that the symptoms of endometriosis originate
in the mind or in mental or emotional conflict,
and many women were referred to psychia-
trists or given tranquilizers to “treat” this
physiological condition.

Only ten to fifteen percent of girls and
women in the United States with
endometriosis are properly diagnosed.

RU 486 AND
ENDOMETRIOSIS

The cause of endometriosis is unknown, and
currently there is no cure. One method of
treatment involves using male and female
hormonal preparations to try to shrink endo-
metrial growths.

In addition to being an anti-progestin and
an anti-glucocorticoid, RU 486 appears to
be a non-competitive anti-estrogen. As
such, it is a possible new hormonal treat-
ment for endometriosis. Through an
unknown mechanism, RU 486 seems to
block the capacity of the endometrial tissue
to grow in response to estrogen.



RU 486 also inhibits the secretion of estrogen
in the body, lowering the amount of estrogen
available to exacerbate endometrial growths.

There is currendy only one human clinical trial
in the United States investigating the efficacy
of RU 486 in treating endometriosis. Much
more data is needed before RU 486 could be
used to treat women with endometriosis. But
scientific research into the many potential
applications of RU 486 is being slowed, if not
stopped altogether, by non-scientific obstacles.

BRINGING RU 486 INTO
THE UNITED STATES

Opponents of abortion rights have threatened
boycotts against the French manufacturer of
RU 486, RouslefUclaf, and its German parent
company, Hoechst, A.G. Thus far Roussel and
Hoechst have not applied for a license to
distribute RU 486 in the United States. At the
present time, RU 486 is licensed in France and
Great Britain as a safe, effective abornfacient.

The U. S. Food and Drug Administration’s
politically-motivated ban on personal importa-
tion of RU-486 has caused confusion, delays
and obstacles for researchers investigating the
non-abortifacient indications of RU 486 as a
treatment for breast cancer, Cushing’s Syn-
drome, meningioma (brain tumors) and
endometriosis.

The Feminist Majority Foundation believes
that Roussel Uclaf and Hoechst A.G. should
make RU 486 more widely available for use
and continued research.

The critical need for research into
endometriosis, both causes and treatments,
cannot be underestimated. Itjis unconscio-
nable that research into a promising treatment
for this little understood disease is being
hindered.

FEMINIST MAJORITY
PETITIONS
PHARMACEUTICAL FIRMS

To visibly counter anti-abortion politics, the
Feminist Majority Foundation is organizing the
public, scientists, researchers and health care
professionals in the United States for the Cam-
paign for RU 486 and Contraceptive Research.
Over 250,000 individuals have joined thousands
of distinguished scientists, including winners of
the Nobel Prize and the National Medal of
Science, in signing Foundation petitions urging
the manufacturers to release the drug.

In July, 1990, a Feminist Majority Foundation
delegation of feminist leaders, scientists and
health care professionals presented 800 pounds
of some 115,000 petitions to Roussel Uclaf and
Hoechst, A.G. This delegation held a series of
historic meetings in Paris and Frankfurt with
leading officials from both companies, including
Roussel’s CEO Edouard Sakiz. The manufactur-
ers were impressed by both the scientific and
broad-based support for RU 486.

ORGANIZATIONS FOR RU 486

Major American organizations now have passed
resolutions calling for release of the drug to the
U.S. for research purposes:

Endometriosis Association

American Medical Association

American Public Health Assocation

American Association for the Advancement
of Science

American Institute of Biological Sciences

American Pediatric Society

Zero Population Growth

National Organization for Women

National Cushing’s Syndrome Association

Endocrine Society

Society for the Study of Reproduction

National Association of Breast Cancer
Organizations

©1991. Feminist Majority Foundation. 186 South Street Boston. MA 02111 (617)695-9688 Fax (617)695-9747



R U 486 and W omen

Developing Nations

A Feminist Majority Foundation Report

"Ifitis important, as | believe it is, to make a humanitarian effort to reduce
the complications ofabortion —in countries where it is illegal, in countries

when it is badly done, in countries where the health service infrastructure is
inadequate —then it has to be admitted that RU 486 presents an opportunity
ofdoing better and cheaper abortions." - Dr. Etienne Baulieu

RU 486 CAN SAVE
WOMEN’S LIVES

For women m poor nations in Latin America,
Asia and Africa, RU 486 represents a signifi-
cant and potentially life-saving discovery.
According to the World Health Organization
(WHO), an estimated 200,000 young women
die each year (one every three minutes) in
these countries as a result of unsafe and
illegal abortion.

The vast majority of women in poor nations
terminate their pregnancies outside the formal
health sector using unsafe methods that often
result in infections and bleeding.

In hospitals in developing nations, dilation and
curettage (D&C), although twice as risky as
either the use of RU 486 or vacuum aspiration
abortion, remains the most frequently employed
means,of ending a pregnancy.

The availability of better technology, already
used in wealthy nations, could vastly improve
the quality of care women receive. RU 486 is a
safe and inexpensive alternative for women in
poor nations who lack fertility control options.

HOW RU 486 WORKS

Developed by Roussel Uclaf, a French
pharmaceutical company, RU 486 (or
Mifepristone) is the first in a new generation
of fertility control methods which can cause
the interruption of an early pregnancy.

By blocking the action of the hormone
progesterone, RU 486 causes the lining of
the uterus to bieak down (as it does prior to
a menstrual cycle) and the conceptus to be
expelled. Because RU 486 stops gestation
after fertilization of the egg, it has been
called an abortion pill.

To date, RU 486 has been used by over
90,000 women in 20 different countries.

Taken alone, RU 486 causes complete
evacuation of the uterus 80% of the time.

When a prostaglandin is administered 36
to 48 hours after RU 486 has been given,
the procedure is 96% successful through
the first nine weeks following a missed
menstrual period.



WHY MANY WOMEN
PREFER RU486

For a variety of reasons, many women favor
RU 486:

*Pregnancy termination with RU 486 is a
non-invasive procedure, requiring no anes-

thesia and putting women at no risk of
infection.

* RU 486 affords women relative privacy -
both in making and in carrying out their
reproductive decisions.

* RU 486 can be administered to a woman
*as soon as she knows that she is pregnant
and wants to have an abortion. By contrast,
a woman must wait until the seventh week
of pregnancy before she is able to have a
vacuum aspiration abortion.

» Many women prefer RU 486 because it
allows them greater psychological control
over the termination of pregnancy.

RU 486: ADVANTAGES IN
POOR NATIONS

There are some particular advantages in the
use of RU 486 in poor countries:

» Minimal time from skilled practitioners is
needed to administer RU 486. Its use would
free up scarce and valuable medical person-
nel to attend to other work.

* RU 486 is safer and more effective than
both currently used methods of self-induced
abortion and D&C, the most frequently used
method of pregnancy termination in hospi-
tals in developing nations.

* Through a Roussel Uclaf - WHO agreement,
RU 486 is available to the public sector in
developing countries at a low price, estimated
to be between $2 and $4 per treatment.

* Because RU 486 affords women relative
privacy, it is culturally more acceptable than
more invasive procedures in many settings.

AVAILABILITY OF RU 486

To date, however, RU 486 is available only in
France and in the UK. Although China was the
first country to approve RU 486 following
extensive clinical trials, the drug has not been
made available to that country. The Chinese
have synthesized their own version of the
compound which is being tested in Shanghai.

The bulk of the research on RU 486 in poor
countries has been sponsored by the Special
Programme of Research, Development and
Research Training in Human Reproduction at
the World Health Organization (HRP/WHQ)
under a contract with Roussel. Clinical studies
with RU 486 have been conducted in China,
Cuba, India, Singapore, and Viet Nam. WHO
studies on the efficacy of RU 486 as an

abortifacient have been limited to countries
where abortion is legal.

The lack of appropriate equipment and technol-
ogy, restrictive abortion laws, the Reagan-Bush
gag rule (the so-called “Mexico City Policy"),
weak health-care infrastructures, and the over-
medicalization of abortion and other health-care
services all deny women access to safe, legal
abortion.

Expanding the availability of RU 486 is a
critical step toward preventing the needless
deaths of women in poor nations.

© 1991, Feminist Majority Foundation, 186 South St, Boston, MA 02111 (617) 695-9688 Fax (617)695-9747
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WHY MANY WOMEN
PREFER RU486

For a variety of reasons, many women favor
RU 486:

<Pregnancy termination with RU. 486 is a
non-invasive procedure, requiring no anes-
thesia and putting women at no risk of
infection.

< RU 486 affords women relative privacy -
both in malting and in carrying cut their
reproductive decisions.

< RU 486 can be administered to a woman
«as soon as she knows that she is pregnant
and wants to have an abortion. By contrast,
a woman must wait until the seventh week
of pregnancy before she is able to have a
vacuum aspiration abortion.

< Many women prefer R 486 because it
allows them greater psychological control
over the termination of pregnancy.

RU 486: ADVANTAGES IN
POOR NATIONS

There are some particular advantages in the
use of RU 486 in poor countries:

« Minimal time from skilled practitioners is
needed to administer RU 486. Its use would
free up scarce and valuable medical person-
nel to attend to other work.

< RU 486 is safer and more effective than
both currently used methods of self-induced
abortion and D&C, the most frequently used
method of pregnancy termination in hospi-
tals in developing nations.

< Through a Roussel Uclaf - WHO agreement,
RU 486 is available to the public sectorin
developing countries at a low price, estimated
to be between $2 and $4 per treatment.

<Because RU 486 affords women relative
privacy, itis culturally more acceptable than
more invasive procedures in many settings.

AVAILABILITY OF RU 486

To date, however, RU 486 is available only in

France and in the UK. Although China was the
first country to approve RU 486 following
extensive clinical trials, the drag has not been
made available to that country. 'Hie Chinese
have synthesized their own version of the
compound which is being tested in Shanghai.

The bulk of the research on RU 486 in poor

countries has been sponsored by the Special
Programme of Research, Development and
Research Training in Human Reproduction at
the World Health Organization (HRP/WHO)
under a contract with Roussel. Clinical studies
with RU 486 have been conducted in China,
Cuba, India, Singapore, and Viet Nam. WHO
studies on the efficacy of RU 486 as an
abonifacient have been limited to countries
where abortion is legal.

The lack of appropriate equipment and technol-

ogy, restrictive abortion laws, the Reagan-Bush
gag rule (the so-called “Mexico City Policy”),
weak health-care infrastructures, and the over-
medicalization of abortion and other health-care
services all deny women access to safe, legal
abortion.

Expanding the availability of RU 486 is a

critical step toward preventing the needless

deatlis of women in poor nations.
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March 8, 1992

The Honorable lvan lvan
Alaska House of Representatives
P.O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative lvan,

The Alaska Chapter of the National Association for Social Workers asks your
support for SS HJIR 66, "Urging the Congress to amend the Budget Enforcement
Act 0f 1990 to allow savings in military spending to be spent for domestic needs as
well as for budget deficit reduction.” We believe it is time to 1/ bring down the
walls for domestic discretionary spending programs for FY '93; 2/ cut military
spending FY'93 significantly below cuts projected in the Budget Enforcement Act
(BEA.) and free up resources for economic conversion programs; and 3/ transfer
military savings to permit a greater investment in domestic programs.

The 1990 Budget Agreement was based on security needs that have become out-
dated with the end of the Cold War and the disintegration of the Soviet empire.
Under current plans, in 1996 we will still be spending $85 billion defending
Europe, $12 billion on Norway, and another $33 billion on Japan. In the next
three years we can safely cut defense spending by at least $60 billion to $100
billion more.

According to our National office, next year, in FY’'93, domestic programs are
likely to face cuts unless the BEA is changed. Lower than projected inflation
means that the domestic cap could be lowered $2 billion since the BEA requires
an adjustment to the spending cap when actual inflation is higher or lower than
assumed in the Act. Addidonally, Congress borrowed on next year’'s amount to
make it through this year, putting an even greater squeeze on next year. On top
of next year's squeeze is what is in store for FY 94-95. According to the
Congressional Budget Office, domestic spending could be cut $15 billion in FY
94 and $22 billion in FY 95 if defense spending reductions continue according
to the President’s plan.

Please send the message that SS HJR 66 contains to the Congress and to
President Bush. Thank you for your time.

spectfully”

leresa Tanoury, LCSW
Social Action Committee Chair

fe-¥erz ofSuppo/ir



SERVICE
EMPLOYEES

INTERNATIONAL UNION, AFL-CI0. CLC
1313 L STREET N.W. «WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 = (202) 898-3200

R INTERNATIONAL SECRLTARV-THEASORER

November 18, 1991

Dear Representative:

On behalf of the 975,000 members of the Service Employees
International Union (SEIU), 1 urge you to support policies which
redirect the nation®s fiscal priorities towards rebuilding America
and revitalizing the middle class.

In lightof recent world events, the projected level of
defense expenditures is clearly unjustified. The excess funds from
defense could be put to better use if they were freed to help meet
domestic needs. In order to utilize a peace dividend, the Budget

Enforcement Act must be modified to allow for a transfer of funds
from the defense to the domestic discretionary spending account.
By bringing down these walls, we could profit from the peace
dividend while maintaining the overall deficit reduction goals
established under the budget agreement.

I also urge you to cosponsor H.R. 3732,the Budget Process
Reform Act of 1991, which modifies the Budget Enforcement Act by
eliminating the barriers among discretionary spending accounts for
fiscal year 1993.

SEIU represents workers who are -.ckbone of the American
middle class. These working men and women are struggling to
maintain a decent standard of Iliving during an era of declining
wages, slow economic growth and rising income 1inequality.

We need greater investment in our schools, our children, and
our infrastructure. Our cities and states need help solving their
mounting fiscal crises. We also need to 1invest 1in a national
healthcare system that guarantees every American access to quality,

affordable care.

SEIU urges you to support budget policies that 1invest the
peace dividend 1in meeting urgent domestic needs.

Sincerely,
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National Urban League,

WASHINGTON OPERATIONS
1111 Fourteenth Street, N.W.
6th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20005

November 19, 1991

Dear Representative:

Our changed world requires a complete
re-examination of our budget and spending
priorities. Now 1is the time to commit to a progranm
of long-term, strategic investment in the
development of our human resources and the
physical infrastructure that supports economic
activity.

The National Urban League has taken the
concrete step of developing a bold new initiative
for investing in this Nation®s human and physical
infrastructure through a specific proposal,
Playing to Win: A Marshall Plan for America. The
Marshall Plan serves as a blueprint for an
investment program for America, calling for an
annual $50 billion commitment of our resources,
targeted to areas of greatest need. In a recent
address, National Urban League President, John E.
Jacob, argued that the progressive decline in
America®s relative economic strength means that
unless we 1invest more 1in the nation®s human and
physical capital, we will face a bleak economic
future. Failure to meet the challenge of global
competitiveness could jeopardize our national
security and our quality of life.

Gonlriluilionj lo ihe National liman league -ire ti\ dclitflinle.

Inc



November 19, 1991
Page 2

To move forward with the Urban League®s
Marshall Plan, the Congress and the Administration
must join together in modifying last year®s budget
agreement which is now obsolete in light of
changes 1in the Soviet Union, the end of the Cold
War, and the devastation of our communities. The
National Urban League has joined other national
organizations 1in drafting the following statement
of principles to guide the re-ordering of our
national priorities:

1. Congress and the Administration should reduce
defense expenditures 1in FY1993 significantly below
the levels projected in the President®s FY1992
five-year plan. These savings should be used for
needed public investment that can redress unmet
domestic needs, build human capital and promote
long-term economic growth.

2. Congress and the Administration should allow
for the transfer of funds from defense to domestic
discretionary spending programs in FY1993, while
maintaining the overall deficit reduction goals
set forth in the budget agreement.

3. Congress and the Administration should not use
defense savings or other discretionary funds for
tax cut purposes. Instead the Congress and the
Administration should finance any personal income
tax relief package by shifting the tax burden to
upper-income taxpayers.

The National Urban League 1looks forward to
working with you as we plan for our country's
future economic well-being.

Sincerely,

Robert McAlpine
Di rector
Policy & Government Relations
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November 19, 1991

Dear Representative:

On behalf of the American Nurses Association (ANA) and the 200,000 members of its 53
constituent state and territorial associations | am writing to urge you to consider a
renegotiation of the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 (BEA) to permit the nation’s domestic

needs to be better met.

The American Nurses Association is participating with a broad based coalition of
organizations that believe the Congress and the Administration should reduce defense
spending in the coming years to permit that funding to be transferred to meet the nation’s
unmet domestic priorities. We believe that.the principles of deficit reduction set forth in
the budget agreement should be maintained, but that the recent events in the Soviet nations
warrant a reduction in the amount of money spent on defense and a greater emphasis on
domestic needs that have suffered over the past decade.

Universal access to health care must be a major domestic priority. As front line providers,

we see the tremendous need for better delivery of health care to unserved and underserved
populations. We also know that financing health care reform will be a formidable task.

ANA and over 50 nursingNorgani;aKionsd'u?ve leéTF] getfRer to propose a reform of the
health care system called UI’SIngS gen alor me t e EfOFm to address those issues.
A renegotiation of the budget agreement will allow our nation’s domestic programs to
benefit from the peace initiatives and the reduction in defense spending. | urge you to

invest in America now by supporting these principles of the budget coalition.

Sincerely,

Lucille A. Joel, EdD, RN, FAAN
President

LAT:PMG/pal

ANA -An Equal Opportunity Employer
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S PONSOR S TATEMENT

SSHJR 66 "urges the Congress to amend the Budget Enforcement Act
of 1990 to allow savings in military spending to be spent for
domestic needs as well as for budget deficit reduction™.

Joint resolutions were introduced 1in both the House and the
Senate. Senator Arlis Stugulewski introduced SJR 43, which has
passed out of Senate State Affairs and is now in Senate Rules.

I believe the American defense budget can be substantially
reduced without risking national security. It"s time we reorder
our national priorities; we must direct more money toward
educating children and promoting healthy and stable families.
Due to the end of the Cold War we can"t afford such a large
military budget at the expense of our national well-being.

Despite modest unilateral reductions in the U.S. nuclear arsenal,

military spending for fiscal year 1992 1is $291 billion. Fifty
cents of every federal tax dollar goes tothe military and paying
for past wars. One B-2 stealth bomber costs $865,000,000, which

exceeds the cost of Aid to Families with Dependent Children in 49
out of the 50 states in the union.

Huge needs exist in our economy. More ofour kids need a
lifelong start in increased accessibility to Headstart programs.
Too many of our rural community health clinic don"t have access
to the most basic of life"s needs, such as safe water. For
America to be strong and competitive, we need to transfer
military resources to programs that meet human needs.

Specifically, jobs, housing, health and nutrition, education,
community development, environmental protection, prenatal care
and child care are all areas that would benefit from a military
reduction.

The joint resolution request that Congress and President Bush do
the following;

reduce military spending to a level that is more
appropriate to a post-Cold War situation;

msponsor iS -i



reach a new budget agreement that would allow savings 1in
military spending to be used to meet the nation®s enormous
social economic needs;

develop mechanisms to provide for the timely and orderly
conversion of our economy from an emphasis on the military
to one that is civilian oriented.

It is important for our children that the Alaska legislature pass

this resolution and send an unified message to Congress. Lets
join other organization 1like the National Urban League, Inc.,
American Nurses Association, Service Employees International

Union, AFL-CI0 and Women -Legislatorsl Lobby in urging Congress to
amend the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, and support policies
that invest the peace dividend in meeting urgent domestic needs.
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(7) X.OUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

Date Referred: March 13. 1992

Dale of Committee Action:

FURTHER REFERRALS:

The HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES Committee considered:

HJR 66

SPONSOR SUB. FOR HOUSE JOINT RES. NO. 66 SHIFT MILITARY MONEY TO DOMESTIC NEEDS

Urging the Congress to amend the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 to allow savings in military spending to
be spent for domestic needs as well as for budget deficit reduction.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

be replaced with CS SS HCTfzZ.

[ ] have attached amendments(s)
[ pass

[ ] do not pass

[ 1 no recommendations

[ ] individual recommendations
[ ] additional referral to the

] the same title
@@ CWt-V) ] a new title

Committee

ADOPTS:

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s):

[ ] fiscal impact

f ] zero fiscal note

letter of Intent

(Dept) APPROVES PREVIOUS:
[ ] fiscal note(s)

[ Lpzero fiscal note(s) L~
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Alaska's
Children Deserve

a Peace Dividend

C hildrens Program Share of

1
Proposed FY 9]. Federal Income Tax Dollars

Child Care ,2X

Mili 40S Child Health AX
had Child Welfare ,2X

Poverty, Housing
Teen Service* .3"

Intertwt/Debt 28X
VI Other 23.3X

W hile poverty, child abuse and other children's problems increased dramatically
in this decade:

The state has 'ost over S 230.58 Mil lion in Federal Funds for Children's Services.

A 10% cut in Military Spending could reverse that trend and provide opportunities afforded
children in other industrialized countries.

Developed by the National Priorities Project in cooperation with the
Child Welfare League of America.

. Tméc. backup



Let's Invest in Kids

Given the dramatic changes in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe, the real threat to
America's security in the next decade arises
out of our neglect of domestic needs: poverty,
homelessness, hunger, drug abuse, and insuf-
ficient health and education services increas-
ingly confront our nation's children. We need
a federal budget that responds to these prob-
lems.

Members of Congress and national organiza-
tions, including CWLA, are launching the
BUDGET FOR A STRONG AMERICA, which
calls for an estimated cut of S90 billion from
the military budget over three years. The sav-
ings would be applied to deficit reduction and
funding critical domestic programs.

Alaska 's three year share
would be approximately
S 405 M 1lion

From these savings, CWLA is calling for a

significant increase in funding for programs to
families and children.

Problems in our State

Poverty, Homelessness, and Hunger

® An estimated 12.7 % children live in
families with incomes below the poverty
line.

e 20.i % live in single-parent families.

e The monthly welfare benefit for a family of
threeis S 779 ; the average fair
marketrentisS 576

Child Protective Services

e Between 1981 and 1985, the number of child
abuse reports increased by 72.1 70.

M aternal and Child Health

e |n 1984, 22.8 % of our babies were
bom to mothers who did not receive early
prenatal care.

e 46 % of these babies were at risk
due to low birthweight.

e 584 % of teenage mothers received
early prenatal care.

* In 1954, the infant mortality rate wasin p %
per thousand.

- 7? I& % of financially eligible pregnant
women, infants, and children do not get
nutritional supplements through WIC.

Child Care and Head Start

e An estimated 47.37 % of mothers with
children under age 6 work outside the
home.

Ado lescent Services

® 13.2 % of students entering the 9th grade
will not graduate from high school.

e 8.7 % of all births in 1986 were to teens.

e TE 7 % of youth age 16-19 were unem-
ployed in 1988.

Source data: Children's Defense Fund



HOW LONG CAN WE CONTINUE TO

Federal Programs that Provide
Money to our State

cZnpess m "oeof

SHORTCHANGE OUR CHILDREN?

Cumulative Change In Federal Aid,

1982-1988

(in Millions of Dollars)

AFDC and Child Support Enforcement 1--JL&2.7.
McKinney Homeless Act........cccccvvveeeenenn. S .87
Food StampsS....ccccoceeeiiiiiecieecee e, S -13.51
Section 8 Housing Program.................... S -7 20
Community Development Block Grant S -8.33
Child Welfare Services........ccovvvvveeeeeeeeneninnnnn, S 1.43
Social Services Block Grant.............ccoccceeue S -4.48
*Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment
PrOgram .ooooieceeeeeeeeeeeeee e NA
Health Planning......cccccccceiiiiiiiiiiniecceeee, $ -2.99
"Maternal & Child, Community Health .. S -2.94
Medicaid...ooooiiieieee e S -24.07
Preventive Health Services Block Grant S -.97
Child Nutrition.......ccoccovi e, s -.06
W TC e S 5.87
Special MriK........oooooi e, *1.22
Head Start.......cccccceeeern.. ! < fin
**The Act For Better Child Care......ccoccceveeveeeiiinnnns NA
Vocational and Adult Education..........ccccee...... s -3.56
WEamily Planning......cooooicicieeee e, NA
** Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention Care
and Research ACt. ... NA
JOD TraiNiNg..eeee e S-146.45
Juvenile Justice ASSiStancCe.........ccccovcccvviieeeeneennn. S -.91
Drug Education........ccccccoiiiiiiiee e, S 174
Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health S -6.13
*Young Americans ACt. ..o NA
(N IO T I SRR SURTRIN
\"P3 a” available on a state level.

Subtotal

Subtotal

Subtotal

Subtotal

Subtotal

S -46.44

S -3.05

S -26.38

S .60

$-155.31

$-230.58

Source data: The American Federation of State,

CountV'and MunkiPal Znpbyees.
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Section 8 Housing Program ........cccccccvvvveeeeeneennn.
Community Development Block Gx*ant...........

Child Welfare ServiCes....cooccceevveeveieeeienenennn,
Social Services Block Grant.......ccooeevvvviienennn,
*Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment

Program ...

Health Planning......ccccccooiiiiiniiniii,
Maternal & Child, Community Health ..
Medicaid.....ccoooeiiiiiiiiie e
Preventive Health Services Block Grant
Child NUTFition....cccooeeeii e

Head Start

**The Act For Better Child Care......cccoeevvevnnnn.n.

Vocational and Adult Education.................
*Family Planning ...
** Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention Care

and Research ACt....oooviiieieeiiiieieeeeeeeeee,
JOb Training.....ccociiie e,
Juvenile Justice Assistance........coooeeeeeinnnnn,
Drug Education.......cccccceeeeeeeeeeeiiiiiciieeeee e, .

Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health...

**Young Americans AcCt.....ccccceeeeiiiiiicccnnnnnen,

* Data not available on a state level.
clZgrtss™  m

S
S
S
S
S

S

Cumulative Change In Federal Aid,
1982-1988
(in Millions of Dollars)

-18.27

.87
-13.51
-7 20

-3.33 S -46.44 M

Subtotal

1.43
-a.48

NA Subtotal S -3.05 M

S
S
S

.99
-2.94
-24.07
-.97

5.87

-1.22 S -26.38 M

Subtotal

)

?
NA Subtotal $ .60 M

Subtotal $-155.31 M

$-230.58 M

Source data: The American Federation of State,
C°Unty'and MunkiPal*byees.



HOW DOES IHE US. COMPARE TO OUTER COUNTRIES?

Poverty

57 industrialized nations , excepting the U.S.,
provide amonthly or weekly cash benefit to
families for every child. Single mothers often
receive additional assistance.

Maternal and Child Health

The percentage of babies bom at low birth-
weight in European democracies is approxi-
mately 4% compared with 6.8% in the U.S.
Each year, 555,000 American women give
birth without health insurance protection.

Child Care

Instudying the status of child care workers in

various countries, it appears that child care

workers have greater prestige, higher pay and

higher morale in those countries whose gov-
aments support child care. Child care work-
s are the second lowest paid professionals in

the United States.

Teen Pregnancy

U.S. teenage pregnancy rates were higher
than those for teenage women in Canada,

Of 8 industrial democracies studied by the
Urban League, the U S. had the highest child
poverty rate. Programs for the poor in the
U.S. gave assistance to fewer people and
provided lower benefits.

Nearly 1/4 of all U.S. women do not receive
early prenatal care. Many European nations
provide maternity grants at the time of child-
bearing. Some 15 other counties provide
universal access to health care.

The U.S. and South Africa are the only major
industrialized nations that do not guarantee
some form of job-protected maternity leave.
Of 135 nations providing leave, 125 mandate

paid leave.

England, Wales, France, the Netherlands and
Sweden.

THE FUTURE ISIN OURHANDS
Child.Poverty in the US. 1970-2030

1970 1980 1990

2000 2020 2030

Year

* In the year 2

3 mi?llon more than in 198/, One in every four children will

00, if recent trends continue, there will be 16.million poor children in the United States,

be poor.

* By the year 2030, there will be 25 million poor children. One in every three children will be poor.
Source: Children's Defense Fund, computations based on Census Bureau data.
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componenis contribute equally to the nation's security.
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A New Military Budget for ANew World

Defense M onitor

B rief

e The Administration’s proposed 1992 Pentagon budget of $291 Billion is $5
Billion higher than last year’'s and does not include the cost of the war

against Irag.

e To date, the U.S. has paid $17 Billion for the war against Iraq, but may end
up paying Billions of dollars more if other countries fall short of their

pledges of $54 Billion.

® Adding veterans’ benefits, plus the military’'s share ofinterest on the federal
debt and other often overlooked expenses generated by the Pentagon, brings
actual annual U.S. military spending to about $415 Billion.

® The U.S. was able to defeat Iraq rapidly and decisively using only 17 percent
of U.S. active and reserve personnel and approximately one-third ofits

major combat units.

e Over halfofU.S. military spending is devoted to preparing for a war in
Europe-the prospect of which has essentially disappeared with the collapse

of the Warsaw Pact.

For 45 years the threat posed to
Western Europe by the Soviet Union
and its Warsaw Fact allies was used to
justify high levels of U.S. military
spending. The collapse of the Warsaw
Fact and the signing of the Conven-
tional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty
have essentially eliminated this threat.
The end of the Cold War confrontation
in Europe and the prospective
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty
(START) have similarly diminished
the threat of nuclear war.

These dramatically changed cir-
~*mstances should allow the U.S. to
ASmiHtnry budget deeply,
~Ngjther the war against Iraq
/ity of future wars in the
/ need prevent the U.S.

/m g to make these cuts.

As large and as costly as the U.S.
deployment to the Persian Gulf has
been, it docs not approach the level of
investment the U.S. has made over the
past 45 years preparing for a possible
war in Europe.

U.S. planners have traditionally as-
sumed that a war in Europe would
require 70 percent or more of U.S. con-
ventional army, navy, and air forces.
By comparison only about one-third of
U.S. forces were sent to the Persian
Gulf. Even this may have been consid-
erably more than was necessary. It is
clearly more than the U.S. would need
to fight any other likely Third World
adversary.

Thus, maintaining forces capable of
fighting in the Third World need not

Nineteen Years ofService to the Nation

prevent the U.S. from reaping substan-
tial savings due to the Cold War's end.
This is especially true since the Cold
War military budget always included
funds and forces for fighting wars in
the Third World-to be fought, if neces-
sary, at the same time as a larger war
in Europe. Indeed, since 1979 the U.S.
has specifically planned and budgeted
for a possible war in the Persian Gulf.

The U.S. has been given a much
needed opportunity to begin address-
ing the economic, social, and environ-
mental problems that now pose the
most serious threats to America’'s
security. We cannot afford tosquander
this opportunity by continuing to pay
for an enormous unneeded Cold War
military establishment in a post-Cold
War world.
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Administration Plans

The Bush administration is asking
for $29| Billion for the Pentagon in
1992, compared to $286 Billion for
1991. The Pentagon claims that when
the effects of inflation are taken into
account, next year's budget will actual-
ly represent aone percentdecline from
this year. In fact, when the
Administration's $15 Billion "sup-
plemental™ request to cover part of the
cost of the war against lraqg is added,
the latest budget request clearly repre-
sents an increase in military spending.

According lo the Administration’s
latest five-vear plan, spending will
reach $298 Billion by 1996. Again, it
argues that when inflation is taken into
account this will actually representa 14
percent decline. Such a reduction, even
if real, falls far short of the level of cuts
the U.S. can now safely afford to make.

Worse yet, there is good reason lo
believe that the Adminstration will ex-
ceed the spending levels it has
projected for the coming five years.
The Administration claims that these
plans assume a ""good-news scenario."
Defense Secretary Cheney recently tes-
tified that "I would like to reserve the
right to come back at some future time
and say we can't go down as fast or as
far as this program would take us.”

In addition, the Pentagon may not
be able lo maintain the level of forces
called for in its plans without exceed-
ing projected spending levels. Under
these plans the size of the U.S. military
will decline. For example, between
now and 1995 the number of warships
will decline from 535 to 451, the num-
ber of Army divisions will drop from
28 to 18, and the number of tactical
fighter wings will fall from 36 to 26.

Unfortunately, Administration
plans also call for replacing existing
weapons with newer and far more
costly weapons. Thus the smaller for-
ces proposed by the Pentagon could
actually cost more than existing forces.

The Pentagon is formally con-
strained to live within its projected
budget levels through 1993. This is be-

THE CENTER FOR DEFENSE INFORMATION

cause lor the first three years of the
five-year budget agreement reached
between Congress and the Ad-
ministration in 1990, the Administra-
tion is precluded from using cuts in
domesticspending to finance increases
in military spending. However, in fis-
cal years 1994 and 1995 it will be free to
propose such "adjustments™ so long as
overall federal spending is kept within
the budget agreement's spending cap.

In reality, by making larger cuts in
forcestructure and reducing the rate at
which existing weapons are replaced
by more expensive ones, the U.S. could
safely reduce annual military spend-
ing tosome $200 Billion within the next
five to ten years.

Nuclear Forces

*Spending on nuclear forces is per-
haps the clearest area where cuts can
and should be made to reflect the
demise of the U.S-Soviet military com-
petition. The Soviet Union has already
agreed to large cuts in nuclear forces as
part of the upcoming Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty. It has also stopped
or begun to slow the production of
new nuclear weapon systems such as
the Typhoon-class missile submarine,
the Blackjack bomber, and the SS-24
intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM).

Preparing for possible future wars
in the Third World provides no jus-
tification for the enormous U.S.
nuclear arsenal. Some Third World
countries may develop and build small
nuclear forces within the next five to
ten years. But the U.S. could complete-
ly destroy any such country with a tiny
fraction of the 12,000 long-range
nuclear weapons it has today.

Moreover, a prerequisite for slow-
ing nuclear proliferation is for the U.S.
and the Soviet Union to acknowledge
the unusable nature of nuclear
weapons. This requires that they abide
by the promise they made at the sign-
ing of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty in 1968 to work towards the
cessation of their own nuclear
weapons testing and production

programs. In addition, the U.S. could
work to strengthen treaty-mandated
safeguards intended to, for example,
prevent the diversion of nuclear
materials from civilian reactors to
weapons manufacture in signatory
countries.

Presently the U.S. spends about $65
Billion a year on nuclear forces. This
includes the costs of developing,
producing,and operating the weapons
and delivery systems plus costs as-
sociated with the communications,
logistics, and other facilities needed to
support these weapon systems. Given
recent changes, the U.S. could reduce
annual spending on nuclear forces to
perhaps $25 Billion by 1995.

End of the Soviet Challenge

A 1984 Pentagon report showed
that when all of the direct and indirect
costs of European-based U.S. forces
and U.S.-based reinforcements were
added together, the U.S. spent$177 Bil-
lion a year, or about 60 percent of its
military budget, on the defense of
Western Europe. The dramatic reduc-
tion in Soviet capabilities means that
this mission can now be carried out
entirely with forces from the
prosperous countries of Western
Europe.

Under the Conventional Forces in
Europe (CFE) treaty and a series of
bilateral agreements and unilateral
statements, the Soviet Union has
agreed to remove all of its forces from
Eastern Europe and cut its forces

The Cold War isDead

"The Cold War is dead. | don't
see any possibility for resurrecting
the Warsaw Pact. It's my belief, and
1 think that of most of us in the
administration, that the Soviets will
continue to withdraw from Eastern
Europe, that that perhaps is the
most significant change we can
count upon affecting our military
strategy."

Dick Cheney
Secretary of Defense
March 7,1991
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No More lrags

. Nooilier Third World country Hint the U.S. miilit plausibly face in com-
mg[ years is as strong as Iraq was at the start of the Persian Cuif War. None
of these countries iscapable of successfully chalIenqmg the far larger and

more effective forces that the U.S. has todav and w

Pre-War . .

?ra le%a Syria
Manpower" 1,00 b 404
Tanks 5500 2,300 4,000
Aircraft 800 513 558

il have tomorrow.

Cuba N. Korea Iran USA
181 111 504 2,050
1,100 3,500 500 16,150
185 716 185 7.150

* Maponer intosaats Suees A, 1I5G.6
Crart prepared by Ganter for Deferee Infomation

remaining in the European portion of
&B%gowet Union by some 25 percent by

The CFE treaty requires the War-
saw Pact to destroy some 35,000 tanks
artillery, and other conventional
weapons, while NATO will have to
destroy only about 2,000 such
weapons. On paper, this will leave the
two alliances with equal numbers of
weapons. In fact, NATO will then
enjoy a numerical superiority. This is
because approximately 30 percent of
Ne Warsaw Pact's force total will

+long to Poland, Hungary, Czechos-
lovakia, Romania, and Bulgaria—
countries that remain allies of the
Soviet Union in name only.

These "allies" formally dissolved
the military command structure of the
Warsaw Pactasof April 1991, Itis like-
ly that the alliance will cease to exist
gven in name by the end of the year.

In reality, thede facto dissolution of
the Warsaw Pact alliance, combined
with unilateral withdrawals of Soviet
troops, has already eliminated any
plausible prospect of a Soviet invasion
of Western Europe. A crackdown or
change of government in the Soviet
Union cannot reverse these changes.

_As Defense Secretary Cheney tes-
tified in February 1991, "The Soviet
ability to project Power beyond their
borders Will continue to decline, at
least where a conventional force IS a
concern. And that decline will con-
'mue whether it's done for policy

asons...or whether it's done because
of the simple continued economic col-
lapse of the Soviet Union."

Quality Improvements
Slowed

Some Pentagon officials argue that
cuts in Soviet weapons numbers are
being offset by improvements in the
%uallty of individual Soviet weapons.
he notion, however, that Soviet im-
provements in quality arc ||ke|?1/ to be
substantial enough fo offset the col-
lapse of the Warsaw Pact and CFE
treaty-imposed reductions in forces is
farfetched.

The Soviet military appears not
only to be cutting the size of its forces,
but slowing the rate at which it is
developing new %enerat|ons of
weapons. According to the Pentagon's
1990 edition of Soviet Military Power,
"the direction of change planned for
the [Soviet! budget appears to indicate
a real decling of military R&D spend-
ing," a critical companent of new
weéapons development. A specific ex-
ample of this slowdown can'be seen in
the case ofSovict fighter development.

In the 1988 edition of Soviet Military
Power, the Pentagon stated that "the
Soviets are expected to produce two
new fighters in the mid-1990s.... Initial
operational capability for both aircraft
Is expected in the late 1990s." In con-
trast, the 1990 edition of this report
stated only that the prospect that the
Soviets will develop two new fighters
"remains a concern," ami pushed back
the earliest date they would expect to
see these new aircraft to "sometime
after the turn of the century."

The Persian GulfWar

The countries of the Third World
do not pose amilitary challenge to the
U.S. that iseven remotelY comparable
to that posed in the past by the War-
saw Pact. The U.S. enjoys close
economic and positive political rela-
tions with the vast majority of
countries in the Third World.

Of the handful of Third World
countries that have had mixed or hos-
tile relations with the U.S. in the past,
pre-war Irag—wnh some 800 combat
aircraft and 5,500 tanks—was probably
thestrongest. Nevertheless, using only
about one-third of its Fround and air
forces, the U.S. was able to defeat Iraq
in asix-week war.

Norcan U.S. success against Iraq be
explained by the presence of allied
support. U.S. Air Force, Navy, and
Marine Corps aircraft delivered over
80 percent of the bombs dropped on
targets in Kuwait and Iraq. U.S. forces
Blayed asimilarly dominant role in the

rief ground war.

No More lrags

If the war with Iraq cannot justify a
Cold War-sized military budget, cer-
tainly no other Third World threat can
plausibly do so.

.Theonly Third World country with
military forces clearly larger than those
of pre-war Iraq is China. U.S. planners
have not considered the possibility of
war with China a serious prospect
since the 1970s. Indeed, the U.S. has
cultivated economic, political, and
even limited military ties to China for
more than a decade..

In any case China is bordered by
several powerful countries, including
the Soviet Union and India, and, unlike
Irag, is not located |mmed|ate|¥ ad-
acent to any areas comParabIe. 0 the

ersian Gulf in terms of their impor-
tance to the economic health of the U.S.
and other industrialized countries.

Only a handful of other Third
World “countries even approach the
military capabilities possessed by Iraq
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at the start of the war. This observation
i illustrated by the fact that only three
Third World countries-Syria, North
Korea, and India—have ‘more than
2,500 tanks.

~ Thelikelihood of the U.S. becomin

involved in a major war with any o
these countries, especially India, is ex-
tremely low. Inany case, if such a war
did occur, the U.S. would certainly not
need tosend in aslarge a force as itsent
to fight Irag. This is e?\Peual}lé/ true in
the cases of Syria and North Korea.

Both of these countries border very
strong U.S. allies which would in-
evitably become involved in any con-
flict. Israel has already demonstrated
its ability lo defeat Syria. With twice
the population and a'military budget
three timeslarger, there isevery reason
to believe that South Korea would be
capable of defeating any North Korean
saggression.

~ Thatleaves only India. While noth-
ing isimpossible.- aU.S. war with India
seems farfetched indeed. India has one
of the longest-standing democratic
traditions in the Third World and fol-
lowed an essentially neutral foreign
Foll_cy even during the Cold War.
ndia has close economic relations
with the Western industrialized world
and buys much of its mhtarg equip-
ment from U.S. allies such as Britain.

In any event, the potential threat
posed to the U.S. by India's military is
constrained by two of the same factors
that constrain the threat posed by
China. First, India is bordered by two
strong countries, Chinn and Pakistan,
both of \ diich have fought India in the
past and both of which have Iar%elsy
cooperative relations with the U.S.
Second, like China, India is not located
adjacent any countries or regions that
can be compared to the Persian Gulf in
terms of their importance to the U.S.

In sum, it is likely that any Third
World military threat faced by the U.S.
in the foreseeable future will be sub-
stantially less challenging than that
recently posed by Iraq.

THE CENTER FOR DEFENSE INFORMATION

Peacemaking and Keeping

More importantly, the need for
even small-scale military intervention
by the U.S. is becoming mcreasma}ly
questionable. Notwithstanding the
war a%unst Irag, initiatives to solve
Third World conflicts peacefully have
proven mcreasmgly successful in
recent years. In 1990, negotiated settle-
ments led to elections and an end to
fighting in Namibia and Nicaragua.
Significant progress has also been
made toward theresolutionofongoing
conflicts in Angola and South Africa.

_In those few instances when
military force may be required in the
future, the United Nations could offer
an attractive alternative to U.S. inter-
vention. U.N.-sponsored forces from
various countries have carried out
peacek_eepln%dutl_es in many regions,
Including the Sinai, Cyprus, and
Namibia.

The U.S. clearly played the
dominantrole in the Persian Gulf war.
But the President did seek and achieve
U.N. approval for U.S, military action.
Likewise, while smallin comparison to
the U.S. commitment, man% other
countries also sent forces to the Gulf.
Rat,herthanmmply approving military
action, a strengthened U.N. might be
able toorganize and command a truly
multinational effort if and when
mlltary intervention is required in the
uture.

GulfWar Costs

Estimates for the cost of the war
against Iraq range from about S45 Bil-
lion to $70 Billion. This year the Ad-
ministration has asked for $15 Billion,
on top of the $2 Billion it received last
year, to begin paying these costs. This
‘'supplemental” appropriation is over
and above its $291 Billion request for
the 1992 military budget. Although
U.S. allies pledged some $54 hillion to
cover the cost of the war, as of early
April 1991 they had made only about
531 Billion in payments, If these other
payments fail to materialize, the Ad-
ministration will need to request addi-
tional funds.

Cut Military Spending

"With the Cold War ending, the
American and other Western
European publics and their elected
officials are rightfully expecting
reductions in detense spending.”

General Colin Powell
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
March 7,1091

It is not difficult to see how the war
could cost $45 Billion ormore. Modern
military forces can consume vast
amounts of costly ammunition and
other supplies. Itis not, however, clear
that a $15 Billion supplemental ap-
propriation is justified” or necessary
even if the allies fall short of their
pledges.

For the. past 30 years the U.S. built

up huge stockpiles of weapons in

Prepara_tlon for a possible war against

he Soviet Union. During the last 10

years the U.S. has also acquired sup-

Bhe”s for a possible war in the Persian
ulf,

Because the prospect of a NATO-
Warsaw Pact war has now essentially
been eliminated, it may be that only a
modest portion of theammunition and
other supplies consumed during the
Persian Gulf War need be replaced.

Second Rate Weapons

~Inarguing that the U.S. should con-
tinue to invest heavily in developing
and building newer, more modern,
and more costly weapons, Pentagon
officials frequently pointout thatsome
Third World countries now also Pos-
sess advanced weapons. Two factors,
however, greatly limit the significance
of this fact.

First, few Third World countries
can afford to buy significant quantities
of sophisticated weapons. The limits
imposed by the high cost of these
weapons can be seen'in the example of
tactical combat aircraft.

Modern combat aircraft are very
expensive both to build and to operate.



Hie U.S. I*151 lighter, for example
" costs some $43 million to buy and
$12,000 an hour to fly. Desthe their
high costs, however, the U.S. has about
3,200 top-of-the-line combat aircraft—
F-14s, F-16s, F/A-18s, and F-15s.

In contrast, Third World countries
can afford only small numbers of high
quality aircraft. The Pentagon has cited
the possession by a number of
countries of the Soviets' latest fighter,
the MiG-29, as evidence of the Third
World's advanced capabilities. But the
largest buyer to date has been India,
which hasonly 50 of these aircraft.

The other problem is that Third
World militaries have not proven tobe
ver%/ effective at using comPIex hlgh-
technology weaponry. Clearly Iraq did
not make effective use of its modern
weapons, including the MiG-29.

Reducing Arms Sales

One way lo limit the military
danger posed bg/ Third World
countries is to limit arms sales. Each
year the U.S, the Soviet Union and
other industrialized countries sell Bil-
lions of dollars worth of weapons to
the Third World.

It was because of the willingness of
the industrialized world to make such
sales that the Persian Gulf region, and
Iraq in particular, became so heavily
armed in the 1970s and 1980s. During
the Cold War, the U.S. and the Soviet
Union often sold weapons to rerqlonal
rivals. In the 1970s, for example, the
U.S. was Iran's main arms supplier,
while the Soviet Union was the main
arms su,?,pller to Iraq. In the end, this
competition served neither U.S. nor
Soviet interests.

. B’Y aﬁree_ment, either tacit or ex-
plicit, the industrialized countries
could limit arms sales to the Third
World. Although the support of the
major powers would be necessary for
success, such an effort mgght be useful-
Igl\cl)rganlzed and monitored by the

Other Challenges

If the U.S. faced no pressing
economic, social, and environmental
problems, then excessive military
spending might not be a problem. But
in fact the U.S. faces enormous challen-
ges in these areas.

Options for Savings in the 1992 Military Budget

The U.S, could cut $25 Billion from the proposed 1992 military budget
of $291 Billion throu%h the cancellation of unnecessary weapons alone.
This would represent a positive step toward a more réasonable level of
military spending.

Possible Fiscal Year 1992 Savings (in millions):
Budget Authority
B-2 bomber 48215
C-17 carﬁo plane 2,830.7
Trident I missile 1,270.6
DDG-51 destroyer 45411
SSN-21 attack submarine 2,352.1
Advanced Tactical Fighter 1,637.2
Star Wars* $5,307.6
AMRAAM missile $1,030.7
Light Helicopter $549.5
MX 1CBM rail-garrison $260.1
Mld?etmnn ICI3M $548.8
Tota $25,179.9

*Irducks theaost of Ire Tedtical Mssile Deferee Intiative

Sues (AL KD

Grat prepared hvGrter for Deferse Infomation

The U.S. economy is increasingly
losing ground to foreign competition.
One reason for this is the U.S. federal
deficit, which is expected to reach
nearly $300 Billion in 1991, Cuts in
military spendlnﬁ could contribute
significantly to the reduction of the
federal deficit. Reducing the size of
the deficitwould in turn free up money
that could then be spent improving
%J_.S. industry to make it more competi-
Ive.

Thereisalso no shortage ofsocial or
environmental problems which need
to be addressed. Cuts in wasteful
military spending could allow the U.S.
to make needed increases in spending
on education, for example, or help pay
the $300 Billion it is expected to cost to
clean up U.S. military bases and
nuclear weapons facilities.

The five-year b_udgiet agreement
reached in 1990 stipulates that an

savings from cutting military spend-
mg must go first toward reducing the
federal deficit. However, the budget
agreement's separate caps on domestic
and military spending are replaced
with asingle overall cap in fiscal years
1994 and 1995. It would then be pos-
sible to shift savmgs from the military
directly into needed social and en-
vironmental programs without break- -
ing the budget agreement.

_Finally, money saved by cutting
military ‘spending could be used to
reduce U.S. dependence on foreign oil.
If the U.S, spent as much money on
conservation and developing altérna-
tive energy resources as it does on
malr]talnmgi forces for fighting in the
Persian Gulf, it might well be able to
elllmlnate any dependence on foreign
oil.

Budget savings can be made both
bly cuttln% the size of U.S. forces and
slowing, the rate at which U.S. forces
are equipped with new weapons. By
making such cuts the U.S. should be
able to reduce annual military spend-
ing from $286 Billion in 1991 to ap-
proximately $200 Billion in 1995. A
positive and manageable step in this
direction would be to reduce the 1992
military budget from the $291 Billion
requested to $266 Billion. Done wisely,
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lliis first "pence dividend" would pave
lhe way for more significant reduc-
s in future years.

Nuclear Forces

The end of the Cold War, the
prospective START treaty, and the IT-
releyanceofnuclearweaponsforfl?ht-
ing in the Third World should allow
the U.S. to make deep cuts in its nuclear
weapons budget.

B-2 Bomber: The most cqsth new
U.S. nuclear weapon system is the B-2
"Stealth” bomber. The Air Force wants
$4.8 Billion for the program in 1992,
Ultimately, it plans to bu%/ 75 bombers
for a total cost of at least $65 Billion.

The fact that the U.S. alread¥ has
over 12,000 nuclear weapons on land-
based intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles (ICBMs), submarine-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and emstmg
U.S. bombers should alone be enoug
to justify cancellation of the B-2.

If not, the Persian Gulf War
rovides enough additional evidence.
he war undermined two key claims

for the B-2. The Air Force argues that

the B-2 might some day be capable of

{g]éjﬂﬂng and destroying Soviet mobile
S.

The inability of the U.S. to find and
destroy many of Irag's mobile SCUD
missiles, desjtfte flying thousands of
aircraft missions over a42-day period,
suggests that this B-2 mission-which
would have to be accomplished in a
matter of hours and in a nuclear en-
vironment-would be impossible.

Similarly, it is difficult to_believe
that the B-2would be used to fight in a
future Third World conflict when the
Air Force nevereven suggested that its
newest existing bomber, the B-1B, be
used in the Persian Gulf war.

The Administration wants Billions
more for other unnecessary nuclear

apons proPrams in 1992, These
programs include: $548.8 million to
continue development of the new
Midgetman ICBM, $260.L million for
development of the MX rail-garrison

THE CENTER FOR DEFENSE INFORMATION

s&stem, $177 million for the new
SRAM 1 bomber-launched missile,
$627 million for the bomber-launched
advanced cruise missile, $1.3 Billion
for additional Trident Il submarine-
launched missiles, and $5.3 Billion to
continue R&D on Star Wars weaponry.

Army

The collapse of the Warsaw Pact
and ongoing cuts in Soviet forces in
Europe have directly and dramatically
reduced the need for U.S. ground for-
ces. After reductions mandated by the
Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE)
treaty are implemented, the forces of
the European members of NATO will
outnumber Soviet forces in EU[Oﬁe in
all of the major weapons in which the
Warsaw Pact used to lead NATO.

The CFE treaty covers Soviet forces
stationed as far east as the Ural moun-
tains and involves the destruction
rather than the withdrawal of
weapons. This means that the Soviets
will not be able to fundamentally alter
the European balance by either bring-
ing in reinforcements or mobilizing
[eServes.

Thus changed circumstances in
the post-Cold War world should
allow the U.S. notonly toremove U.S.
troops currently stationed in Europe
but also to demobilize U.S.-based
?round forces which are primarily in-
ended to reinforce Europe in" the
event of war.

The U.S. sent about 10 divisions of
Army and Marine Corps troops to
fight”in the Persian Gulf. This may
have been far more than was neces-
sary. It is certainly more than the U.S.
would need to fight in anY plausible
future war in theThird World, since no
other such country has ground forces
as strong as those possessed by Irag.

Bg the year 2000 a force consisting
of 10 active and 4 reserve Army
divisions and 2 active Marine
divisions-down from 18 active and 10
reserve Army divisions and 3 active
and 1 reserve Marine divisions—
should be more than adequate to meet
U.S. needs.

Light Helicopter: One of the most
expensive new weapons which the
Army wants is the new Light Helicop-
ter (LH), This year the Administration
wants $550 million to continue re-
search and development of the LIT.
Eventualla/, the Armly plans to build
about 1,300 Light Helicopters at a cost
that could exceed $34 Billion.

_The existing Apache_helicopter is
still relatively new, having been first
deployed five years ago. It also repor-
tedly worked well inthe war against
Iraq. There is simply no need to begin
work on a replacement at this time.

The Black Hawk utility helicopter
and the new ATACMS conventional-
ly-armed ballistic missile are two other
unnecessary Army weapons. The
Army is requesting $508 million and
$180" million, respectively, for these
two programs in 1992,

Navy

~ Theend of the Cold War confronta-

tion in Europe and cuts in Soviet forces
have also substantially reduced the
need for U.S. naval forces. The poten-
tial threat posed by Third World naval
forces is probably even less significant
than the minimal danger posed by
Third World ground forces.

U.S. and allied navies far exceed
both in ?uantlty and quality, the naval
forces of the Soviet Union.

While cuts in Soviet shipbuilding
arc not yet apparent, this may .3|mﬁ.|y
reflect the time lag inherent in s IP
construction. As the Defense Intel-
ligence A encg acknowledged in 1989,
"most othhe_ oviet Union's] impres-
sive naval shipbuilding program was
well underway by the time Gorbachev
came to power."

In any case, the disappearance of
the Soviet ground threat to Western
Europe has greatly diminished the
R‘otentlal threat posed by the Soviet

aV}/. In the Past, the main concern of
Western analysts was that Soviet at-
tack submarines m|?_ht be able to
preventvital U.S. supplies and reinfor-
cements from reaching Europe in the
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Forces for the 1990s

Army Divisions
Marine Divisions
Tactical ArrWrngs
Aircraft Carriers
Personnel

Nuclear Forces
Ballistic Missile Submarines

Strategic Bombers 2
ICBMS (land-based) 10
Military Spending $2

T

event of n Soviet ground offensive.
With the Soviets' capabrlrty to invade
Western Europe eliminated, the mis-
sion of protecting, the sea lanes thus
becomes far less of a concern.

No Third World navy is remotely
comparable lo the U.S. Navy. The ton-
, Nges of the combatant fléets of the
ree largest such navies are 325,000
L(fhrna) 170,000 (India) and 121,000

Tarwan’) By comparison the U.S. com-
tatant fleet” displaces some 3 million
ons

Today the U.S. Navy includes 13
readily deployable aircraft carriers
(plus one used for training angd two
under%orn% extensive over auI and
about 90 aftack submarines. 13v 199 a
navy less than half this size, organized
around 6 aircraft carriers and 40 attack
submarines, should be more than ade-
quate to meet U.S. needs.

Scawolf Submarrne Perha s the
ﬁlea[)est exam plree 8 pfn tha

En r(?ndeir ! een

énagvl%rrn eT\hlrr Wor |sthe

va u
eawo atIacksobmarrno

new

The Seawolf is designed to hunt
Sovret submarines and is far more
phrstrcated than need be to fight the
smalland ?enera Kodsubmarrnefor
sfound 1n the Third World

13
2,050,000

garsrmal
LG

Pentagon CDI
Plan Plan
1995 1995
18 14
35 2
26 16
1 0
1,650,000 1,200,000
21 18
207 0
_ 700 0 .
Bil. $295 BIl. $200 Bil.

B

Originally the Navy wanted tobuy
at least29 SSN-21s, atd total cost of $44
Brllron While reportedly it now plans

ug/ cewer no new figures have bee
relea ed. Canceling the Seawolfwould
save $2.4 Billion in"1992.

The 1992 budgetalso mcludesother
unneeded NavB weapons: $4,541 Bil-
lion for5new DDG-51 destro ers, $251
million for the LSD-41 amphrbrous
ship, and $300 million for 12 new land-
ing craft.

Air Force Cuts

Its success in the Persian Gulf war
leaves no doubt that the U.S, Air Force
I the strongest and most effective air
force in the"world. It also strengthens
the conclusion that the U.S. can well

afford to redérce the overall size of the
ArrFo cea ?nce tlie proposed Ad-
vanced Techno ogyFrghter?ATF

The Air Force currentl has about

3,900 tactical %%m hat narat or-
anized around actrve? reserve
ghter W} %s The erlurvaent 0f per-
ps 10 of these wings was sent to the

Persian Gulf. Given the lopsided na-

ture of the Air Force's success, fewer

aircraft might have been sufficient.

The U.S.should beable to reduce its
Arr Force tosome 1,750 combat aircraft
rganized around’ 16 tactical fighter
wings by 1993. Along with about 1,250
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Navy and Marine Corps aircraft as-
socidted with six carrier battle groups
and two Marine divisions, suchan Air
Force would be more than adequate to
meet U.S. requirements.

Advanced Tactical FrghteréAT@
CurrentPIanscaII for buying 750 AT
at a total cost of $102 Billion. At $136
million each, the ATF will be b{ far the
most expensive tactical fighter ever
built. This Year the Air Force wants
$1.6 Billion for the program.

The ATF was originally proposed
to counter future Soviet aircraft. But,
according to the Pentagon, the Soviets
have apparently slowed development
ofa new generation of fi %hter alrcraft,
Given that slowdown and the fact that
the Soviets have a?reed to cuts in their
air force as part of the CFE _treaty, the
U.S. can safely cancel the ATF.

The ATF represents only the most
costly example of unnecessary Air
FOrce sp endrn Other examples n the
1992A|rForce ud etinclude $2.8 Bil-
lion to buy new C-I7 transport aircraft,
$813 million for the AMRAAM air-to-
air missile, and $397 million for the
Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar
System aircraft.

Future Military Spending

Iheworld haschanged dr%m atical-
ly over the Past ew years. The recent
Waragainstlrag and contrnurng unrest
in the Soviet Union and ast?rn
Europe have obscured a central reality
of this changed world, The reality Is
that the new world IS, In mrlrtar

terms, a far s or the U.
than the worldart repﬁacerj

The S viet threat h

t %reatl?/
nomlJ rrd orpdﬁi c alteunnae%%hef ?nreex
Istence or on the horrzo to replace it.

At the same time, the U.S. faces
growing economic, social, and en-
vironmental challenges. If the U.S.
restructures its military forces toreflect
the saferworld that exists todag itwill
have the resources it needs to begin to
solve. these more serious thredts to
America’s security.
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C A N W E c uT DEFENSTE?

L How big is the federal budget and what are itsmain parts?

The overall federal budget for the year beginning October 1,1991 (FY92) is about $1,59
trillion. Its largest parts are Health and Medicare costing about $202 billion; Social Security
payments which are about $350 billion; National Defense which isjust under $300 billion; and
interest payments on the national debt which currently cost another $300 billion. When these
are offset by some interest income from trust funds the net debt payment is about $210 billion.
All other federal programs, domestic and international, cost about $225 billion.

Revenues for the budget come from federal income tax, both personal and corporate,
from interest on trust funds, and Social Security and Medicare taxes on wages and employers.
The remainder, or deficit, is borrowed by the government from citizens in the form of
government bonds.

2. How much does the currentbudget plan, call for in the coming year and
over the next few years?

The National Defense function of the budget (the 050 account), which includes
spending for the Department of Defense and for nuclearweapons program conducted by the
Department of Energy, calls for $291 billion in FY93. The details will be announced by the
Administration in the early part of 1992 (with some highly touted but token cuts in defense
likely) and debated and voted on by the Congress until final passage before the start of FY93
in October, 1992. The current plan also calls for $295 billion in FY 94 and $298 billion in FY 95.
In other words, for the three year period from FY93 through FY95 -- after the collapse of the
Berlin Wall and the reversal of the Soviet coup -- the Administration is still planning to spend
$884 billion on defense.

3. Just how big a part of federal spending is defense spending? 1 see
different percentages from different sources.

Defense spending makes up about 18-20% of total federal government spending. This
is the figure stressed by those who wish to make military spending seem small and
manageable. However, critics of military spending usually stress the percent of controllable
federal spending allocated for defense. T ie controllable part of the federal budget, commonly
referred to as discretionary spending, is made up of defense, domestic, and international
programs. Discretionary spending totals about $510 billion annually and is paid for by federal
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income taxes and deficit spending. These programs are authorized and appropriated annually
by the Congress.

Entitlements constitute the other major part of the federal budget They include
Social Security, Medicare and some other items which are financed by separate taxes that can
only be spentforthese purposes. Entitlements are notannually appropriated by the Congress.
Spending for entitlements rises and falls with the number of persons entitled to these benefits
by law. Congress can only change expenditures for these programs by legislating new eligibility
requirements.

Taken as a portion of discretionary or controllable spending, defense makes up nearly
60%. You have probably also seen pie charts from various peace groups that count defense
spending as a portion of all non-entitlement spending —discretionary spending plus interest
payments on the debt - which is about $800 billion. Critics of the military then add other
military-related items not listed under the defense budget function such as veterans payments,
Selective Service, portions ofthe space budget devoted to defense (satellite launches, etc.) and
interest on the debt attributable to past wars. This leads to a calculation of total military
spending of some $400 billion or about 50% of the amount that you pay in personal income
taxes on your wages.

4. What are current and constant dollars and what are baseline dollars?

Current dollars are like those in which you count your own salary. If your salary stays
at $40,000 for the next few years, you will complain to your boss thatyou are stuck at the same
salary and need a raise to keep up with the cost of living. But each year, in current dollars,
your salary will be $40,000.

Constant dollars, on the other hand, are those that have been statistically adjusted to
count for inflation, either forward or backward in time. In current dollars, the defense budget
will be about the same in FY92 and FY93 —$291 billion. In constant 1992 dollars, the defense
budget will drop from $291 to $278 billion. In short, the Pentagon’s $291 billion in FY93 will
only be able to purchase $278 billion worth of FY92 programs.

Baseline dollars are tne amount calculated in current dollars that would be needed to
keep the same level (or baseline) of programs and operations after counting for inflation
during the coming year. Thus the baseline defense budget for FY 93, based on the FY91 level
of $285.5 billion, is $307 billion (FY91 plus 7% for two year’s inflation.) Those wishing to
emphasize the shrinkage of defense programs and spending will refer to the FY93 budget of
$291 billion (in current dollars) as a $16 billion or 5.4% cut from baseline. To go back to your
$40,000 salary for a minute, your baseline for the coming year (at 3.5% inflation) is $41,400.
In constant FY92 dollars, your $40,000 salary would only be worth $38,600. You could claim
that you are taking a cut in pay. It’s a strategy that works for the Pentagon, why not for you?



5. Aren Tnuclearweapons the biggest part ofmilitary spending, andwhat

are other big areas of defense spending?

No. At $70.3 billion or 24%, conventional Army units account for the largest part of
military expenditures. In the jargon ofthe military, nuclearweapons and their delivery systems
(missiles, bombers, submarines) are called strategic nuclear systems. These account for $45.2
billion of the FY92 budget or about 16% of the military budget. Navy aircraft carrier battle
groups, which include 14 aircraft carriers and their attendant sailors, planes and escort ships,
account for $53.5 billion, or 18%. Air Force fighter wings account for another $48.5 billion,
or 17%.

6. Fve heard that at least halfof the defense budget or around $150 billion
goes to defend NATO . Ifthat3 true and the Warsaw Pact isgone, why

cantwe cut defense inhalfalmost immediately?

Several reliable sources estimate that about one-half of our military forces are
designated for use in NATO contingencies ranging from nuclearwar to amphibious landings.
It is also true that the traditional threat of a conventional Soviet invasion of Western Europe
has all but evaporated and that nuclear war with the Soviets is less likely than it has ever been
in the past The problem with the "cut the defense of Western Europe and save $150 billion"
argument is that it is important to understand that most of the forces designated for NATO
are also designated for other uses as well. Whether it isthe 82nd Airborne Division, a Marine
Corps brigade, portions of the Atlantic fleet or missiles in the silos of North Dakota, forces
with multiple roles cannot simply be eliminated. There are significant savings to be had in
removing substantial US forces from Europe, but some of these forces are designated for
other contingencies such as the Middle East. You’llneed other arguments to get rid of them.

7. The Administration keeps talking about major defense cuts, yet the
amount spent on the military continues to be about the same. Which is

true?

Both are true. The amount of spending planned for the US military over the next
several years is a relatively steady $290-295 billion. These levels are slight cuts in constant
dollars of some 2-3% annually. They also represent slightly larger cuts from baseline or the
amounts DoD would have gotten each year ifyou keep adding inflation to the previous year.
Under the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 and the Pentagon’s Future Years Defense Plan
(FYDP), US forces (division, carriers, wings, troops) will actually shrink about 25%. But US
military spending will only drop about 10% between 1990-1995. For there to be a "peace
dividend," as is commonly understood, military spending will have to be cut even further.



8. My representative says military spending has shrunk both in real terms
and as a percent of GNP. How can this be after the massive military

buildup under President Reagan?

Y our representative isright depending on when you start counting. Military spending
went up around 40% during the first Reagan Administration. Then, thanks in part to massive
protests and lobbying by the peace movement, military spending slowly shrank some 16%
during the second Reagan and early Bush Administrations. Obviously, military spending, even
after a 16% cut since its peak in 1985, still stands much higher than it did at the beginning of
1981.

Military spending has also shrunk as a percentage of GNP from 7.8% in 1970 and 5.6%
in 1975 to 5.4% in 1990. It was 6.2% in 1985 compared to 9.1% after Korea and 38% in
WWII. But this is an relatively meaningless figure since the overall American economy has
continued to grow throughout the post-war period with the exception of several recessions.
Thus military spending as a percent of GNP would have shrunk even if military spending
stayed the same.

Similarly, the old argument that the former Soviet Union spenta fargreater proportion
of GNP on their military than the US was misleading. It was primarily because their overall
economy (GNP) has been much smaller, they have had to defend a giant land mass bordered
by adversaries such as NATO and China, their military is highly inefficient, and their military
budget has been filled with many other categories such as internal security.

9. Translated into constant 1992 dollars, how does the current military

budget compare to those of previous periods?

Constant dollars, remember, are adjusted for inflation. M easured this way, your steady
salary in current terms, will decrease as it is projected into the future. Similarly, your $40,000
salary would, in constant terms, appear much larger back in 1950. The height of spending
during the Vietnam War (1969) was about $79 billion in current dollars. Keep in mind that
people were spending $.29 a gallon for gas in those days. To pay for the US military of 1969
in constant FY 92 dollars would cost about $325 billion. These are sometimes called real costs
or real dollars.

So, shown in constant 1992 dollars, the peaks of US military spending in the post-war
period were about $440 billion during the Korean War, $325 billion at the height of Vietnam,
and $370 billion at the height of the peacetime Reagan buildup in 1985. Constant dollar
military spending is now about the same as in the Vietnam War years of 1966 and 1970, and
higher than at any time from 1954-1966, the height of the Cold War when the US considered
both the Soviets and China as enemies and planned for a possible 21/2 wars worldwide. When
the current Pentagon FYDP iscompleted in FY95, military spending in real terms will stand
at about 1956 levels.



10. IsnTitnearly impossible to cut military spending given the enormous
influence of what President Dwight D. Eisenhower called the "military-
industrial complex"?

No, it is just very difficult. Military spending fluctuated throughout the Cold War,
though at very high levels. Substantial drops occurred after the Korean and Vietham Wars
and from the record peacetime levels ofthe first Reagan Administration. Citizens’movements
and world public opinion have been successful to a decree in influencing the amount and kinds
of military spending in the US.

Defense-dependent states (California, Texas, Georgia, Connecticut) have argued
forcefully for many weapons systems. But particularly expensive ones that lack convincing
rationales such as the MX missile or B-2 bomber have been cut nevertheless. Recent
complaints from the Pentagon about drastic cuts, though exaggerated, are proof of changing
political and budget realities.

. How much willwe have to cut from defense spending in the next three
years to keep domesticprograms likeHead Startor Food Stamps evenwith
inflation or possibly increase them?

Underthe Budget Enforcement Act 0f1990 (BEA), military spending is planned to cost
$884 billion in current dollars over the next three years. Domestic spending is slated to cost
$600 billion and international spending about $75 billion. That comes to a three-year total of
$1.55 trillion. At the same time, in order to reduce the federal deficit, caps have been
established on all three kinds of spending, and the three categories will compete for the same
pool of funds under a single cap in FY94 and FY95. The total cap for all three kinds of
spending in the next three years is$1.51 trillion; $40 billion under the current levels. Therefore,
at least $40 billion in defense spending has to be cut in order for domestic programs to just
stay even.

12. Canwe cutdefense spendingmore than thisandwhat are some realistic
goals?

Yes, we can cut defense spending more than the multiple-year plan (FYDP) presented-
by Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney. That plan was costed out and presented to
Congress before the collapse of the Soviet Union and before the defeat of Iraq, the fourth
largest military force in the world and previously the leading and most serious Third World
military threat As Gen. Colin Powell, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said after the
Persian Gulf War, "I’'m running out of bad guys. I’'m down to Castro and Kim Il Sung."”

How much can be realistically cut is clearly a political judgement and depends upon
the occupant of the White House in 1993, the mood of Congress, public opinion, and the
actions of concerned citizens.
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Credible defense analysts at the moderate-to-liberal Brookings Institution and
elsewhere have suggested that military spending can be safely cut by a total of nearly $300
billion to an annual level about one half of current spending within the next ten years. Other
analysts suggest similar levels could be safely and effectively reached in shorter periods such
as five years. For the coming year, FY93, estimates of possible cuts range from about seven
billion dollars being considered by liberal Budget Committee chairs Sen. Jim Sasser (D-TN)
and Rep. Leon Panetta (D-CA) to the roughly 8-12% reductions ($25-35 billion) proposed
by the Professionals’ Coalition for Nuclear Arms Control and the Monday Lobby Group, to
some $55 billion being talked about by Rep. Ron Dellums (D-CA), Chairman of the House
Armed Services Committee Subcommittee on R&D.

13. What are the best targets for elimination in the FY93 defense budget?

The best targets are big ticket weapons systems that were designed primarily for all-
out conventional or nuclear war with the former Soviet Union and its allies in the defunct
Warsaw Pact These include the B-2bomber, the submarine-launched Trident nuclear missile,
new Seawolfattack submarines, the Advanced Tactical Fighter or F-22, the C-17 cargo plane,
and a colossal nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. Troop cuts and reductions in operations and
maintenance should follow.

Items that will be much harder to cut include R&D for future weapons systems, and
the multi-billion dollar "Star Wars" system ($5 billion for FY93 and $100 billion overall
according to estimates from the Federation of American Scientists). Congress will also be
reluctant to make further cuts in troop levels too soon, believing that large layoffs and serious
morale problems in the All-Volunteer Force could be politically disastrous.

14. What, then, are realistic cuts?

A likely scenario is that activists will demand $100 billion in cuts beyond the Cheney
Future Years Defense Plan over the next three years, starting with $25-35 billion in FY93.
This year peace groups are likely to slowly negotiate down toward $15-20 billion, settle for $8-
12 billion, and be prepared to come back to fight again in FY94. Keep in mind that the
Congressional Budget Resolution must pass both houses of Congress, thus it needs bi-partisan
support Swing votes from moderate Democrats and moderate to liberal Republicans will be
critical.

It is important to build coalitions with those organizations who could use the extra
billions from defense in their part of the budget Itisalso important to understand that many
groups and individuals are interested in seeing defense savings used to reduce the deficit and
cut taxes.

Robert K. Musil, December 1991
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Military cuts
ald Alaska,

report says

By BRIGID SCHULTE
Stales Nows Service

WASHINGTON . — As the nation begins
beatrng swords into plowshares Alaska
should™ fare well throu %h deense cutbacks
esgrte thfe high- eveI f military é{Jresence

ecause 0 ‘S uni qeo rgp ccord rng
VjO a nationa re Ot [€1easSe ursd

The report. "'Building a Peace Econ m
by the non rofrt Councrl on Economrc rrr
ofities, P% rcts he Southwest and North-
-east will be hardest hit as the “Evil Erv
Phl been re Ia(id bY the less

reatenrng Common ealth of Independent
States and”the United States begins convert-
rng from a military to a civilidn econom
ldaho, Nebraska; South Dakota and Wyo-
tming will be least affected by current 2
erc nt across -the- board defenSe cuts an
re cuts, the auth rs redict,

he rep%rt rank s laska ‘seventh in the
nation for being vu Inerable to defense-relat-
ed cuts. That fanking dmes from the fact
that ong In ever}/ 26 peo e In the ?]tate IS a
ﬁc [ve-duty mrrar em Iorree— e second-

Ighest ratio In
J ost eHense dcﬁlars In Alaska are thuﬁ
spent on personnel — $1.3 billion In fisca
1990 and not on t e Weapons ?]ystems that
re being so sexe uh n. ot er areas 0
the cau r%/ eor and constru
Bentagon "'e%ur%rr'rr Solace, &

amou H 8%400 mrﬁron In frsca‘ 1990 No
weapons systems are produced In the state.

Please see Page B-2, DEFENSE

B2 Anchorage Daily News Monday, January 27, 1995

DEFENSE: Cuts help

Continued from Page B-1

Accordrn to the report
ﬁy or mosé rnanc a|| it
har tstatedt stay. a
the_current con}/Gr ron cli
mate is t0 versry lefense-
dependent 0h0 Ie\hl
Plans 0l Wh { ash-
9ton and onnectl-
afd oM cities' Nave that the mrlrtary presence. in

a‘\%}e used to talk about Etrrga state will “actually in-

doves and hawks, but the "AIaska benefits from
SSue Do IS who e the_ troop  transferrals from
ea%e" Wno 1S _1Ne 0S- ¢l ed bases, in other states
trich,"_said report at,rthqor Eurone." Marlin 5a|8
John hTepper arlin. "The the rep orP "Alaska remarns
ostric gs are saying we can't 3 key strategrc location for
cut ang the eagles are say- troog reassrgnment because
5

Ing, the Cold "War's over
g ot fo plan ahead and jorg Pt Pglclt/f deployable

\évlwfeSﬂ IS eight hours awaC IL? yto
But rh/ Alaska, Where the Eurog — Frankfr}r/rt can be

military is one of the lead-
dustrres 2 countin [r)elgr%eed in" eight hours by

io?atl Oﬁgrcent 0e anesStearters arIrn is lobbying for the

not n ?versryrng, ut In e%r overn t 0 ert

ag gge of Alaskagloca P etrainl g E vgpramzrévrl)rremjgr

tron near th former Soviet ”he 4 eral

lon and Qomin overnment.
crpc region, lﬁarlrn pregdrcts which reated ghe de erﬁe
establishment, 1S mora

obliged to be an ac Ne‘trar¥
nergern the transtrtron tn

peace," he said.



Morale project
shows USAF’s

champagne taste

WASHINGTON (AP) — The
Air Force has spent hundreds of
millions'of dollars on gold-plated
chandeliers, golf course projects
and other luxXuries to hoost mpl

Jrale, internal Pentagon docu-
ments showed Sunday.

Back in 1985, the Air Force de—
cided to refurbish its officers™
club at the Mildenhall base in
Britain at a cost of $75,000. The
service"s champagne taste, how—
ever, hardly matched the appro—

priated amount. .
Gold chandeliers.

Gold-plated
valued at $145.000 were installed.
solid Oak;‘aanelingj ned the walls"
and fireplaces with marble fix-
tures completed the decor, Mhe
final tally was more than $2 rnlT
Hon with’ U.S. taxpayers picking*
up the tab. _ _

The internal Air Force audits,
conducted in April~and Mayof
this year, reveal widespread
wasteand abuse in the Alrerce
management of jts Morale, WeT
fare and Recreation Activities.

Golf course projects at Myrtle
Beach Air Force Base cost
nearly $600,000, while parties for
a departing officer at Ramstein
Air Base in Germany totaled
$26,000.

In a letter to Defense Secre—
tary Dick Cheney, Rep. Barbara
Boxer, D-Calif., called for lead—
ership from the highest lewels of
the Pentagon to crack down on
these abuses,

fJ: According to the documents,
ifotrict restrictions on excessive
e spending on renovation projects
have been either ignored or cir-
eHimvented, projects valued at’
more than'$500,000 must-be re-,
ported to Congress. In some in-
ptances, however, major proj-
. ects wore split Into smaller-roj-=

.40ns

Gold-plated
chandeliers valued at
$145,000 were
installed, solid oak
paneling lined the
walls and fireplaces
with marble fixtures
completed the decor.

could not act as the main archi—
tectural highlight of a room as

the existing chandeliers do. The"

crystal used would not have the

capability t break apart the

available light ina room into its

primary colors (prism effect),””
the Air Force said.

In response, the auditors said
""spending an additional $15,900 in
appropriated funds to purchase
chandeliers that have the correct
"prism effect ™ is not appropri—
ate.””

Other instances of abuse in—
clude relocation of a skeet shoot—
ing club at Tinker Air Force
Base in Oklahoma. The esti—
mated cost of the project was
$722,000and itwas included Inthe
cost of a construction project for
basing of the B-2 stealth bomber .

But when it was. discovered
that the project was $1 million
over budget, the Air Force pro—
posed “eliminating the woric sta-
die facility rather than
thfeSkent Club,”, S

“1'<find it appalling that the
weaknesses in the management

of Morale,,Welfare

i'fcbts td -avoid' peeking cphgre”' '~ [Ket~tioh .operttps have

iiionalaborovai.

"#ionprojects. "

: ‘been repeatedly documented by

® In the documents, Air Force." 1" flfe"belngUlegally spent o,

management at the base id Eng-"."

land argued that the chandeliers
rouldn the standard-issue. "

parties,golf courses and officers ;
cmbs, yet. intermal recommenda-
tions"to remedy the problems

V;;Vix

L






REPRESENTATIVE LOREN LEMAN WestAnchorage
3111 C Street  Anchorage. AK 99503 561-7614  During Session: P.0. Box V' Juneau. AK 99811 465-2095

SPONSOR STATEMENT

DATE: February 17, 1992 N

BY: Representative Loren Leman

SUBJECT: HJR 70: Resolution Urgin<”Zongress to Amend the
Tax Code

The tax burden for working and middle class families, especially
young families, has grown heavier over the past 40 years.
Although they disagree on methodology for change, President Bush
and Congress agree that something needs to be done. Families
with children are overtaxed and need a break from the inflation-
driven tax increases that have fallen disproportionately on them.

HIJR 70 urges Congress to promote parental child care and increase
the personal exemption by amending the Tax Code. This is a pro-
family proposal that has bipartisan support in our Legislature
and in Congress.

One element of this resolution is a parental child care exemption
for the services of a parent who stays at home to care for at
least one child under the age of 13. The increase 1in spendable
income would be a big help to many families.

Current tax law allows for a credit of up to $4,800 to offset
expenses Tfor child care services provided by others. However, no
deduction or credit is allowed for parents who surrender
opportunities for a second income outside the home by staying at
home to care for their own children.

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 47 percent of American
children under the age of five are primarily cared for by their

mothers at home. Eight percent of children under five are cared
for by both parents who work shifts and share the care
responsibilities. Another five percent of children have mothers

working for pay at home and caring for them.

During the last thirty years, we have seen tremendous changes 1in

the composition of our families. These changes have certainly
influenced juvenile crime, suicide, welfare payments and
educational failures. Although some of these developments may be

largely a result of a changing culture, many recent studies
demonstrate the close relationship they have with the absence of
parents from the home.

SY)X>/TSEr <Sizi-felr7 <rn f



Sponsor Statement 2 - February 17, 1992

A second element of this resolution is an increased personal
exemption for children. President Bush proposed an increase of
$500 in this exemption during his State of the Union address.
Other proponents of tax reform have suggested even more
significant changes.

Helping parents give their children a better life by allowing
thrun to keep more of their earnings is one of the best things we
can to strengthen families. Families, after all, are the most
basic structure of society and their protection should be the
highest objective of social policy.

Passage of HJR 70 will show the Legislature®s support for this
protection.
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FAMILY TAX ALLOWANCE n

CusenlLta:

In general, a taxpayer is allowed a personal exemption for himself, his spouse, and for each
dependent. Personal exemptions are allowed as deductions in computing taxable income. The amount
of each personal exemption is 32,300 for taxable years beginning in 1992,

In general, a child age 18 or under qualifies as a dependent if the taxpayer furnishes over half
the child’'s support A "childl includes a child by blood, an adopted child, a stepchild, and a child
placed with the taxpayer by an authorized placement agency for legal adoption. Xnaddition, a child who
is a member of the taxpayer's household and lives with the taxpayer during the entire taxable year may
bo considered the taxpayer's "child.” The amount of the personal exemption is indexed for inflation.
Personal exemptions are phased out for high-income taxpayers.

Reasons for Change

Taxpayers incur significant costs in rearing children. An increase in the personal exemption for
dependent children is a simple and effective way to decrease the financial burden or, families.

Proposal

The proposal increases the personal exemption for dependent children age 18 and under at the
end of the taxable year by $500 per child. This amount would be indexed for inflation. The proposal

is effective October 1, 1992.
Effects of Proposal

<Under the proposal, the personal exemption for dependent children age 18 or under at the end
of the taxable year will increase by $500 per child. For taxable years beginning in 1992, the increase
wili be prorated.

Revenue Estimate
Fiscal Years

1992 1993 1994 1995 19 g% 1££7 199297
(Billions of dollars)
Family cut allowance: 0 -44 46 *47 -50 -52 -23.S

-<59-



FISCAL NOTE \

STATE OF ALASKA ‘ BILL NO. HJIR 70
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

2l iOnDa.e:  AMEN inD IHETINAL  VETTUH, . " LE£ 1SLMURE--------
CODE Component:

Sponsor: LEMAN

Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. | |
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 2 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 9% FY97 |

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0-
CAPITAL -0-
REVENUE ~0-

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND -0-
FEDERAL FUNDS -0-
OTHER -0-
TOTAL -0-
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME -0-
PART-TIME -u-
TEMPORARY -u-
Estimate of current year impact..
Preparec"By: — Phone*65-5752
Division: HDIIFtF HPAbTR. F.njirAT_LnN ANn qnrrai  Date: 1121192

ERVICES COMMITTEE
Approved byCommlssmner .,
Agency: Date: 1121192

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(ies).
Rev 10/90 Page  of




HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

Date Referred: February 12, 1992 FURTHER REFERRALS: Finance

Date of Committee Action:
The HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES Committee considered: HJR 70

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 70 FEDERAL TAX EXEMPTION FOR CHILD CARE

Urging the United States Congress to amend the Internal Revenue Code to increase the personal exemption and
to provide a parental child care exemption.

RECOMMENDATIONS: Nphce I the same title
be replaced with LS /-/IC7T7Q- C N ] a new title

[ ] have attached amendments(s)

[H-do pass

[ ] do not pass

[ ] no recommendations

[ ] individual recommendations

[ ] additional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS: letter of Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (Ox) APPROVES PREVIOUS:
[ ] fiscal impact [ ] fiscal note(s)

[v/] zero fiscal note [ ] zero fiscal note(s)
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During his long tenure on Capitol Hill, Rep, Dan
Rostenkowski (D -1L), chairman o fthe House Ways
and Means Committee, has been fairly consistent
in favoring high taxes. It is therefore not without
significance that during the past holiday season, che
door to Mr. Rostenkowski's congressional office
was decorated with Christmas greetings and wishes
for a happy new yearand "ataxcutin 1992."

When even Dan Rostenkowski is campaigning
for a tax cut, it is obvious that sentiment for tax
reduction is strong. It is equally clear, given Mr.
Rostenkowski's powerful position as head of the
Ways and Means Committee, that tax reduction is
a real possibility in this session o f Congress.

Rostenkowskiisone ofatleastahalfdozen major
Democratic congressional figures with tax relief
plans to offer. They arc joined by just as many
Republican tax cut proposals. Remarkably, there is
acommon thread among the many plans that have
been proposed. Democrats and Republicans alike
seem to agree that families with children are over-
taxed and need abreak from the inflation-driven tax
increases which have fallen disproportionately on
their shoulders over the past generation.

The tax climate that enabled families to prosper
in the 19505 was so favorable to child rearing that
most families with children in that erawere virtually
exempt from federal income tax. The value of the
personal exemption was so high, relative to wage
levels, that the exemptions alone eliminated tax
liability for families with two or more children and
incomes near the national median. Moreover, pay-
roll taxes in those days were so low that most
ordinary workers who had growing families were
able to take home virtually all of the money they
earned.

Real wage levels rose through the fifties and
sixties, and their higherincomes pushed many fami-
lies into tax-paying hrackets. But still, the effective
tax rates paid by families with children were quite

Free Cogress Ressarch ad education Fi
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low until the rapid inflation of the late sixties and
the seventies artificially eroded the value of the
personal exemption. By the mid eighties, most of
the rcal-dollar increase in federal taxadon had been
concentrated on those wage earnerswho were trying
to raise children.

In the tax reform of 1986, this problem received
some attention with the doubling of the personal
exemption. It was evident that the exemption had
by then lost most o f its significance. At a pre-infla-
tion level o fjust S1050 per person, it simply failed
toshelterasufficientamountofearned income from
taxation to provide for the basic subsistence of
families. By doubling the personal exemption, Con-
gress took astep towards repairing this inequity. But
the bigger exemption was not enough to solve the
financial squeeze imposed  families by excessive
taxation.

Working class and middle class families feel that
they are simply falling behind, and not without
reason. Realwage levels for men under forty, espe-
cially for men with no more than a high school
education, are actually lower than they were in the
early seventies. Thus, the fathers of young families
are actually earning less than their own fathers did.
But this is just the beginning of the problem. The
costofhousing and health care — elements which
tend to loom much larger in the budgets o f families
with children than among those without children
— have faroutstripped inflation. Asa consequence,
home ownership seems out ofthe financial reach of
a growing segment of the population, while the
rapidly rising cost of health insurance — or worse
yet, the threat of an uninsured illness — further
erodes the purchasing power of an ordinary
worker's earnings.

Yet even as the cost ofliving has been rising for
young families, their tax burden has grown heavier.
Not only are the effective income tax rates higher
than ageneration ago, but the payroll tax rate, which

Number 402
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falls most heavily on lower-incomc workers because
nor one ccni of earned income is exempt from it,
has more than doubled since the mid-sixties. Most
families with children now pay more in payroll taxes
than in federal income taxes.

This financial squeeze is one o f the main reasons
why more mothers have been forced into the work-
force. Married women with children are more likely
to hold ajob outside the home than are either
unmarried women or married women without chil-
dren, even though almosteveryone would agree that
the responsibility of raising children is such that a
lowerrate ofemploymentwould be expected among
this group. Obviously, perceived financial necessity
isasignificantfactorin driving up employment rates
among married mothers. Yetmuch o fthe additional
gross family income generated by second jobs is
dissipated in high taxes and the additional expenses
entailed in having both parents in the labor force.

The public debate over child care in the late
1980s helped to focus public attention on the issue
ofovertaxation of families, and members of Con-
gress in both Houses and both parties have gotten
the message.

Plans Now on the Table
Among the many tax reduction proposals offered in
Congress in 1991, nearly all include some provi-
sions for easing the tax burden on middlc-income
families. Several of them are specifically targeted to
aiding families in meeting the financial cost o frais-
ing children. For example, Sen. Lloyd Bentsen (D -
X) has proposed a non-refundable tax credit of
$300 perchild. He was outhid by Sen. Bill Bradley
(D-NJ), who proposes a refundable S350 per child
credit. Sen. Bob Kastcn (R-W 1), whose bill is co-
sponsored by Rep. Vin Weber (R-MN) in the
House, matches Bentsen's$300 perchild credit, but
raises it to $1000 per child for children under six
years ofage. Sen. Dan Coats (R-IN) recommends,
instead of a tax credit, an increase in the personal
exemption for dependent children from $2150 to
$3500, which translates into a tax savings ofabout
$200 to $400 perchild. In addition, the Coats bill
calls for a tax credit o f$500 for preschool children.
The Coats bill is sponsored by Rep. Frank W olf
(R-VA) in the House, where it has gained the co-
sponsorship of an absolute majority of the entire
House membership. Other tax cutting proposals,
including some aimed at reducing payroll tax rates,
are not specifically targeted to families with children,
but would produce similar effects in assuring more
take-home pay for working parents.

This immense burst of tax-cutting initiatives in
Congress indicates dtat a consensus is emerging, a
consensus which crosses party lines and which is
gaining in force. Standing against that consensus has
been acadre ofkey Bush Administration figures, led

FCLICY INEIGHTS

by budge: director Richard Darman and Treasury
Secretary Nicholas Brady, who have resisted tax
reduction proposals.

But in his Sutc ofthe Union address, President
Bush finally broke with his advisors on this point.
On January 28 he added the weight o f his office to
the emerging congressional majority in favor of tax
relieffor families. W ith a nationalelection looming,
widespread discontentwithin hisown party over his
failure to keep the now-infamous "no new taxes"
campaign pledge, and afiltering nationaleconomy,
the President has come to recognize tax relieffor
families as a pressing national priority.

Fundamental Criteria
Clearly, however, this is just the beginning rather
than the end ofthe debate. Congress and the Pres-
ident must reach an agreement on the specific tax
revision which will be o fgreatest benefit to families
and which will contribute to economic recovery. It
seems that four principles should guide them in
their efforts to reach a solution.

« 1. The tax cut should be targeted dirccdy to
families with children. A more general tax cut
would dilute the benefits to families with chil-
dren. Fiscal responsibility places a limit on the
amount of revenue which the Treasury can
forego, and as far as possible the tax reductions
should go to families with children. Such fami-
lies, frankly, got short shrift in the 1986 tax
reform and the inequities that have gradually
crept into the tax code over the past generation
are far from remedied. Moreover, strengthening
the financial position of families with children
will marginally ease the burden on the nation’s
social service structures, and, in general, families
are far more effective in caring for the needs of
children than even the best of social service
programs.

This isapointon which President Bush and
most congressional leaders appear to be in gen-
eral agreement. Those who favor more general
tax reliefhave a certain political advantage, s>ncc
there would be no immediate gain for the ma-
jority of taxpayers in tax relief targeted to chil-
dren. Nonetheless, maximizing tax relief for
families will produce the greatest social benefits,
both in the short run and in the long run

+ 2.The tax cut should he non-refundable. This
is a point on which President Bush is at odds
with at least some of the Democratic advocates
of tax reduction, although Senator Bentsen fa-
vors a non-refundable credit. A refundable pcr-
child tax credit would amount, in effect, to a
welfare supplement and create a greater disin-
centive to work for poor families, as well as
exorbitant marginal taxation for those families
who increase their earnings. This problem is



already the one rrav.if d iFculty with the earned
incvmr aJ;i, \«iii<ii is the only refundable
credit against personal income taxes.

* 3.The tax cut mu-: he large. A cut which adds
an irsignificatt amount to the disposable in-
come of families if simply wasted effort. Here
President Bush 3pro;™—..Yincrease of $500 in
the personal exemption for dependent children
isweak in comparison with mostofthe proposals
offered in Congress. Under the President's plan,
the actual per-child tax advantage to families
would be in the range ofjust $75 to $140 — far
below the amounts envisioned in the congres-
sional plans. Tax breaks so small will not be
enough to give hard-pressed families a sense of
greatersecurity. Undermostofthc congressional
plans, which provide per-child tax breaks rang-
ing from $300 to $1000, it is possible to foresee
parents reducing their work hours in order to
spend more ume with their children or having
the confidence to make major purchases. The
President's proposal is not large enough to offer
such incentives.

« 4.Thetaxcutshould notbelimited to the poor.
While the working poor arc obviously in need
o fassistance, middle class families are also suffer-
ing a serious financial squeeze. The old defini-
tions of material comfort no longer apply. A
household income of $50,000, in a two-earner
family with children and a mortgage, is simply
not a definition of affluence. Many families in
these circumstances are just getting by, with no
ability to set aside savings. Fortunately, despite
the potential for election year demagoguery,
there appears to be a reasonable level ofconsen-
sus between the President and congressional
leaders o fhoth parties, so there isa possibility for
real tax reduction and not simply income redis-
tribution.
While there isagood chance thatwhatever emerges
from the deliberations between Congress and the
White House will embody these four principles,
there is not yet agreement on the means by which
the tax cut can be implemented. One distinction is
that some proposals call for tax credits, while others
offer deductions or increases in the personal exemp-
tion for dependentchildren. The credit mechanism
ismore egalitarian, in that the same dollar amount
oftaxsavings isoffered perchild, regardlessof (amily
income. This is, in fact, nothing other than a family
allowance, which has been popular in many Euro-
pean countries through most o f this century.

An increase in the personal exemption for de-

pendent children has the conceptual advantage of

protecting acertain minimum levelofearnings from
taxation. These tax-exempt earnings arc supposed
to be roughly approximate to bare subsistence. This
embodies the principle that citizens will be taxed

only on that portion oftheir earnings which exceeds
the essentials of survival. This is a sound principle
and, as long as the personal exemption is indexed
for inflation, it offers a systemic assurance that
families will not be taxed into utter dependency.

Another question that could be explored is the
possibility of combining some reform of the per-
sonal income tax with tax reductions channelled
through the payroll tax. As noted, this tax is regres-
sive and, for most families, more burdensome than
the income tax. A per-child reduction in the payroll
tax rate would not only give workers with depend-
ent children more cake-home pay, but would also
provide such workers with a slight marginal advan-
tage in the labor market, thereby tending to reduce
unemploymentamong the heads offamilies. More-
over, since the Social Security trust fund, which is
currently running an enormous surplus in revenues
over oudays, is off-budget, this might be a conven-
ient mechanism for keeping the tax cut within
budgetary guidelines.

Some other tax reforms outlined by President
Bush deserve comment. His proposal that with-
drawals be permitted without penalty from IRAs for
home purchases, education and medical expenses is
one which will help families. It is also a feature of
the cax reform package proposed by Senator Bent-
sen, so cherc is reason to believe that it could form
part ofa bi-partisan cax reliefprogram.

The President’s proposed tax creditof$5000 for
the purchase ofa first home would be beneficial in
many ways, and could play a key role in economic
recovery. It isworth noting, however, thatcurrently
first-time home buyers arc less likely to be married
couples than arc second-time purchasers o fhomes.
Home ownership is vital to family stability, and this
tax credit might help reverse the recent trend to-
wards lower level of home owner'Mp. This tax
credit, however, is not family-specific, but one
which will be of benefit to large numbers o fsingle
persons who have not yet formed families.

Helping parents give their children a better life
by allowing those parents to keep more o fwhat they
earn may be the single best thing Congress and the
Administration can do this year to strengthen fami-
lies now and to invest in the future. Families, after
all, are what societies arc made of, and the protection
offamilies should be the highest objective ofsocial
policy.

1

Fop More Information:

For rmore inforration on this topic, contact Michael
Sthwertz at the Free Gorgress Foundation, at (202)
$6-3000. For nore information on receivingPOLICY
Insights, contact Paul Gannon at (202) $16-3000.
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P.o. Box 256
Kotzebue, Alaska 99752

907) 442-3311

March 6, 1992

Representative Eileen MaclLean

Alaska House of Representatives

P.0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

RE: Support for HJR 73 "

Dear Eileen, e

"fhanks for this opportunity to- conirent and support HJR 73, which urges
a federal review of the implementation of ICWA in Alaska. As part of
the review, we also .recamtend specific consideration be given to the
State-Tribal Model Agreements! adopted during the Cowper
administration. The momentum generated by that effort to instill local
relevance into ICWAls implementation in Alaska seems to be lost.

We fully support HJR 73 and are grateful for your efforts and those of
Representative Lincoln in bringing this need to light.

cc: Representative Georgiaune Lincoln
Senator Al Adams
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SPONSOR STATEMENT
HIR 73

REP. EILEEN P. MACLEAN

HIR 73 recommends that the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the
General Accounting Office of the Congress and - with
incorporation of the offered amendment - the Joint Federal-State
Commission on the Policies and Programs Affecting Alaska
Natives conduct a comprehensive review of the 1978 Indian
Child Welfare Act (ICWA), with the full participation of Native
organizations. The resolution urges that the review examine the
strengths and weaknesses of the ICWA as they relate to the
protection of Alaska Native children.

The study will pay particular attention to aspects of the ICWA
which have made its implementation in Alaska problematic, such
as jurisdictional disputes between the tribes and the state and
the funding mechanism in the Act that has not kept pace with
the needs in the area of child protection. The review will also
examine the successful experiences of some Native organizations
that have established a cooperative effort with the state for child
protection.

Because there has been no comprehensive, empirical study ever
done of the ICWA, especially one which focuses on its
implementation in Alaska, it is important to examine our
experience with this Act based on the observations of the people
involved in its implementation. Such an examination will help us
enhance its effectiveness in Alaska. The review is especially
important in light of the signing of state-tribal agreements
authorized by Alaska Statute AS 47.10.230 (g), which establishes
the powers and responsibilities of tribes and the state when a
Native child is taken into state custody.

Concerns have been raised that the review is an attempt to
significantly alter the Act; however, this is not the Intent of HJR
73. The resolution was introduced based on concerns raised
about the state’s system of child protection. Because the federal
Act supersedes the state's law, examination of the ICWA s
warranted. But within the context of examination of the ICWA,
the state's role will be scrutinized.



The underlying principle of the ICWA is to protect the best
interests of Native children and to promote the stability and
security of Native tribes and families. From this examination will
emerge a complete package of recommendations for how this
effort can be more successful.
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AMENDMENT
OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE MACLEAN
TO: HJR 73
Page 1, line 1

Delete "federal"

Page 1, line 15:
After "Affairs":
Delete "and"
Insert ""
After "Congress":

Insert “, and the Joint Federal-State Commission on Policies and Programs Affecting

Alaska Natives"
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QOther provisions:
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Stat, 1153, effective Oct. 11991 as provided br §1(d}
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ion of, all v&)catl%nal activities (and” academically related training) serving all students of the Indian
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HISTORY; ANCILLARY LAWS AND DIRECTIVES

Effective date of section:

Act SePt. 26, 1990, p, L. 101-392, Title V]I, §702§a% 104 Stat. 843, which appears as 20 USCS §2301
note, provides that this section is effective July 1, 1991.

§ 1852. Authorization of appropriations . _
There are authorlz%d to be a r%)rlated for grants undeJ, thig. part 52,000,000 for the fiscal year 1991 and
such sums as may be necess r& r each of the 5 succeeding fiscal years. .
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Effective date of section: _ _
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note, provides that this section is effective July 1, 1991.

CHAPTER 21. INDIAN CHILD WELFARE
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