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THE WHITE HOUSE
Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release June 29, 1994

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
TO NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES

The Benjamin Franklin Room
United States Department of State
Washington, D.C.

9:06 P.M. EDT

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Now, the next time someone
asks me -- some irate, self-proclaimed expert in these matters --
(laughter) =-- asks me, why in the wide world did you ever appoint Tim
Wirth at the State Department, I'll say, well, I had to get Ted
Turner up off the floor. (Laughter.) Didn't have much to do with
public policy; couldn't stand to see a man with all that energy prone
for the rest of his life. (Laughter) Seemed like an incalculable
waste of human potential. (Laughter.)

Thank you. Thank you, Ted, and thank you, Jane. When I
was down in Atlanta the other day to do the global press conference,
which is one of the most exciting experiences I have had as the
President or, indeed, in my entire public life, and I loved meeting
all the journalists from around the world and trying to answer their
questions and communicating with them. When it was over, I got a
handwritten note from Jane Fonda that said, well, you did a pretty
good job on that, but don't forget about population. (Laughter and
applause.) It was more formal, more polite, but that is the
distilled essence of the letter that I got. (Laughter.)

So for both of them, I thank them for being here,
although I do believe being on a stream in Montana is a way of
supporting sustainable development that all of us could appreciate.

I want to thank, also, Dr. Bruce Alberts and the staff
at the National Academy of Sciences; the Shorenstein Barone Center of
the Kennedy School, and the Pew Global Stewardship Initiative for
this event. And I do want to say a special word of thanks to Tim
Wirth. All of you who care passionately about this issue know how
well he has done; what a great advocate he has been for bringing the
world's attention to the kinds of challenges that will command all of
us for decades to come. It's not always easy, and it's now almost
become trite to say that anyone who wants to truly change things has
to be willing to be misunderstood. And sometimes I think Tim is
competing with me for first in line on that subject. (Laughter.)

But the country is in your debt, sir, and we thank you very much.
(Applause.)

I've been trying t repare to go to the G-7 meeting in
Naples. And I've been working on this organization for the last,
well, year and a half -- as long as I've been in office =-- to try to
first get them to focus on global growth in the short run, about what
we can do in our nations and together; znd then to think about what
the world will look like in the next century and what we must do.
And I must tell you, I am of two minds. I am so happy and proud to
be going there, basically to say that what we agreed to do is
working; in the near-term, it is clearly working.

Al
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The United States has 40 percent of the gross domestic
product of the G-7. But in the last year, we've had 75 percent of
the growth, almost 100 percent of the jobs, twice the investment
rate, twice the export increase rate, the highest rate of
productivity growth. We've got the second lowest deficit; next year
we'll have the lowest deficit of all of the G-7 countries. These
things are heartening to me. And as a group, our economy is in the
best shape it's been in in four years. There is a sense that we're
working together, and that our nation is fortunate enough to lead the
way.

But when you look at the long=-run trends that are going
on around the world -- you read articles like Robert Kaplan's article
in The Atlantic a couple of months ago that some say it's too dour --
still, if you really look at what is going on, you could visualize a
world in which a few million of us live in such opulence we could all
be starring on nighttime soaps. And the rest of us look like we're
in one of those Mel Gibson "Road Warrior" movies.

And I was so gripped by many things that were in that
article, and by the more academic treatment of the same subject by
Professor Homer Dixon. And I keep trying to imagine what it's going
to be like to bring children into this world in this country, or that
one, or the other. That is really what we are forced to come to
grips with. And when I think about it, my mind starts bursting in
those ways that some people say are undisciplined, but I think are
productive. (Laughter and applause.)

If you look at the landscape of the future and you say,
we have to strengthen the families of the globe; we have to encourage
equitable and strong growth; we have to provide basic health care; we
have to stop AIDS from spreading; we have to develop water supplies
and improve agricultural yields and stem the flow of refugees and
protect the environment, and on and on and on =-- it gives you a
headache. And of course, on that list, you have to say, if you look
at the numbers, you must reduce the rate of population growth.

Tim was talking about Haiti. My daughter and I once
were talking about Haiti a few months ago, and I was telling her
about how her mother and I had gone to Haiti once many years ago,
shortly after we married, and what sadness and hope I had seen there
at the same time, and what had happened since then. And she said to
me, I know all that, Dad, because I've seen aerial photographs from
in space. And if you look at the island, you can see where the
Dominican Republic ends and where Haiti begins. And there couldn't'
be all that environmental destruction without all those other
rroblems you talked about. It was a stunning thing from the
perspective of an American schoolchild that sort of wraps all this

up.

I say that to make this point: We have to be
disciplined in saying, well, all right, how much time and how much
money and how much energy have we got; and we have to order our
priorities. But we cannot be naive enough to think that it is so
easily to isolate one of these issues as opposed to another, that
there is some silver bullet that solves the future of the world.

If you look at the rate at which natural resources are
disappearing, and you look at the rate at which the gap between rich
and poor is growing, if you look at the fact that the world's
population has doubled since only 74 nations met in Rome 40 years
ago, it is clear that we need a comprehensive approach to the world's
future. We call it under the buzzword of sustainable development, I
guess, but there is no way that we can approach tomorrow unless we at
least are mindful of our common responsibilities in all these areas.

During the nine days of the upcoming Cairb conference,
more than two million people will enter our world. More than two
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million new babies will be born into a world in which one-third of
our children are already hungry, two of every five people on Earth
lack basic sanitation, and large parts of the world exist with only
one doctor for every 35,000 or 40,000 people. Reversing these
policies will require innovation and commitment and a determination
to do what can be done over a long period of time, while all of us
around the world are busy with our own business within our borders.

It will require us to be willing to think anew about the
relationship of human development to what is going on in all of these
nations; to cast aside a lot of our ideas in the past -- when it was
always tempting to believe that there was one single thing we could
do, some silver bullet, that would make everything all right.

To bring about shared prosperity, as Professor Homer
Dixon has written, the nations of the world simply must move forward
on many fronts at one time. Reducing population growth without
providing economic opportunity won't work. Without education, it's
hard to imagine how basic health care will ever take hold. Ignored,
these challenges will continue to divide people from one another. We
simply have to solve these problems together; both the problems
together, and together as the people of the world.

I'm really proud of the fact that the G-7 has agreed to
address some of these issues in a serious way this week in Naples.
We're going to talk about what we can do within the G-7 to promote
not just growth, but more jobs -- because a lot of the wealthy
countries are finding they can't create jobs even when they grow
their economy. And then, when they can't do that, they lose the
constituency at home to engage the rest of the world.

We're going to talk about how we build an economic
infrastructure for the 21st century. What's this new world trade
organization that we create with GATT going to look like? And what
should the World Bank and the IMF do? We're also going to talk about
how we can help economies in transition, like the states of the
former Soviet Union, and what we can do with the economies that are
not in transition or, if anything, are going the wrong way, to
address our common responsibilities.

This is quite a unique thing, really, for the world's
advanced nations. And I'm quite pleased that, with all the economic
problems that exist in many of these countries, they are willing to
have a serious look at where we should be 10 or 20 years from now =--
far beyond the election prospects of all the world leaders who will
be there.

As we head for the Cairo conference, I think that same
approach has to guide us. The policies we promote must be based on
enduring values =-- promoting stronger families, having more
responsibility from individual citizens, respecting human rights,
deepening the bonds of community. Here at home and around the globe,
that's where the future lies, beginning with our families. When
they're whole and they function, families nurture and care for us.
They provide role models. They communicate values and enable people
to live together in peace and to work together for common objectives.
Therefore, that is the most important thing we can do.

Since the beginning of this administration, we have
worked to promote policies that would permit families to grow in
strength at home and abroad. I reversed the so-called Mexico City
policy because I thought that doctors and medical workers around the
world should be able to really work on family planning and provide a
full range of family planning information. (Applause.)

Since then, we have increased by about 50 percent, at a

very tough budget time, the Agency for International Development's
budget for international family planning and support services. To
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bolster families here at home, we passed a big increase in the earned
income tax credit to help keep 15 million working families off
welfare, out of poverty and in the work force. We increased Head
Start availability and nutrition programs to hundreds of thousands of
children; cracked down on delinquent child support payments;
increased immunization funds so that we can increase by literally
more than a million the number of children who are immunized.

We're working to reduce out-of-wedlock and teen births.
Through the Family and Medical Leave Act, we're working to make it
possible for people to be successful workers and successful parents
-= a big issue everywhere in the world now, where more and more
parents must work. In any society which forces people to choose, we
are doomed to failure. If people have no option to work, and we all
need people to continue to bear children, surely all of our parents
must be successful workers, and our workers must be able to succeed
as parents.

Our population policy is rooted in the idea that the
family should be at the center of all of our objectives. Therefore,
there must be a support for the concept of responsibility =-- of
parents to their children, of men and women to one another, and of
our current generation to future generations.

Progress brings freedom; freedom requires more
disciplined responsibility. And we must teach our young people to
choose wisely, and tell them that their choices must include
abstinence. Our policy has always been rooted in the ethical
principles of compassion and justice and respect for human rights.
We have supported every individual's dignity and worth. And we will
continue to oppose and to condemn all forms of coercion in family
planning. (Applause.)

Helping to translate these principles into reality is
the charge that the Vice President will take to Cairo in September.
No one is better suited to this task than he is. He has shown his
commitment to these long-term challenges, and he has been thinking in
large ways about them long before they were politically unpopular, or
even the source of much current discussion.

In Cairo, we'll join the international community in
pursuing a new plan of action to attack the population problem as
part of the larger issue of sustainable development. At the top of
our agenda will be active support for efforts to invest in the women
of the world. (Applause.) Maybe over the long run, maybe the most
important thing that Cairo policy will call for is that every nation
make an effort to educate its children on an equal basis, to put an
end to the widespread practice of withdrawing girls from school and
forcing them to go to work before boys do.

To ensure that nations can develop at a more rapid pace,
it will call on each of us to recognize women's work and development,
and to engage them fully in the work force. It will help to give
women the full rights of citizenship and to end discrimination which
exists still nearly everywhere and slows progress wherever it exists.

At Cairo, the United States will also join the
international community in launching new, high-quality, voluntary
family planning and reproductive health programs. Our goal is to
make these programs available to every citizen in the world by early
in the next century. Parents must have the right to decide freely
and responsibly the number and spacing of their children.

Now, I want to be clear about this. Contrary to some
assertions, we do not support abortion as a method of family
planning. We respect, however, the diversity of national laws,
except we do oppose coercion wherever it exists. Our éwn policy in
the United States is that this should be a matter of personal choice,
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not public dictation. (Applause.) And as I have said many times,
that abortion should be safe, legal and rare.

In other countries where it does exist, we believe
safety is an important issue. And if you look at the mortality
figures, it is hard to turn away from that issue. We also believe
that providing women with the means to prevent unwanted pregnancy
will do more than anything else to reduce abortion. (Applause.)

Finally, let me say, we must take to Cairo the same
basic commitment to provide health care for every citizen of the
world that we have brought to the public debate here in America.
(Applause.) I must say that there is less disagreement among the
representatives of the 174 countries going to Cairo than there is
among the 535 members of Congress. (Laughter.) Maybe we can bring
the spirit back home.

Experience shows that investing in maternal health,
prenatal services, preventive care for children, does not only save
lives, it eventually gives people the confidence they need to know
that their children will survive. And that changes all kinds of
attitudes that affect the way children are raised. Every country has
committed itself to improving the health of women and children. And
everyone that has really done that has seen a decline in population
growth and a rise in prosperity.

The Cairo conference, therefore, can do a great deal to
advance our vision of sustainable development and stabilized
population growth, to help us fulfill a vision of a world of intact
families in which every member is cherished; a world that has the
wisdom and the strength to tackle challenges head on, instead of to
talk about them and use words to divide people so they don't really
address them; a world that will lead to equal opportunity and shared
prosperity.

When President Roosevelt died in 1945, there was a typed
manuscript of his last speech which was found with just a single
sentence written in his own hand. This was the last sentence of the
last speech that Franklin Roosevelt had written -- one that he never
got to give. His handwritten sentence said, "The only limit to our
realization of tomorrow will be our doubts of today. Let us move
forward with strong and active faith." 1In the face of so many
seemingly intractable problems, it is certainly tempting to let those
doubts take control.

But I think those of you here tonight believe as I do
that we can, instead, search for and find solutions that will help
generations yet to come. President Roosevelt governed at a time when
doubt was a luxury the American people could not afford. I say to
you tonight, doubt is a luxury the world can -no longer afford.

I commend you for your compassion and your commitment.
I urge you to turn this faith into action and to help me to do my job
to do the same.

Thank you very much.

END 9:36 P.M. EDT
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X' Clinton visits city,
defends health plan

l

CLINTON from A1
around in the Congress. and my lat-
est information 1is that they think it
can be worked out,” Clinton said.
“The bishops may not like exactly
what comes out. but they may feel
more comfortable about 1t."

Chinton’s comments came during
an hour-long session with The In-
quirer editorial board at the Public
Ledger Building near Independence
Hall. during which the President fo-
cused mainly on national health care
and foreign policy.

The President was in Philadelphia
to act as host for a fund-raising event
for Pennsylvania Democratic candi-
dates Harris Wofford, who is run-
ning for re-election to the US. Sen-
ate; Lt. Gov. Mark S. Singel. who is
running for governor. and Thomas
‘Foley, who is running for lieutenant
governor. Clinton also pushed his
plan at a town-square rally in West-
ern Pennsylvania. where the warm
reception he received was exceeded
only by the 90-plus-degree tempera-
tures.

Clinton's defense of his heglthcare
proposal was his first public re-
sponse to an announcement earlier
this week by the bishops of the 60-
million-member Catholic Church
that they intended to fight to the
death any health<are plan that in-

| cluded abortion as part of its bene-

fits. Several members of the House
immediately retorted that they
would defeat any plan that removed
abortion. This month. the Senate Fi-
nance Committee voted to further
restrict abortion coverage in the pro-
posed healthcare bill.

The President’'s proposed bill in-
cludes a “conscience clause™ that
would exempt doctors and medical
facilities who object to abortion
from having to perform the service.
But all health-insurance plans would
have to guarantee access to abortion.

“"We tried to bend over backwards
to have all the conscience exemp-
tions we could and to still preserve
the rights of the people that the
Supreme Court has articulated and
|that are| in their own insurance
policies,” Clinton said.

Abortion opponents are not the
only potential sources of trouble for
the President's plan. Medical groups,
businesses and some taxpayers are
wary of the plan, fearing it would
drive up costs and limit benefits.

“The forces of change are more

diffuse and not as well-organized
and. therefore. not as able to mani-
fest- intense pressure as forces
against change.” Clinton said. But he
insisted that his plan had support. He
talked about the enthusiastic re-
sponse he received from 10,000 peo-
ple 1n Greensburg, Pa.. who cheered
"his call for universal coverage.

Still. there were naysayers in the
crowd gathered in the Westmore
land Courthouse square. At one
point, Clinton broke from his script
to challenge signs that called his
plan “socialism™ and “rationing.”

Clinton shot back that health care
of 600.000 Pennsylvanians "“has been
rationed.”

“They are not on welfare, they are
working, and they do not have it." he
said. “They're not poor, they're not
rich, they're not politicians, and
they're not in jail, so they can lose
their health insurance.”

Upon arriving at Philadelphia In-
ternational Airport, Clinton was
greeted by two area women who had
written to the White House, encour-
aging the President to push forward
on a health<care plan.

Dawn Yost and Jan Gottenberg
were thrilled and encouraged by
their brief meeting with the Presi-
dent.

“He said he was very moved by my
letter,” said Yost. a 44-year-old eleva-
tor operator from Blandon, Pa.

Yost had written a letter, discuss-
ing the difficulties she has had since
being diagnosed with breast cancer
in the summer of 1992. During the
last two years, she was forced to
change insurance companies and
fired from her job with a Blandon
snack-food company.

Gottenberg, a first-grade teacher
in North Philadelphia, said she was
so nervous that she “couldn’'t remem-
ber much of anything (Clinton] said."”

Clinton signed Gottenberg's copy
of The President’s Health Security
Plan, the White House book on Amer-
ican health care.

Her letter to Clinton, which is re-
printed on page 71 of the book, dis-
cussed the problems of unnecessary
emergency-room use and the lack of
preventive care in low-income com-
munities.

Both women left the brief encoun-
ter impressed. “He seems like a very
nice man. very down to earth,” Yost
said. “l believe he really is trying
hard.” ]
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Excerpt of Interview: First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton with WJAR
Radio, 10/24/94

Q. One of the biggest buzz words in America today is "abortion."
And in the article, [Woodward] suggests that you feel that
abortion is wrong, but should not be criminalized, is that
accurate?

That is. Obviously, in some cases, it is a very difficult
decision, and I respect the right of conscience. You know I’ve
come in my own mind to think about this issue as really pro-
conscience in the sense of trying to change people’s attitudes
and feelings so that if a decision is made to choose abortion it
is done only after the most careful soul searching. I think the
issue has become so polarizing and neither side on the divide is
really reflecting what most of us in the great muddled middle
feel, which is that we do not approve, we are not happy about the
number of abortions but cannot imagine what criminalization would
do to women and doctors and just the fabric of our life together
... I would like it if we could perhaps call a verbal truce and
for people on all sides to work together to figure out how we
make abortion, in my husband’s words, safe and rare, but legal.



Interview w/WJAR Radio 10/24/94:
Q: Mrs. Clinton how are you?
I'm fine how are you doing?

Q: We understand that you had dinner, or at least met with
Princess Diana this weekend, will you tell us about that?

Yes, I did, I had lunch with her on Saturday. At the British
Embassy. About 30 people were invited to come there, and I had
some private time with her before the lunch, and found her to be
a delightful, down to earth, funny, charming young woman, I must
say that I was very pleased to have had the opportunity to see
her face to face. Because as someone who often reads about
myself in the paper, I never believe anything anymore unless I
absolutely get to meet someone.

Q: Mrs. Clinton did you point out to her that if she was really
trying to get away from the harsh glare of the media, that New
York was the wrong place to go?

Well New York and Washington, you’re absolutely right. But I
think she is interested in the arts, she’s interested in projects
like AIDS treatment and prevention, particularly for children.

In addition to meeting people and attending some social
engagements, she really pursued some of those interests, which I
respect a great deal about her.

Q: We talked earlier this hour to Kenneth Woodward of Newsweek,
who as you know does a story on you in the, on your religious
beliefs, in the magazine, this week, and it is somewhat
surprising because I don’t think most of us ever thought of
Hillary Clinton as a "0Old Fashioned Methodist," is that an apt
description?

Well I, think it is. I mean I have very strong religious
beliefs, and take my faith very seriously and personally, I don’t
talk about it much. I was willing to talk to him because he is a
serious journalist who has studied written about religious
beliefs for years. But it is something that has been a big part
of my life, ever since I was a little girl.

Q: One of the biggest buzz word in America today is "abortion."
And in the article, he suggests that you feel that abortion is
wrong, but should not be criminalized, is that accurate?

That is. Obviously, in some cases, it is a very difficult
decision, and I respect the right of conscience. You know I’ve
come in my own mind to think about this issue as really pro-
conscience in the sense of trying to change people’s attitudes
and feelings so that if a decision is made to choose abortion it



is done only after the most careful soul searching I think the
issue has become so polarizing and neither side on the divide, is
really reflecting what most of us in the great muddled middle
feel which is that we do not approve, we are not happy about the
number of abortions but can not imagine what criminalization
would do to women and doctors and just the fabric of our life
together.

Q: Will prochoice then to you does not necessarily mean abortion
on demand?

No it does not.‘?he debate has really gotten so distorted over
the last years? I would like it if we could perhaps ®e call a
verbal truce and for people on all sides to work together to
figure out how we make abortion in my husband’s word, safe and
rare but legal.« Fhere are situations that I do not think that
any of us shou Substitute our own judgement or experience or
morality for that of a woman and her physician, or in many
instances even her parents or her husband. But I think that we
have to do a better job of talking about what is really a
difficult moral dilemma. As opposed to screaming at each other
across the divide that I think is very unproductive. /

Q: That is a far more reasoned explanation of a point of view
that I have ever heard from either side of the very zealous left
and right.

Well, you know I think that is one of our problems in America
right now. Many of us who are working our way through difficult
decisions, we need to cool our rhetoric and we need to stop the
verbal barrage and try to work through how we are going to deal
with very serious problems, that is one. But certainly the high
divorce rate bothers me, the break down of the family, teenage
pregnancy, and the violence in our communities. I know it’s hard
to say in a political season but I would be a lot happier instead
of hurdling thirty second ads at each other, candidates would be
given the opportunity by the electorate to have much more
thoughtful discussions with each other and with the voters. I
regret deeply that we are turning this election into
sloganeering, especially when I think that there has been some
honest effort on the part of my husband and Democrats as well as
some Republicans in the last twenty months deal with some very
tough issues. And that is what we should look at.

Q: Both sides are great at mudslinging on television and we live
in a world of soundbites and at least for now that’s the way it
is.

It is regrettable though.

Q:Despite the fact that nobody likes it. Speaking of politics it
is going to be a political visit for you today, you are going I

assume campaigning and raising some money for Bob Carr and some
other Democratic candidates.



That right I am and I am looking forward to being there to.
Q: Where will you be?

I will be in Detroit and right outside of Detroit. I am going
first to Connecticut and then I fly into the airport. I will be
with Mrs. Carr and we are going to a fundraising event, actually
I guess two or three of them in a row. I will be seeing a lot of
people who are supporting Bob Carr for the Senate.

Q: On the last poll that I heard about he is probably five to
eight points behind Spencer Abraham, his Republican opponent. He
has a long way to go. This is a very interesting as you know off
year election year, all kinds of interesting election races
around the country, a couple of them here but it looks it is
possible that the United States Senate could be controlled by the
Republicans. How does your husband, the President, obviously he
does not like this, but what does he say about it?

I think that he would say as he has over and over again that we
hope that voters are making informed decisions and not just
reacting as it is often the case with any election but
particularly today, the midterm election. I was laughing with my
husband the other day because if you look at somebody like Bob
Carr I mean it seems to me that the people of Michigan wanted an
economic recovery that would be fueled by responsible budgeting
in Washington and he voted for that. The deficit as of today is
going to be 203 billion, and that is far below what it was
projected to be when George Bush was President and my husband was
elected. I think that it is so ironic that for some reason
neither this President nor courageous members of Congress, like
Bob Carr gets the credit they deserve for voting for a crime bill
which is going to put I think some three to four hundred more
police on the streets in Michigan, which will have an impact on
crime.

Q: But as you know the crime bill was a very criticized bill,
the word pork was associated with it as much as crime was. It
was not a universally popular bill.

But isn’t that interesting. Here was a bill that had been stuck
in Washington and all of the gridlock over the last six years.
This President breaks it loose, the Republicans voted for
everything that was in that bill. @ Then at the end they adopt a
very callous political strategy to call things that they had
voted for pork in order to try to deprive the President of a
victory, that was really a victory for the people of this
country. So my problem is that I do not mind anyone being
against anything my husband, Bob Carr, or any Democrat is for but
I want them to have accurate information. If they have accurate
information, they are going to scratch their heads and say you
know these fellows really have done a lot on the deficit and
crime and a lot of other issues. It is just unfortunate that too



often the technique that calling something by a name is more
effective then getting the facts out.

Q: But it has been the rule hasn’t it in politics in America for
as long as politics has existed in America.

Well, it’s been and has always been apart of our political life
but it seems to be worse today. I think that maybe because
people are preoccupied with their own lives, there are a lot of
issues that all of us are trying to address, our families and our
work, our communities, and because of the relentless barrage of
advertising and a lot of the other means of repetitively saying
something whether it is true or not. I think that people get a
little off balance. Again I want everyone to have accurate
information. For example, the idea that there is something 1like
400,000 people in Michigan who are actually getting a tax break
because of the budget. There is a vast majority of people in
Michigan who saw no difference at all in their taxes where 41,000
or so of the wealthiest people in Michigan had to pay their fair
share because frankly they did not during the 1980’s. Now as a
person who was raised in the middle class by a conservative
father, I’ve listened to my father who is no longer with us,
speak in my head and I think that he would say that is a pretty
good deal. But for some reason that is not getting through to
people and I think it is because of all the other issues in our
lives right now.

Q: Would you campaign for Ted Kennedy in Massachusetts, where he
is apparently has the fight of his life on his hands.

I already have and I would be happy to do so again. I have seen
first hand what an effective Senator he is and not only in terms
of important legislation, like all of the school legislation we
have passed in the last twenty months, particularly college loans
for middle income families, but because he is one of the Senators
who can effectively work with Republicans and Democrats, which
may be a surprise to some of your listeners. For instance,
Senator Orinhatch from Utah, a very staunch Republican, had said
over and over again that Ted Kennedy is one of those Senators who
can cross party lines. And my goodness we need him now more than
ever.

Q: Mrs. Clinton it has been a pleasure to talking to you this
morning and I hope that you will enjoy your visit to Detroit this
afternoon. We will try to hold off those forecasted late
afternoon showers.

Oh, thank you and it was a pleasure talking to you again.

Q: The nation’s First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton on her way to
Detroit and it is ten minutes before nine.



Talking Points on Abortion

The President has always said that he feels abortion should
be safe, legal and rare. That is why we are doing everything we
can -- through health reform, through welfare reform, and through
school-based prevention initiatives =-- to reduce the number of
unintended pregnancies.

Most private health insurance plans cover the full range of
reproductive services. Our goal is to preserve the benefits that
people with insurance already have and to extend health security

to all Americans by guaranteeing private health insurance that
can never be taken away.

None of the bills currently being considered by Congress
would lead to the dramatic increase in abortions that some have
imagined. None of the bills would overturn state laws regulating
abortion that, for example, require parental notification or
waiting periods. 1In addition, none of the bills would require
any state or health plan to build or maintain abortion clinics or
providers. The Administration will support any amendment to
clarify this. '
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June 23, 1994

The Honorable Thomas S. Foley
Speaker

U.S. House of Representatives
H-204, The Capitol
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Speaker:

This is to respectfully advise you that we all agree that the Nation’s health care
system needs to be reformed. However, we are unable to support any reform
legislation that does not explicitly exclude elective abortion from the scope of any
government-defined, government-mandated, or government-funded health benefits

package.

As you are aware, President Clinton’s original Health Security Act, and its more
recent modifications, would establish a "comprehensive benefits package”. As the
Administration has acknowledged, elective abortion would be covered under the
general language describing the benefits package. This means that the bill mandates
that all health plans must include abortion facilities and pay for all abortions, and
that all working Americans and their employers must pay for unrestricted abortions
through their health care premiums.

In addition, the bill extends the federally defined benefits to persons now covered
by Medicaid, and to other lower-income groups,using tax funds. If abortion is
included in the federal package, this would have the effect of nullifying the Hyde
Amendment and the laws of three-fourths of the states that generally prohibit tax-
funded abortion.

There are also alternative legislative proposals under which a national commission
would decide on the details of a federal benefits package. That system, too, would
certainly result in universal, mandatory abortion coverage, because the courts have
construed federal laws that provide for general health services (e.g., Medicaid) to
cover abortion on request, except where Congress has explicitly excluded abortion.
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Therefore, we recognize that it is absolutely necessary for any health care
legislation to explicitly exclude abortion from the scope of any benefits package

defined by any entity of government.

Any health reform bill must also contain language to prevent it from nullifying the
types of state abortion limitations that the Supreme Court has ruled are permitted
under the Constitution -- for example; parentai consent laws, waiting periods,
certain limitations on third-trimester abortions, and prohibitions on abortions by
non-physicians. The President’s bill, and some of the alternative bills as well,
contain multiple provisions that would invalidate such state abortion limitations.

It is our hope that these amendments will be adopted prior to or during floor action
on the bill. We will be unable to support any health care bill that does not contain

them.

If you would find it constructive to have a meeting on this issue we would be more
than willing to meet with you at your convenience. Thank you in advance for your

consideration of this very important issue.

Sincerely,

Bill Sarpalits _
Vi) /o

I

Ralp} 1'.{/ 11

Memgber ﬁon ess ¢/, «
, L

Robgdr! A. Borgki

Memiex pf C

Ron Klink

Mengber of @ress o

oS e L e = et

J am(s }L Barcia

\ ¢ ——y \; P'\Y‘t"-l:)cc

A ~EP M-—\\
(Johy P. Murtha
eJ.E‘ber of ngresz

William O. Lipinski
Member ot Congress



06/30/94 16:43 C202 225 2956 CUNG. VULRMEK
» P wuug

The Honorable Thomas S. Folev
Page 3

% ember of Congress
(L@m'- O‘l ’%;ﬂﬂ"l-
Janﬁ/s [ Hayesf

Colli Peterson
m% Z.etﬂbe of Cgngress
= Fry—
A ) g L
EarlJ-IUtto ,_,, W.J.(BHly) Tauzin
Member of C6ngress Mémber of Congress
L -> : ‘_¢ L / [C/ yé,d
}
/ Gexe Fgylor Marcy @’apmr
be C I\_’I%ber of Cﬁr s

on P imy Hojden
@Eﬂfﬁ b Copngress

(_ A & 3 (R
; : B Ronmtano L. Mazzoh

- ORR ‘é‘f“gf?w

» Dalf ?ﬁnld e
@g’”’%’/”m 7o of ongr 5

D !r( e Al Glenn Poshard
ferptr,o "A”: € ember of Conggess

<

Greg LAughlin “Alan B. Moﬁohan Aget /”,-

7
Qﬁ? er of C ess (2 NTEm er :f\ﬁb K_e_%if}—{ Ly

Robert de
g %7

Austin J Mike Parker
Member of Congress Member of Congress




Below are some examples of when abortion might be needed to prevent serious health
consequences for a pregnant woman. Some relate to women with previous medical
conditions; others can happen to any woman (better on the campaign stump!).

(1) A pregnant woman develops a tumor (e.g., such as thyroid cancer or kidney cancer).
Without an abortion, she has no option but to delay therapy (since treatment for these
cancers would harm the fetus).

(2) A woman with previously diagnosed and treated breast cancer (or malignant melanoma)
becomes pregnant. Although the literature is controversial, many women would not want to
take the risk that increased hormone levels during pregnancy would cause a recurrence or
exacerbation of these tumors.

(3) A woman who developed phlebitis (blood clot in the leg) and had a pulmonary
embolism (blood clot to the lung) while on heparin therapy during her last pregnancy
becomes pregnant again. Unless she has an abortion she is at great risk of having a
recurrent (and possibly fatal) pulmonary embolism.

(4) A woman with diabetes becomes pregnant and develops aggressive proliferative
retinopathy (eye disease) or proteinuria (kidney disease) during the first trimester. Unless
she has an abortion, she is at risk of becoming blind or going into kidney failure.

(5) A woman with a kidney transplant becomes pregnant. Without an abortion, she is at
risk of harming the fetus (since the immunosuppresive drugs are toxic), developing
hypertension and losing the kidney, or, if she develops a pregnancy-related complication
requiring a C-section, of cutting the circulation to the transplanted kidney and going into
kidney failure.



























































































































































