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and publish information with respect to an
average pass rate on State certification or li-
censure assessments taken over 3 years.

‘(2) The number of students in the pro-
gram, the average number of hours of super-
vised practice teaching required for those in
the program, and the faculty-student ratio
in supervised practice teaching.

“(3) In States that approve or accredit
teacher education programs, a statement of
whether the institution’s program is so ap-
proved or accredited.

‘“(4) Whether the program has been des-

ignated as low performing by the State
under (b)(1)(B).
In addition to the actions authorized in S.
487(c), the Secretary may impose a fine not
to exceed $25,000 on a teacher preparation
program for failure to provide the informa-
tion described in (a)(2)(B) in a timely or ac-
curate manner.

“‘(b) ACCOUNTABILITY.—

‘(1) States receiving funding under this
Act, shall develop and implement, no later
than three years after enactment of the
Higher Education Amendments of 1998, the
following teacher preparation program ac-
countability measures and publish the meas-
ures publicly and widely:

““(A) A description of state criteria for
identifying low-performing teacher prepara-
tion programs which may include a baseline
pass rate on state licensing assessments and
other indicators of teacher candidate knowl-
edge and skill. States that do not employ as-
sessments as part of their criteria for licens-
ing or certification are not required to meet
this criterion until such time as the State
initiates the use of such assessments.

‘“(B) Procedures for identifying low per-
forming teacher preparation programs based
on the criteria developed by the state as re-
quired by (b)(1)(A), and publish a list of those
programs.

“(C) States that have, prior to enactment,
already conformed with (b)(1)(A-B), need not
change their procedures, unless the State
chooses to do so.

‘(2) Not later than four years after enact-
ment of the Higher Education Amendments
of 1998, any teacher preparation programs for
which the State has withdrawn its approval
or terminated its financial support due to
the low performance of its teacher prepara-
tion program based on procedures described
in (b)(1).

‘(1) shall be ineligible for any funding for
professional development activities awarded
by the Department of Education; and

‘(2) shall not be permitted to accept or en-
roll any student that receives aid under title
IV of this Act in its teacher preparation pro-
gram.

———

NOTICE OF HEARING

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the public that a
hearing has been scheduled before the
Subcommittee on Forests and Public
Land Management.

The hearing will take place on July
22, 1998 at 2:00 p.m. in room SD-366 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building in
Washington, D.C.

The purpose of this hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on the following gen-
eral land exchange bills: S. 2136, a bill
to provide for the exchange of certain
land in the State of Washington; S.
2226, a bill to amend the Idaho Admis-
sion Act regarding the sale or lease of
school land; H.R. 2886, a bill to provide
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for a demonstration project in the
Stanislaus National Forest, California,
under which a private contractor will
perform multiple resource manage-
ment activities for that unit of the Na-
tional Forest System, and H.R. 3796, a
bill to authorize the Secretary of Agri-
culture to convey the administrative
site for the Rogue River National For-
est and use the proceeds for the con-
struction or improvement of offices
and support buildings for the Rogue
River National Forest and the Bureau
of Land Management.

Those who wish to submit written
statements should write to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
20510. For further information, please
call Amie Brown or Mark Rey at (202)
224-6170.

——————

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet on Thursday, July 9, 1998,
at 10:00 a.m. in open session, to receive
testimony on U.S. Export Control and
Nonproliferation Policy and the role
and responsibility of the Department of
Defense.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the full Com-
mittee on Environment and Public
Works be granted permission to con-
duct a hearing Thursday, July 9, 9:00
a.m., Hearing Room (SD-406), on S.
1222, the Estuary Habitat Restoration
Partnership Act; S. 1321, the National
Estuary Conservation Act; and H.R.
2207, the Coastal Pollution Reduction
Act.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, the
Finance Committee requests unani-
mous consent to conduct a hearing on
Thursday, July 9, 1998 beginning at 9:30
a.m. in room 215 Dirksen.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, be authorized
to hold an executive business meeting
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, July 9, 1998, at 9:00 a.m., in
Room 226, of the Senate Dirksen Office
Building.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Thursday, July 9, 1998 at 2:00
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p.m. in Room 226 of the Senate Dirksen
Office Building to hold a hearing on:
“The Nomination of Beth Nolan, of
New York, to be Assistant Attorney
General for the Office of Legal Coun-
sel.”
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent on behalf of the
Permanent Subcommittee on Inves-
tigations of the Governmental Affairs
Committee to meet on Thursday, July
9, 1998, at 9:30 a.m. for a hearing on the
topic of “The Safety of Food Imports:
From the Farm to the Table—A Case
Study of Tainted Imported Fruit.”
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC
PRESERVATION, AND RECREATION
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic
Preservation and Recreation of the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, July 9, for purposes of con-
ducting a subcommittee hearing which
is scheduled to begin at 2:00 p.m. The
purpose of this hearing is to receive
testimony on S. 1333, a bill to amend
the Land and Water Conservation Fund
Act of 1965 to allow national park units
that cannot charge an entrance fee or
admission fee to retain other fees and
charges; S. 2129, a bill to eliminate re-
strictions on the acquisition of certain
land contiguous to Hawaii Volcanoes
National Park; S. 2232, a bill to estab-
lish the Little Rock Central High
School National Historic Site in the
State of Arkansas; and S. 2106 and H.R.
2283, bills to expand the boundaries of
Arches National Park, Utah, to include
portions of certain drainages that are
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of
Land Management, and to include a
portion of Fish Seep Draw owned by
the State of Utah, and for other pur-
poses.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

DEATH OF MOSHOOD ABIOLA

e Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, it is
with great dismay that I wish to note
the passing of Chief Moshood Abiola,
the apparent winner of the 1993 presi-
dential elections in Nigeria. Chief
Abiola was apparently stricken by
heart failure during a meeting with
senior U.S. officials, including Under-
secretary of State Thomas Pickering
and Assistant Secretary of State for
Africa, Susan Rice, on July 7. In great
ironic tragedy, the U.S. delegation was
in Nigeria, in part, to push the new
government of that country for the re-
lease of Abiola and dozens of other po-
litical prisoners. There was broad spec-
ulation that Abiola would have been
released within days.
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Mr. President, Abiola’s death comes
during a tumultuous moment in Nige-
rian history, just one month after the
death of military leader Gen. Sani
Abacha. Gen. Abacha was by any defi-
nition an authoritarian leader of the
worst sort. He routinely imprisoned in-
dividuals for expressing their political
opinions and skimmed Nigeria’s pre-
cious resources for his own gains. With
the replacement of Abacha by the cur-
rent military ruler, Gen. Abdulsalam
Abubakar, there has been reason to be
optimistic about Nigeria’s future. Al-
though he has not yet moved to repeal
the repressive decrees that place severe
restrictions on the basic freedoms of
Nigerians, Gen. Abubakar has taken
some positive steps, including the re-
lease of several prominent political
prisoners, and has indicated a willing-
ness to move his country once and for
all in the direction of democracy. But
he had yet to deal with one of the more
vexing issues related to such a transi-
tion, and that is the role that Chief
Abiola would assume.

News of Abiola’s death has sent
shock waves through the country.
Since last night, there have been spo-
radic riots throughout the country, and
particularly in Lagos, the center of
Abiola’s supporters. At least 19 people
are known to have died in the ensuing
violence. And, according to news re-
ports, heavily armed police continue to
patrol the streets.

Abubakar is making efforts to calm
the country. First, he has ordered, with
the consent of the Abiola family, a
complete autopsy, under the super-
vision of Abiola’s own doctor, of the
cause of death. This is extremely im-
portant in order to quell the rumors al-
ready circulating that the military in-
jected Abiola with poison prior to his
meeting with the American officials.
Abubakar also today announced the
dissolution of the Abacha-appointed
Cabinet. These are, indeed, positive
steps, but they are not enough.

Earlier this session, I introduced the
Nigerian Democracy and Civil Society
Empowerment Act, S. 2102. The provi-
sions of my bill include benchmarks
defining what would constitute an open
political process in Nigeria. Despite all
the tumultuous events that have taken
place in these past few weeks, I still be-
lieve these benchmarks are important,
and I continue to call on Gen.
Abubakar to implement as soon as pos-
sible these important changes, such as
the repeal of the repressive decrees en-
acted under Abacha’s rule, so that gen-
uine reform can take place in Nigeria.

Finally, in this time of great uncer-
tainty in the country, I urge all Nige-
rians to exercise restraint. Let’s wait
to see what Abubakar chooses to do
next. Let’s wait to evaluate the results
of the autopsy. Nigeria has suffered
enough already. It would be a shame if
Abiola’s death were to lead the country
into armed conflict.

Let us hope this will not be the
case.®
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NATO EXPANSION

e Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, the
real issue in the debate on NATO ex-
pansion is the very character of the al-
liance in the future. NATO has been
successful in the past because its mis-
sion has been focused. Now, the Senate
is being asked to give its stamp of ap-
proval to a mission-expanded NATO.
Passing this resolution of ratification
without the Ashcroft amendment will
be ratifying a NATO to serve as a
“force for peace from the Middle East
to Central Africa,” to use the words of
Secretary Albright. There have been
misconceptions about my amendment
in the Senate and in the press. Allow
me to address some of those.

First, let me emphasize that this
amendment is based on the language of
the North Atlantic Treaty itself. For
the Administration, which is opposing
this amendment, I have one question:
what do you have in mind for NATO
that is not contained within the treaty
itself? All my amendment does is re-
state the language of the treaty, spe-
cifically article 4. My amendment will
not restrict NATO’s ability to respond
to collective defense threats from out-
side NATO territory. My amendment
will not restrict NATO from responding
to the new threats of post-Cold War
world like weapons of mass destruction
and international terrorism.

The very purpose of NATO has been
to prepare for collective defense
threats emanating from outside the
North Atlantic area. Any threat from
outside the treaty area which posed the
threat of an attack on NATO territory
would be covered by the treaty and al-
lowable under this amendment.

This Administration, however, has
something much different than collec-
tive defense in mind. NATO is in dan-
ger of changing, but the trans-
formation is from Administration offi-
cials pushing for a global NATO. The
United States Constitution has provi-
sions for altering treaties, and it is
called obtaining the Senate’s advice
and consent. If we want a global NATO,
the treaty should be resubmitted for
the Senate’s consideration.

For those of us who are concerned
that NATO will get into far-flung oper-
ations, former officials Bill Perry and
Warren Christopher write that the
unanimous consent required among
NATO members will guard against
reckless deployments (New York
Times, Oct. 21, 1997). For Mr. Perry and
Mr. Christopher, the advice and con-
sent of the U.S. Senate is replaced by
the NATO bureaucracy. Thank you, but
I like the United States Constitution
just fine.

Secretary Acheson had it right in
1949—the treaty would be altered by
constitutional processes. Acheson stat-
ed: ‘. .. the impossibility of
foretelling what the international situ-
ation will be in the distant future
makes rigidity for too long a term un-
desirable. It is believed that indefinite
duration, with the possibility that any
party may withdraw from the treaty
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after 20 years and that the treaty as a
whole might be reviewed at any time
after it has been in effect for 10 years,
provides the best solution” (Letter
transmitting the treaty to the Presi-
dent, April 7, 1949).

Acheson recognized that the world
would change. His answer for how
NATO would respond—countries can
withdraw from the treaty or the treaty
could be reviewed. Notice Acheson did
not mention a review of NATO’s Stra-
tegic Concept, on which the Senate has
no vote, but a review of the treaty,
with any modifications subject to Sen-
ate advice and consent.

If this treaty was so elastic as to be
stretched to cover any conceivable
military operation, why would Acheson
even talk about reviewing the treaty?
Acheson did have a view of an alliance
established for a specific purpose, with
a limited scope.

In the letter transmitting the treaty
to President Truman, Secretary Ach-
eson acknowledged the parameters of
the treaty and stated flatly that the
North Atlantic Council will have
‘. . . no powers other than to consider
matters within the purview of the
treaty . . .” (Letter to President Tru-
man transmitting the NATO treaty,
April 7, 1949). If Acheson viewed the
treaty as limitless in scope, why did he
testify about the careful limits of the
various articles? Why did he explicitly
state that NATO could not consider
matters outside the purview of the
treaty?

The Foreign Relations Committee, in
its report on the treaty, took pains to
show NATO was not an ‘‘old fashioned
military alliance.”” The report states:
‘. . . in both intent and language, it is
purely defensive in nature. It comes
into operation only against a nation
which, by its own action, has proved
itself an international criminal
by. . .attacking a party to the treaty

. . If it can be called an alliance, it is
an alliance only against war itself”
(SFRC Report, June 6, 1949).

The Ashcroft amendment is designed
to advance U.S. interests by keeping
NATO focused on this historical mis-
sion of collective defense. Without the
Ashcroft amendment, the Senate is set-
ting NATO—the most successful mili-
tary alliance in history—on the course
of becoming a mini-UN with a standing
army. My amendment will preserve the
historical strength and effectiveness of
NATO by keeping the alliance focused
on the mission of the treaty itself. The
Ashcroft amendment will only preclude
the global policing operations outside
the scope of the treaty.

Drift in NATO is already underway.
Frederick Bonnart writes of the Madrid
summit in July 1997 where expansion
was endorsed: ‘‘ . . . behind the eupho-
ria, a hollowness has appeared that had
not been evident before. The leaders
seem unclear about the purpose of the
organization, and therefore about the
political and military shape it is to
take. Worst of all, strains have shown
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