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n a special school in San Francisco, a

young girl stares at the ceiling, ner-

vously eyeing a trapeze. In a few
moments, she will climb 40 feet, step
onto a platform, grab hold of the bar,
swing out into space — and hope
someone will catch her.

The young girl on the flying trapeze defines the faith and trust
that move us forward and the freedom to fail that lets us all
risk something new. symbolizing the conflicts and triumphs
explored in Hour One of The American Promise on PBS.

After 200 years, casual observers would think we would
have mastered the complexities of freedom. Still we struggle
with its most basic concepts. The effects of this uncertainty
play out day after day across America.

The first hour begins with our shared passion for freedom. *“Who
says I can’t?” is our battle cry, but also our stumbling block.

» Climbers dangle 3.000 feet above the floor of Yosemite
Valley. The small bolts drilled into the rock are their only
protection, and the subject of a big clash between freedom
and limits. The controversy between climbers and conserva-
tionists raises the question, Whose mountain is it anyway?

* Inurban Philadelphia, graffiti may be a symbol of self-expres-
sion for taggers, but it’s a symbol of despair for neighbors. The
Philadelphia Anti-Graffiti Network turns anger into energy,
creating vibrant art from trash-strewn empty lots.

* In Maine, lobsterman Dave Cousens finds his future is clouded.
Limits to preserve the lobster stocks need to be imposed, and lob-
stermen from other states now threaten his livelihood. which may
not survive the battle over a common resource.

Freedom is the central drama of our history. In a re-creation,
young Thomas Jefferson meets with a small group of fellow
legislators three years before the Declaration of Independence
to form committees of correspondence. Their goal? To coordi-
nate other colonies to exercise the freedom to question.
The Founding Fathers take the first steps toward self-
rule — not in battle, but in meetings.

This hour 1s also about the belief in opportunity. It’s an
article of faith that any American can find an answer,
change a community. create a business. be president.

* In China, 300 million riders have a choice of only one bicy-
cle. In America, entrepreneurs like Gary Fisher take a dare-
devil hobby and buiid a new billion-dollar industry.

* At BJ’s Beauty Supply in Chicago, five African-American
women help themselves live the American dream.

* Pauline Lo Alker of California is the determined founder and
CEO of a high-tech company. a first-generation American
whose story rivals Henry Ford's.

These “entrepreneurs” are just the latest in a long line of

Americans who embrace risk. In a re-creation, French aristo-
crat Alexis de Tocqueville observes American clipper ships
in port, noting the energy and enterprise of their crews ... and
their resulting success.

Finally, this hour of The American Promise shows how
responsibility holds us together. In a democracy, each of us
has power if we let ourselves have it. If we fail in our respon-
sibilities, we fail ourselves and the whole community.

* The floods came every year to San Antonio. Sometimes
they claimed lives. Something had to be done. Andres Sarabia
was angry enough to engage others and change his people
and his city.

* Above the Arctic Circle, the Inupiat village of Kotzebue,
Alaska. is finding a way out of the despair of alcoholism and
suicide by turning back — to traditional responsibilities.

* The small town of Le Chambon, France. saved 5.000 Jews
during the darkness of World War II. Two survivors of this
“conspiracy of goodness™ remind us we all have the respon-
sibility not to look the other way.

Freedom. Responsibility. Opportunity. The first three parts
of The American Promise.
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very close contact within the last hour with the Hill, is that
they're working hard on trying to get an agreement so we can move
ahead with $16 billion worth of rescissions and a very substantial
deficit reduction. We remain hopeful that that might occur, and
might occur sooner rather than later.

Q -What's the holdup now?

MR. MCCURRY: Well, there's, as there often is in a
critical piece of legislation, some sticking points at the end of the
road that we're trying to unstick. Or get unstuck.

Q. Did the President see Gephardt and Daschle -- did
the President see them earlier this week on Medicare and is he
involved in a big Medicare ceremony on the Hill next week?

MR. MCCURRY: Well, there are a variety of discussions
about budget that are underway. There is a commemorative event
coming up fairly soon on the 30th anniversary of Medicare and -- of
Medicare. And I believe the President is going to see, if I'm not
mistaken, Senator Daschle and Congressman Gephardt tomorrow here. So
we might talk a little bit further on that some time tomorrow.

Q Has the President spoken to Wellstone and mostly
Braun about the rescissions bill?

MR. MCCURRY: I know he spoke to Senator Wellstone. I
believe we've had staff-level contact with Senator Moseley-Braun and
others in the Senate as well.

Q Mike, has there been a decision yet on whether or
not Mrs. Clinton will lead the delegation to Beijing?

MR. MCCURRY: Not the last time I checked which was a
day or two ago. I haven't heard of any final decision on that.

Q When does he have to make a decision?

MR. MCCURRY: Prior to the departure. Prior to
departure. (Laughter.)

: Q No, I mean, you've withheld the decision for quite
some time. v

MR. MCCURRY: Mary Ellen, when's the conference? In
September, right?

MS. GLYNN:  Yes.
MR. MCCURRY: September sometime.

Q Mike, now that the President has made the
affirmative action speech, does he have any other speeches in mind
along this continuing conversation with the American people?

MR. MCCURRY: Well, he's had, as you know, these series
of speeches that really tie together his argument about values that
are important in our national life. They started with the speech at
Gaston Hall on civility, they included the speech in Nashville, they
included the speech recently on school prayer. And I would put
yesterday's speech on affirmative action in that category. They were
all remarks that I think had the President reflecting in a personal

.way on his own life experience and then, on the larger questions of

values in our life as a nation and how they can be informed by the
public debate on a variety of issues.

This is all -- to put into some kind of context =-- these
all address what the President has talked about over and over again,
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administration to exactly that point, because yes, there was a
critical connection there. And they're going to describe exactly
what it was. !

Q Mike, does the White House have any reaction on the
House's vote last night on Mexico, in terms of cutting off aid? And
also, the second part of that question is, is there any way for the
White House to use its own authority to sort of overrule Congress on
this one? :

MR. MCCURRY: Well, we concur with the statement that
was put out by the Secretary of the Treasury last night. He
indicated that we had a substantial concern and outright opposition
to Congressman Sanders' legislation. And the President would note
that, remember, we had bipartisan support for this package from the
congressional leadership.

And that's important because, I think, to the President,
because he had to act on his own authority to address the Mexican
economic crisis. And because he did so with the support of the
congressional leadership, he is now, I think, somewhat disappointed
that there is an effort to second guess and Monday-morning-
quarterback that decision.

The important thing is, the President was right. And
what we did is now, in our estimation, working and helping put the
Mexican economy back on track. But I will defer to Secretary of the
Treasury Rubin to comment on it at greater length.

Q Mike, does the President have any view about the
plan of Senators Dole and Simon to greet Madame Cheng? Does he think
that's appropriate?

MR. MCCURRY: Well, members of Congress can have those
types of meetings or do the type of travel they often do when they go
to Taiwan. But our view is the one that we've consistently stated;
our policy on China is the one that we've stated. And we, ourselves,
would have meetings that would be consistent only with our policy of
having unofficial relations with Taiwan.

Q Back to the senator's proposal -- does the Senate
have to approve it also? And would the President veto it?

MR. MCCURRY: Let's see. I'm not sure where they are on
congressional consideration. 1I'd ask you to call over to the
Treasury; they can tell you more.

Q Would the President veto it if it comes --

MR. MCCURRY: Well, if they take away our authority to
pursue the economic recovery program that is necessary in Mexico
because it's in our economic interests, I think the President would
have substantial concern about that and would look at it and weigh
the measure accordingly.

Q Later today the House is also going to take up the
agriculture appropriations bill that includes changes in food stamps
and caps on WIC. Is he going to veto that?

MR. MCCURRY: I haven't checked on that legislation. I
don't know enough about it to give the President's views. But I'll
check and maybe you could ask tomorrow.

Q Rescissions -- what happened yesterday that fell
through, and where is the understanding today?

MR. MCCURRY: The latest I have in talking to our
legislative affairs staff and Mr. Panetta's staff, who have been in
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which is the anxiety many Americans feel as they look ahead to the
21st century. In an economy in which things are doing better, you're
creating more jobs, but people don't quite have that sense of
security. There are many aspects of insecurity that exist.

Q But I think you're filibustering here. The
question is =--

MR. MCCURRY: No, no.

Q -- is there another one in the series and what is
it and when is it?

MR. MCCURRY: I want to answer the question, Rita, but
I'm going to take an opportunity to lay out some stuff that might be
helpful to people. Do you mind if I do that? Okay.

Q We've heard this before.
MR. MCCURRY: Well, hear it again.

So he's going to take =-- he's going to take these
speeches and then, addressing some of the anxieties that people feel,
then come back and link it up to some of the economic anxieties that
people feel, which make the discussions underway and coming up soon
about budget so important.

You know, if people they were thinking about why is my
quality of life not going to be better and why am I worried about
that and why do I worry whether my kids are going to have a better
life -- it's not only those things that kind of impact the family and
impact their sense of what's happening within their communities and
what's happening to their own physical security because of crime or
because of the erosion of morale values, but it's also -- you know,
what's happens is they thing about am I going to have enough money
for retirement, am I going to have enough income to put away enough
for my kids college education -- those things are linked. And that
sense anxiety that people feel is joined around those issues.

So in other words =-- to answer your question =-- they're
going to link these speeches up, maybe tie them together and then
link them directly to some of the coming fights over budget. And I
suspect over the next couple weeks you'll see the President joining
these arguments about values to some of the arguments about economics
that are embedded in the fights over budget priorities that we're
going to turn to next.

Q Mike, there was a period when the President would
express some frustration that he hadn't had a chance to do this kind
of thing enough. :

MR. MCCURRY: Say again?

Q There was a period back last winter and spring when
the President was said to be expressing frustration that he hadn't
had the chance to do that kind of thing enough --

MR. MCCURRY: To =--

Q To lay out those sorts of themes, make those broad
-- how's he felt about what he said and the reaction to it? Has he
felt he's kind of got some of this out of his =--

MR. MCCURRY: He feels like he's getting down to the
heart of the argument that he wants to make about America in the 21st
century and about the difference sense that he has of what that
future will be like when he looks at what he sees the Republican
alternative looking like as we go into budget debates and as we hear
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-- begin to hear others emerging in the political debate that will
inform part of the campaign next year.

I think he feels real comfortable that he's laying out
an argument that is about both values and about the morale life of
the country and about the need for growing this economy, joined
together to address what he thinks are the central issues that are on
the minds of many, many Americans. And that's important for him
because he feels very rooted in his own personal life experience as
he then addresses what he thinks lies ahead for the country as we
think about the 21st century.

Q Should we expect this next speech next week, or
this any kind of time frame on it?

MR. MCCURRY: I think there will be a series of speeches
that will take up some of the issues that relate to the economic
security of Americans. And as I say, they will build on the series
of four speeches that really talk about the morale life of the
American people.

Q Is he ever going to hold a news conference again?

MR. MCCURRY: Yes. Actually, we were just talking about
that the other day. And we're trying to figure out how you work that
in the schedule given the other things that we were doing, and we
didn't see a lot of time on the calendar but we were thinking about
maybe in a week or so.

Q Could you give a sense of what he'll be doing
tomorrow or just a general overview --

MR. MCCURRY: I refer to my colleagues at the end.

Q Does the President see a role for George Bush in
China and does George Bush see a role for George Bush in China?

MR. MCCURRY: I told many of you that the President,
after the unveiling of the portrait, had an opportunity to visit with
President Bush, they had a private conversation one on one. I only
asked the President what subjects they covered. And since he did say
that they talked about China I would need to go back with him and ask
him that question. 1I'm not aware of any effort currently to employ
the good services of the former President in any diplomatic fashion.

But to be absolutely sure of that I would like to ask
the President.

Q Is the President going to go to this Doug Wilder
fundraiser?

MR. MCCURRY: Can I refer that question to Ginny Terzano
who looked into that and has got the answer. I didn't have a chance
to check on that. I believe he is, but check on that.

Q The Republicans are planning to start advancing
legislative proposals in amendments next week and affirmative action
programs. How does the White House plan to counter that? And, also,
this Gore board plan to add an additional classification, when are
you going to come forward with that?

MR. MCCURRY: I think the President feels that he did a
very good job countering those arguments yesterday by building -- by
attempting to build a very broad argument that would lend support to
affirmative action programs as they exist. I think he provided a
very effective rebuttal yesterday to the argument that we have to
abolish these programs and assume that discrimination is all done
with in the United States -- that we have managed to address the
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The Middling President? 4

Why Clinton’s *96 strategy of co-opting ‘family values’ is not enough

BY JONATHAN ALTER

N THE MOVIE “ANNIE HALL,” THE ACTOR PLAYING
Diane Keaton's brother scares Woody Allen out of his wits
by fantasizing about veering across the median strip into
oncoming traffic. Yes, the middle can be dangerous, as Bill
Clinton is learning. The old Texas populist cliché has it that
the only things out there with him are some yellow lines and
flattened armadillos. “When he comes to a fork in the road,”

gibes Jesse Jackson, “he takes the fork.” And semantically, mid-*

dle is a close cousin to middling, which means “mediocre,”
“ordinary,” “moderately so” and “pork from between the ham
and the shoulder.” The Middling President. Ouch.

But just as Bosnia is the perfect example of the moral and
mortal dangers of presidential dither, Clin-
ton’s recent performance on complicated cul-
tural issues at home suggests the merits—
both political and substantive—of a nuanced,
equivocal approach. Last week he went
South, first to Tennessee to talk about how to
protect kids from media violence, then to Vir-
ginia for a thoughtful speech on religion’s role
in the public schools. The challenge now is to
convince cynics accustomed to this presi-
dent’s pirouettes that the new family-values
theme is more than just another tactic to per-
suade Middle America to hold its nose and
vote for Clinton in "96.

But the questions the White House’s strat-
egy raises are larger than the electoral math.
Is it possible to plant a party’s flag in “com-
mon ground”? Can sensible compromise be a
coherent political philosophy? When you
have a press and a political class that thrive

WALLY McNAMEE FOR NEWSWEEK
Flattened armadillos: Clinton

violent content from TV programs) in TV Guide almost as soon
as it became an issue in 1993. The July 6 speech he gave at
Georgetown University about responsible citizenship was strik- -
ingly similar to what he said there in 1991 when he outlined his
goals for the presidency. “Then and now he talks about getting
beyond ‘something for nothing’ on the one hand and ‘every man
for himself’ on the other,” says Clinton aide Bruce Reed. |
While it’s not true that Clinton totally dropped these themes . |
when he became president, he clearly subordinated them to the
agenda of the liberal Democratic Congress and to playing de- .
fense against Whitewater, Paula Jones, Troopergate and all the -
rest. Now the old “New Covenant” ideas seem to be front and
center once more. The problem is that even if
he keeps preaching the same sermon, the bul-
ly pulpit will no longer be enough. By defini-
tion, words from the center cannot be as stir- -
. ring as words from the wings. There’s no such
thing as a thoughtful call to arms. 43ty
. So that leaves action—not just vetoing .
budget cuts and defending accomplishments
like national service, but domestic leadership +«
that doesn’t cost money. The irony is that the .t
_ quintessential Old Democrat, Jesse Jackson, i«
" has the kind of idea that could begin to trans=
late Clinton’s New Democrat rhetoric into.
reality. The president should join Jackson in ¢
bringing school superintendents and PTAs
from 50 cities to a conference where they
would agree to make parents sign a “Parent .
Pledge,” which commits them to meet their
child’s teacher, sign their report card and
turn off the TV during homework time. Skep-

on sharply drawn conflict, can closely reasoned The key is to tics can scoff, but parental involvement is perhaps
analysis get a serious hearing? Even as the early the single most important factor in whether a child
promise of the Clinton presidency seems irretriev- move beyond makes it. Even if only a handful more parents—say
able, he could yet find his elusive “Third Way” be- ﬁne words 10 percent —started participating in their kids’ lives,

tween ultraconservatives and paleo-liberals. The
key is to move beyond fine words to real action,
independent of Congress.

In narrow political terms, the goal of a common-
ground strategy is to disarm opponents by methodi-
cally stripping them of their wedge issues. First
came crime. Fifteen months before the election, the Clinton
campaign is already airing ads touting how many new cops he
put on the street and using police officers to endorse his popular
ban on assault weapons. On school prayer, he successfully blunt-
ed the issue by fashioning a legal argument that encourages
uncoerced religious activity, with no constitutional amendment
needed. On media violence, the trick was to remind voters that
not only Tipper Gore but the president had been trying to help
parents protect their children from rancid popular culture long
before Bob Dole thought to do it.

That's one of the strange little secrets about Bill Clinton: his
ideas haven't really changed very much. He favored a moment of
silence in Arkansas schools as governor and endorsed the so-
called “V chip” (an electronic device that allows parents to delete

and turn his
sermons into
real action

the change could be huge.

Better still, Clinton could summon the CEOs of
the 500 largest employers in the nation and extracta
pledge from them—to underwrite schools whole or,
at aminimum, to set up volunteer tutoring and skills
programs in their local communities. According to
some estimates, just $50,000 per company is enough to cover the
costs of sending hundreds of employees and retirees into schools
(the only real expense is transportation). With a little leadership,
Clinton could be responsible for actually putting extra hands in
every at-risk classroom in the country. If he were Lyndon John- .
son, he wouldn’t let the CEOs leave the East Room until they
made the commitment.

Maybe someone has a better idea for matching conservative /4
spending and liberal dreams. So try that one, too. In his George-
town speech, Bill Clinton said he had to do more to “celebrate”
community programs that work. But celebration isn’t enough.
The president has to design, organize and lead. That's the
best way for a middle-of-the-roader to leave a legacy, get re-
elected —or both.

—
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REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
ON RESPONSIBLE CITIZENSHIP AND THE
AMERICAN COMMUNITY

Gaston Hall
Georgetown University
Washington, D.C.
July 6, 1995

Thank you very much, my good friend, Father
O’Donovan. You just gave the speech in five minutes;
there’s nothing for me to say.

I thank you for welcoming me back. I thank the
members of our administration who are here -- Secretary
Riley and Deputy Secretary Kunin, Ambassador Raser,
Director of the USIA Joe Duffy, Chairman Sheldon Hackney
and Jane Alexander, and Penn Kemble, the Deputy Director
of the USIA. And I thank my former classmates, some of
whom I see out here. And my friends and people around
this country who have done so much to try to strengthen
the bonds of American citizenship.

Today I want to have more of a conversation
than deliver a formal speech about the great debate now
raging in our nation, not so much over what we should do,
but over how we should resolve the great questions of our
time, here in Washington and in communities all across our
country. I want to talk about the obligations of
citizenship, the obligations imposed on the President and
people in power, and the obligations imposed on all
Americans.

Two days ago we celebrated the 219th birthday
of our democracy. The Declaration of Independence was
also clearly a declaration of citizenship: All men are
created equal, endowed by their Creator with certain
inalienable rights. Among these are life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness.

It was also manifestly a declaration of
citizenship in a different way -- it was a declaration of
interdependence: For the support of this declaration with
a firm reliance on the protection of Divine Providence we
mutually pledge our lives, our fortunes and our sacred
honor.

The distinguished American historian, Samuel
Eliot Morison, in his History of the American People,



wrote of these words: "These words are more revolutionary
than anything written by Robespierre, Marx or Lenin; more
explosive than the atom; a continual challenge to
ourselves as well as an inspiration to the oppressed of
all the world."

What is the challenge to ourselves at the dawn
of the 21st century and how shall we meet it? First of
all, we must remember that the Declaration of Independence
was written as a commitment for all Americans at all
times, not just in time of war or great national crisis.

My argument to you is pretty straightforward.
I believe we face challenges of truly historic dimensions
-- challenges here at home perhaps greater than any we’ve
faced since the beginning of this century we are about to
finish and the dawn of the industrial era. But they are
not greater challenges in their own way than the ones we
faced at our birth, greater challenges than those of
slavery and civil war, greater than those of World War I
or the Depression or World War II. And they can be
solved, though they are profound. What are they?

Most people my age grew up in an America
dominated by middle class dreams and middle class values
-- the life we wanted to live and the kind of people we
wanted to be. Dreams that inspired those who were born
into the middle class. Dreams that restrained and
directed the lives of those who were much more successful
and more powerful. Dreams that animated the strivings of
those who were poor because of the condition of their
birth or because they came here as immigrants. Middle
class dreams that there would be rewards for work and that
the future of our children would be better than the lives
we enjoyed. Middle class values, strong families and
faith, safe streets, secure futures. These things are
very much threatened today, threatened by 20 years of
stagnant incomes, of harder work by good Americans for the
same or lower pay, of increasing inequality of incomes,
and increasing insecurity in jobs and retirement and
health care.

They are threatened by 30 years of social
problems of profound implications -- family break-ups, of
a rising tide of violence and drugs, of declining birth
rates among successful, married couples, and rising birth
rates among young people who are not married. They are
threatened by the failure of public institutions to
respond; the failure of bureaucracies encrusted in
yesterday’s prerogatives and not meeting the challenges of
today and tomorrow -- the schools, the law enforcement
agencies, the governments and their economic and other
policies. They are threatened by the sheer pace and scope
of change as technology and ideas and money and decisions
move across the globe at breathtaking rates, and every
great opportunity seems to carry within it the seeds of a
great problem.



We have anomalies everywhere. Abroad, the Cold
War ends, but we see the rise and the threat of
technology-based destruction -- sarin gas exploding in the
subway in Japan, the bomb exploding in Oklahoma City. The
Soviet Union is no more, and so they worry now in the
Baltics about becoming a conduit for drug trafficking, and
they worry in Russia about their banks being taken over by
organized crime.

And here at home, it all seems so confusing --
the highest growth rates in a decade, the stock market at
an all-time high, almost 7 million more jobs, more
millionaires and new businesses than every before, but
most people working harder for less, feeling more
insecure.

I saw it just the other day, this cartoon,
which you probably can’t see, but I’ll read it to you.
There’s a politician -- maybe it’s supposed to be me -- up
here giving a speech at a banquet, one of those
interminable banguets we all attend. And here’s the
waiter serving one of the attendees. The politician says:
"The current recovery has created over 7.8 million jobs."
The waiter says: "And I’ve got three of them."

In 1991, as Father 0O’Donovan said, I came here
to Georgetown to talk about these challenges and laid out
my philosophy about how we as a people -- not just as a
government, but as a people -- ought to meet them. I
called it the New Covenant. I will repeat briefly what I
said then because I don’t believe I can do any better
today than I did then in terms of what I honestly believe
we ought to be doing.

I think we have to create more opportunity and
demand more responsibility. I think we have to give
citizens more say and provide them with a more responsive,
less bureaucratic government. I think we have to do these
things because we are literally a community =-- an American
family that is going up or down together, whether we like
it, or not. If we’‘re going to have middle class dreams
and middle class values, we have to do things as private
citizens and we have to do things in partnership through
our public agencies and through our other associations.

In 1994, when the Republicans won a majority in
Congress, they offered a different view which they called
their Contract With America. In their view most of our
problems were personal and cultural. The government
tended to make them worse because it was bureaucratic and
wedded to the past and more interested in regulating and
choking off the free enterprise system. And, therefore,
what we should do is to balance the budget as soon as
possible, cut taxes as much as possible, deregulate



business completely if possible, and cut our investments
in things like welfare as much as possible.

As you know, I thought there were different
things that ought to be done because I believed in
partnership. I believed in supporting community
initiatives that were working and preventing things before
they happened, instead of just punishing bad behavior
after it occurred, and trying to empower people to make
the most of their own lives. So I believed that there
were things we could do here in Washington to help,
whether it was family leave, or tougher child support
enforcement, or reforming the pension system to save the
pensions of over 8 million American workers, or investing
more in education, making college more affordable.

What I believe grows largely out of my personal
history and a lot of it happened to me a long time before
I came to Georgetown and read in books the things that
made me convinced that I was basically right. I grew up
in a small town in a poor state. When I was born at the
end of World War II, my state’s per capita income was
barely half the national average. I was the first person
in my family to go to college. When I was a boy I lived
for a while on a farm without an indoor toilet. It makes
a good story -- not as good as being born in a log cabin,
but it’s true.

I had a stepfather without a high school
diploma and a grandfather, whom I loved above all people
almost, who had a sixth-grade education. I lived in a
segregated society, and I lived in a family, as has now
been well-documented, with problems of alcohol and later,
drug abuse. I learned a lot about what I call the New
Covenant, about the importance of responsibility and
opportunity.

I lived in a family where everybody worked hard
and where kids were expected to study hard. But I also
had a lot of opportunity that was given to me by my
community. I had good teachers and good schools. And
when I needed them, I got scholarships and jobs. I saw
what happened to good people who had no opportunity
because they happened to be black, or because they
happened to be poor and white and isolated in the hills
and hollows of the mountains of my state.

I saw what happened in my own family to people
who were good people, but didn’t behave responsibly. My
stepfather was very responsible toward me, but not very
responsible toward himself. Anybody who’s ever lived in a
family with an alcoholic knows that there is nothing you
can do for somebody else that they are not prepared to do
for themselves. And my brother -- after all of his
struggles with drug addiction, which included even serving



some time in jail -- I am sometimes more proud of him than
I am of what I’ve done because he has a family and a son
and a life. Not because of the love and support that we
all gave him, but because of what he did for himself.

So my whole political philosophy is basically
rooted in what I think works. It works for families and
communities, and it worked pretty well for our country for
a long time.

If you look at recent American history, our
country has never been perfect, because none of us are,
but we did always seem to be going in the right direction.

I remember when I was a boy in the ’50s and
’60s. I remember like it was yesterday when I graduated
from high school in 1964, and we had about three percent
unemployment, about three or four percent real growth, and
very modest inflation. And we all just assumed that the
American Dream would work out all right if we could ever
whip racism. If we could just whip that and make sure all
poor people had a chance to work their way into the middle
class, we could just almost put this country on automatic.
I know that’s hard to believe, but that’s basically what
we thought back then. If we could just somehow lift this
awful racial burden off our shoulders and learn how to
live together, we could just roll on.

And then in the ’‘60s and the ’‘70s and the ’80s,
the results got a lot more mixed. Contrary to what a lot
of people say now in retrospect, the ‘60s were not all
bad. A lot of good things happened. A lot of people
passionately believed that they had a responsibility to
help one another achieve the fullest of their God-given
potential. And a lot of the important advances in civil
rights, and in education, and in fighting poverty really
made a difference. But it was also a time when many
people began to have such profound cultural clashes that
more and more people dropped out and became more self-
indulgent.

Contrary to popular retrospect, a lot of good
things happened in the ’‘70s. We made a national
commitment as a country to defend our environment. This
is a safer, cleaner, healthier place because of what we’ve
done for the last 25 years. We decided in a bipartisan
way that the workplace ought to be safer; too many people
were dying in the workplace. If any of you have ever
spent any time in a factory and seen people walking around
without all their fingers, you can appreciate that.

But it was also a time when we became
profoundly disillusioned because of Watergate and a lot of
other things. We began to suspect that we couldn’t trust
our leaders or our institutions. And it was the beginning
of the decline of middle class dreams for middle class
people. In the ‘60s, the riots in the cities showed that
more and more poor people began to doubt whether they



would ever be able to work their way into the middle
class. In the ’70s, people who were in the middle class
began to worry about whether they would ever be able to
stay or what that meant. It began 20 years ago.

Then in the ’80s, it was also a very mixed bag.
It was a time when people exalted greed and short-term
profit. It was a time when we built -- by bipartisan
conspiracy =- the first structural deficit in the history
of the United States of America, and exploded our debt
while we were reducing our investment in our most profound
problems, while we spent the tax cuts and behaved just
like the rest of the country, worrying about the
short-run. But it was also a time, let’s not forget,
where all across the country, there was a renewed
awareness of the dangers of drugs and drug use began to go
down, smoking declined, volunteerism increased. And there
was a remarkable explosion of productivity in the
industrial sector in America, and the American economy
began to go through the changes necessary to be
competitive.

In the ’90s, everybody knows, I think, that
there’s been a sort of a sobering increase in personal
values of commitment. You see it in the decline in the
divorce rate and the increase in healthy habits among many
people. You see more commitment expressed in groups and
by individuals all across the country. You see it in
people reaffirming their commitment to the family in small
and large ways -- the remarkable husband and wife minister
team that I introduced in the State of the Union, the
Reverend Cherrys and their AME Zion Church near here, now
one of the two or three biggest churches in America
founded on family outreach. The phenomenal success of
this promise-keepers organization -- you can fill any
football stadium in America. It’s an astonishing thing
because people want to do the right thing. And they want
to get their families and their lives back together. And
that’s encouraging.

But let us not forget that these profound
problems endure. Middle class dreams and middle class
values, the things which have shaped our lives and our
experience and our expectations, are still very, very much
at risk.

I will say again -- we have all these aggregate
indices that the economy has done well. Almost 7 million
new jobs, the stock market’s over 4,500. All the things
that you know. But while average income has gone up,
median income, the person in the middle, has declined in
the last two years. A sense of job security has declined
with all the downsizing. More and more people are
temporary workers. This is the only advanced country in
the world where there’s a smaller percentage of people



under 65 in the work force with health insurance today
than 10 years ago.

Millions of American people go home at night
from their work and sit down to dinner and look at their
children and wonder what they have done wrong, what did
they ever do to fail. And they’re riddled with worries
about it. Millions more who are poor have simply given up
on ever being able to work their way into a stable
lifestyle. And that, doubtless, is fueling some of the
disturbing increase in casual drug use among very young
people and the rise in violence among young people.

That threatens middle class values. In almost
every major city in America the crime rate is down --
hallelujah. In almost every place in America, the rate of
random violence among young people is up, even as the
overall crime rate drops. Government is struggling to
change, and I’m proud of the changes we have made. But no
one really believes that government is fully adjusted to
the demands of the 21st century and the information age.
It clearly must still be less bureaucratic, more
empowering, rely more on incentives, and if we still have
to reduce spending, we have to find a way to do it while
increasing our investment in the things that will
determine our ability to live middle class dreams.

Politics has become more and more fractured,
just like the rest of our lives =-- pluralized. 1It’s
exciting in some ways. But as we divide into more and
more and more sharply defined organized groups around more
and more and more stratified issues, as we communicate
more and more with people in extreme rhetoric through mass
mailings or sometimes semi-hysterical messages right
before election on the telephone, or 30-second ads
designed far more to inflame than to inform, as we see
politicians actually getting language lessons on how to
turn their adversaries into aliens, it is difficult to
draw the conclusion that our political system is producing
the sort of discussion that will give us the kinds of
results we need.

But our citizens, even though their confidence
in the future has been clouded and their doubts about
their leaders and their institutions are profound, want
something better. You could see it in the way they turned
out for the town meetings in 1992. You could see it in
the overwhelming, I mean literally overwhelming, response
that I have received from people of all political parties
to the simple act of having a decent, open conversation
with the Speaker of the House in Claremont, New Hampshire.
People know we need to do better. And deep down inside,
our people know this is a very great country capable of
meeting our challenges.

So what are the conclusions I draw from this?
First of all, don’t kid yourself. There are real reasons
for ordinary voters to be angry, frustrated, and downright



disoriented. How could our politics not be confusing when
people’s lives are so confusing and frustrating and seem
to be so full of contradictory developments?

Secondly, this is now, as it has ever been,
fertile ground for groups that claim a monopoly on middle
class values and old-fashioned virtue. And it’s easy to
blame the government when people don’t feel any positive
results. It’s easy to blame groups of others when people
have to have somebody to blame for their own problems when
they are working as hard as they can, and they can’t keep

up.

But there is real reason for hope, my fellow
Americans. This is, after all, the most productive
country in the world. We do a better job of dealing with
racial and ethnic diversity and trying to find some way to
bring out the best in all of our people than any other
country with this much diversity in the world.

We have an environment that is cleaner and
safer and healthier than it used to be. We still have the
lead in many important areas that will determine the shape
of societies in the 21st century. There is a real
willingness among our people to try bold change. And,
most important of all, most Americans are still living by
middle class values and hanging on to middle class dreams.
And everywhere in this country there are examples of
people who have taken their future into their own hands,
worked with their friends and neighbors, broken through
bureaucracy and solved problems. If there is anything I
would say to you it is that you can find somewhere in
America, somebody who has solved every problem you are
worried about.

So there is reason for hope. To me, the real
heroes in this country are the people that are out there
making things work and the people who show up for work
every day, even though they’re barely at and maybe even
below the poverty line, but they still work full-time,
obey the law, pay their taxes and raise their kids the
best they can. That’s what this country is really all
about. And so there is really no cause for the kind of
hand-wringing and cynicism that dominates too much of the
public debate today.

What do we have to do now? First of all, we’ve
got to have this debate that is looming over Washington.
We have to have it. 1It’s a good thing. We are debating
things now we thought were settled for decades. We are
now back to fundamental issues that were debated like this
50, 60, 70 years ago. There is a group who believe that
our problems are primarily personal and cultural.

Cultural is basically a word that means, in this context,
that there are a whole lot of persons doing the same bad



thing. And if everybody would just sort of straighten up
and fly right, why, things would be hunky-dory. And why
don’t they do it?

Now, I’1l1 give you some examples that stand
out, but there are hundreds more that are more modulated.
The NRA’s position on gun violence, the Brady Bill and the
assault weapons ban -- their position is guns don’t kill
people, people do. Find the people who do wrong, throw
them in jail and throw the key away. Punish wrongdoers.
Do not infringe upon my right to keep and bear arms, even
to keep and bear arsenals or artillery or assault weapons.
Do not do that because I have not done anything wrong and
I have no intention of doing anything wrong. Why are you
making me wait five days to get a handgun? What do you
care if I want an AK-47 or an Uzi to go out and engage in
some sort of sporting contest to see who’s a better shot?
I obey the law. I pay my taxes. I don’t give you any
grief. Why are you on my back? The Constitution says I
can do this. Punish wrongdoers. I am sick and tired of
my life being inconvenienced for what other people do.

A second example is the one that dominated the
headlines in the last couple of days -- what Senator Helms
said about AIDS: I’m sick and tired of spending money on
research and treatment for a disease that could be ended
tomorrow if everybody just straightened up and flew right.
I'm tired of it. I’ve got a budget to balance. We’re
cutting aid to Africa. We’re cutting education. We’re
cutting Medicare. Why should we spend money on treatment
and research for a disease that is a product of people’s
wrongdoing? Illicit sex and bad drugs, dirty needles --
let’s just stop it.

Now, at one level, forgetting about those two
examples, this argument is self-evidently right. Go back
to what I told you about my family. A lot of you are
nodding your heads about yours. There is a sense in which
there is nothing the government can do for anybody that
will displace the negative impact of personal misconduct.
And unless people are willing to work hard and do the best
they can and advance themselves and their families, the
ability of common action, no matter how well-meaning,
won’t work.

You look at every social program that’s working
in every community -- and there are lots of them. I was
just in New Haven for the opening of the Special Olympics,
and I spent a lot of time with the LEAP Program up there.
It’s an incredible program where these college students
work with inner-city kids helping them rebuild their
lives. But if the kids don’t want to do it and won’t
behave, there’s nothing these college kids can do to help
them. At a certain level, this is self-evidently true.

But what is the problem? These problems are
our problems. They’re not just single problems. If
there’s a big crime rate and a whole lot of people getting



killed with guns, that affects all the rest of us because
some of us are likely to get shot.

Now, I see the Brady Bill in a totally
different way because I see these problems as community
problems. And I think a public response is all right.

And I think saying to people who have the line I said,
look, it is just not out of line for you to be asked to
undergo the minor inconvenience of waiting five days to
get a handgun, until we can computerize all the records.
Because, look here, in the last year and a half, there
were 40,000 people who had criminal records or mental
health histories who didn’t get handguns, and they’re not
out there shooting people because you went through a minor
inconvenience. You don’t gripe when you go through a
metal detector at an airport anymore, because you are very
aware of the connection between this minor inconvenience
to you and the fact that that plane might blow up, and you
don’t want that plane to blow up or be hijacked.

Look at the level of violence in America. It’s
the same thing. I don’t have a problem with saying, look,
these assault weapons are primarily designed to kill
people. That’s their primary purpose. And I’m sorry if
you don’t have a new one that you can take out in the
woods somewhere, to a shooting contest, but you’ll get
over it. Shoot with something else. It’s worth it.

I'‘m glad you’re clapping. I’m glad you agree
with me, but remember, the other people are good people
who honestly believe what they say. That’s the importance
of this debate. It’s the attitudes. We have to have this
debate.

The NRA that I knew as a child, the NRA that I
knew as a governor, for years, were the people who did
hunter education programs, the people that helped me
resolve land boundary disputes when retirees would come to
the mountains in the northern part of my state and go into
unincorporated areas, and who could and couldn’t hunt on
whose land. And they actually helped save people’s lives
and they solved a lot of problems.

I’1]l give you another example. It might not be
popular in this group. I agree with the Supreme Court
decision on requiring people who want to be on high school
athletic teams to take drug tests -- not because I think
all kids are bad, not because I think they all use drugs,
but because casual drug use is going up among young people
again. It is a privilege to play on the football team. It
is a privilege to be in the band. It is a privilege to
have access to all these activities. And I say it’s like
going through the airport metal detector -- you ought to
be willing to do that to help get the scourge of drugs out
of your school and keep kids off drugs. That’s what I



believe, because I see it as a common problem.

So we all have to give up a little and go
through a little inconvenience to help solve problems and
pull the country together and push it forward. But this
is a huge debate.

Look at the AIDS debate. You may think it’s a
little harder. First of all, the truth is not everybody
who has AIDS gets it from sex or drug needles. 1I’ve got a
picture on my desk at the White House of a little boy
named Ricky Ray. He and his family were treated horribly
by people who were afraid of AIDS when they first got it
through blood transfusions, he and his brother. And he
died right after my election. I keep his picture on my
table to remember that.

Elizabeth Glaser was a good friend of mine.
She and the daughter she lost and her wonderful son that
survived her, they didn’t get AIDS through misconduct. So
that’s just wrong. I know a fine woman doctor in Texas
who got AIDS because she was treating AIDS patients and
she got the tiniest pinprick in her finger -- a million to
one, two million to one chance.

But, secondly, and more to the point, the gay
people who have AIDS are still our sons, our brothers, our
cousins, our citizens. They’re Americans, too. They’re
obeying the law and working hard. They’re entitled to be
treated like everybody else.

And the drug users =-- there’s nobody in this
country that hates that any more than I do because I‘ve
lived with it in my family. But I fail to see why we
would want to hasten people’s demise because they paid a
terrible price for their abuse.

You know, smoking causes lung cancer, but we
don’t propose to stop treating lung cancer or stop doing
research to find a cure. Right? Drunk driving causes a
lot of highway deaths, but we don’t propose to stop trying
to make cars safer. Do we? I don’t think so.

So I just disagree with this. Why do we have
to make this choice? Why can’‘t we say to people, 1look,
you’ve got to behave if you want your life to work, but we
have common problems and we are going to have some common
responses. I don’‘t understand why it’s got to be an
either/or thing. That’s not the way we live our lives.
Why should we conduct our public debates in this way?

And the best example of all to me that our
problems are both personal and cultural and economic,
political and social is the whole condition of the middle
class economically. I think it requires public and
private decision-making, family values. Most families
have them. But most families are working harder for less
so they have less time and less money to spend with their



children. Now, that’s just a fact. That’s not good for
family values.

I don’t believe exhortation alone can turn it
around. It’s going to require some common action. I
think that what we did with the family leave law supported
family values. I think that we can have a welfare reform
law that requires parental responsibility, has tough work
requirements, but invests in child care and supports
family values. I think we can have a tax system that
gives breaks to people to help them raise their kids and
educate themselves and their children, and that would
support family values. I think we can have an education
system that empowers people to make the most of their own
lives, and that is profoundly supportive of family values.
And I do not believe the government can do it alone. I
believe there are other things that have to be done by
people themselves and also by employers.

One of our major newspapers had an article
yesterday on the front page, or the day before, saying in
the new world economy the employers call all the shots --
talking about how more and more workers were temporary
workers, more and more people felt insecure.

You know, it’s all very well to exhort people.
But if they’re out there really busting it, doing
everything they can and falling further behind, and
they’re not being treated fairly by people who can afford
to treat them fairly, then that’s something else again,
isn’t it?

The global economy, automation, the decline of
unionization, and the inadequate response of too many
employers to these changes have led to a profound
weakening of the condition of many American workers.
There aren’t many companies like NUCOR, a nonunion
company, a steel company, where people get a fairly low
base hourly wage, but they get a weekly bonus. Nobody'’s
ever been laid off, every employee with a child who'’s of
college age gets about $2,500 a year as a college
allowance. And the pay of the executives is tied to the
performance of the company and cannot go up by a higher
percentage than the pay of the workers goes up.

Now, by contrast, in the 12 years before I took
office -- this is all in the private sector -- the top
management of our companies’ pay went up by four times
their workers’ pay and three times what their profits went
up percentage-wise. And that trend has largely continued,
if anything, accelerated, even though we limited the tax
subsidy for it in 1993.

So I would say to you that there are some
things that mere exhortation to good conduct will not



solve, that require other responses that are public or
that are private but go beyond just saying these are
personal or cultural problems.

I also think that if we want to maintain a
public response, there must be a relentless effort to
change but not to eviscerate the government. We have
tried weak government, nonexistent government, in a
complex industrial society where powerful interests that
are driven only by short-term considerations call all the
shots. We tried it decades and decades ago. It didn’t
work out very well. It didn’t even produce a very good
economic policy. It had something to do with the onset of
the Depression.

Oon the other hand, we know that an insensitive,
overly bureaucratic, yesterday-oriented, special-interest-
dominated government can be just as big a nightmare.

We’ve done what we could to change that. The government
has 150,000 fewer people working today than it did when I
took office. We’ve gotten rid of thousands of regulations
and hundreds of programs. We have a few shining stars
like the Small Business Administration, which today has a
budget that’s 40 percent lower than it was when I took
office, that’s making twice as many loans, has
dramatically increased the loans to women and minorities,
has not decreased loans to white males, and hasn’t made a
loan to a single unqualified person.

We can do these things. I wish I had all day
to talk to you about what the Secretary of Education has
done in the Education Department to try to make it work
better and make common sense, and involve parents, and
promote things like greater choice of schools and the
building of charter schools and character education in the
schools. It’s not an either/or thing. You don’t have to
choose between being personally right and having common
goals.

So that’s my side of the argument. That’s why
I think my New Covenant formulation is better to solve the
problems of middle class dreams and middle class values
than the Republican Contract. But perhaps the most
important thing is not whether I’m right or they are, the
important thing is how are we going to resolve this and
what are citizens going to do. How can we resolve the
debate.

I believe -- and you’ve got to decide whether

you believe this -- I believe that a democracy requires a
certain amount of common ground. I do not believe you can
solve complex questions like this at the grass-roots level
or at the national level or anywhere in between 1f you
have too much extremism of rhetoric and excessive =

i i imes i 00 fast. We néed to
keep our eyes open. We need to keep our ears open. We
need to be flexible. We need to have new solutions based
on old values. I just don’t think we can get there unless




we can establish some common ground.

And that seems to me to impose certain specific
responsibilities on citizens and on political leaders.
And if I might, just let me say them. They may be
painfully self-evident, but I don’t think they’re
irrelevant. Every citizen in this country’s got to say --
"What do I have to do for myself or my family?" -- or
nothing else counts. The truth is that nobody can repeal
the laws of the global economy, and people that don’t have
a certain level of education and skills are not going to
be employable in good jobs with long-term prospects. And
that’s just a fact.

The truth is that if every child in this
country had both parents contributing to his or her
support and nourishment and emotional stability and
education and future, we’d have almost no poor kids,
instead of having over 20 percent of our children born in
poverty. Those things are true.

The second thing is, more of our citizens have
got to say =-- What should I do in my community? You know,
it’s not just enough to bemoan the rising crime rate or
how kids are behaving or whatever -- that’s just not
enough. Not when you have example after example after
example from this LEAP Program I mentioned, the "I Have a
Dream" Program, to the world-famous Habitat for Humanity
Program, to all these local initiatives and support
corporations that are now going around the country,
revolutionizing slum housing and giving poor working
people decent places to live -- to the work of the
Catholic social missions in Washington, D.C., and other
places.

It is not enough to say that. People have to
ask themselves =-- What should I be doing through my church
or my community organizations? People who feel very
strongly about one of the most contentious issues in our
society, abortion, ought to look at the United Pentecostal
Church. They’ll adopt any child born, no matter what
race, no matter how disabled, no matter what their
problems are. There is a positive, constructive outlet
for people who are worried about every problem in this
country if they will go seek it out. And there is nothing
the rest of us can do that will replace that kind of
enerqgy.

The third thing I think citizens have to do
that is also important, people have to say, what is my job
as a citizen who is a voter? I am in control here. I run
the store. I get to throw this crowd out on a regular
basis. That’s a big responsibility. We’re the board of
directors of America.



Are we making good decisions? Do we approach
these decisions in the right frame of mind? Do we have
enough information? Do we know what we’re doing? I can
tell you, the American people are hungry for information.
When I announced my balanced budget and we put it on the
Internet, one of our people at the White House told me
there were a few hours when we were getting 50,000
requests an hour. The American people want to know
things.

So I say to every citizen, do you have the
information you need? Do you ever have a discussion with
somebody that’s different from you? Not just people who
agree with you but somebody who’s different. Do you ever
listen to one of those radio programs that has the
opposite point of view of yours, even if you have to grind
your teeth? And what kind of language do you use when you
talk to people who are of different political parties with
different views? Is it the language of respect or the
language of a suspect? How do you deal with people? This
is a huge thing. What do you have to do for yourself and
your family? What can you do in your community? What can
you do as a citizen?

Thomas Jefferson said he had no fear of the
most extreme views in America being expressed with the
greatest passion as long as reason had a chance. As long
as reason had a chance. Citizens have to give reason a
chance.

What do the political leaders have to do? I
would argue four things. Number one, we need more
conversation and less combat. Number two, when we differ
we ought to offer an alternative. Number three, we ought
to look relentlessly at the long-term and remind the
American people that the problems we have developed over a
long period of years. And, number four, we shouldn’t just
berate the worst in America, we ought to spend more time
celebrating the best.

Those are four things that I think I should do,
and I think every other leader in this country ought to
do. Conversation, not combat, is what I tried to do with
the Speaker in New Hampshire, and I want to do more of it
with others. I’m willing if they are. I think it would
be good for America.

Secondly, differ but present an alternative.
That’s why I presented a balanced budget. A lot of people
said, this is dumb politics. The Republicans won the
Congress by just saying no -- no to deficit reduction, and
call it a tax increase. Run away from your own health
care plan, say they’re trying to make the government take
over health care. That may be. But that’s because this
is a confusing time. 1It’s still not the right thing to
do. Americans don’t want "just say no" politics. If they
can get the truth, they’ll make the right decision 99
times out of 100. And we have to offer an alternative.



And so do they. We all should. When we differ, we should
say what we’re for, not just what we’re against.

The third thing is important -- looking for the
long-term. I was really sad in 1994, I’1ll be honest with
you, on Election Day I was sad. I kind of felt sorry for
myself. I thought, gosh, you know, the real problems in
this country are these income problems, and look what
we’ve done with the family leave law, we cut taxes for
families with incomes under $28,000 a year by $1,000 a
year, we’ve done -- and I reeled it all off. And I said,
gosh, I feel terrible. And then I realized, how could
they possibly feel anything in two years? These income
trends are huge, huge trends. Huge, sweeping over two
decades. Fast international forces behind them.

Trillions of dollars of money moving across international
borders to find the lowest labor cost and pressing down.
Untold improvements in automation -- so fast that you just
can’t create enough high-wage jobs to replace the ones
that are being depressed in some sectors of the economy.
This is a huge deal. How could people have felt that?

Nonetheless, our job is not to get reelected,
it’s to think about the long-term because the problems are
long-term problens.

I want to read you what President Havel said in
his Harvard commencement speech about this -- more
eloquent than anything I could say. "The main task of the
present generation of politicians is not, I think, to
ingratiate themselves with the public through the
decisions they take or their smiles on television. Their
role is something quite different -- to assume their share
of responsibility for the long-range prospects of our
world, and thus, to set an example for the public in whose
sight they work. After all, politics is a matter of
serving the community which means that it is morality in
practice."

Fourth, maybe the most important thing is we
should not just condemn the worst, we ought t 1
best and celebrate it, and then relentlessly promote it as
a model to be followed. You know, I Kept President Bush’s
Points of Light Foundation when I became President. And

we recognize those people everyfxggg_gg;anse_l_helieue in
that. I thought that was one of the best things he did.

But I tried to institutionalize it in many ways.

That’s what AmeriCorps is all about. The
national service program gives young people a chance to
earn money for college by working in grass-roots community
projects all across the country. When I was in New Haven
at the LEAP Program, I had AmeriCorps volunteers there. I
was in Texas the other day walking the streets of an inner
city and a girl with a college degree from another state




was there working with welfare mothers because she was
raised by a welfare mother who taught her to go to school,
work hard, and get a college degree, and she did.

We have to find a way to systematically s ;¥f
these things that work sweep acrg§§_§Q;§_Qgﬁﬁff§:ﬁzzifgbgh
standards-and-high expectations and breaking through all
this bureaucracy that keeps people from achieving. We can
do that. And the President ought to do even more than I
have done to celebrate the things that work, and I intend
to do it and to do more of it.

Now, I believe, obviously, that my New Covenant
approach is better than the Republican Contract approach
to deal with the problems of middle class dreams and
middle class values. But when I ran for this job I said I
wanted to restore the American Dream and to bring the
American people together. I have now come to the
conclusion, having watched this drama unfold here and all
around our country in the last two and a half years, that
I cannot do the first unless we can do the latter. We
can’t restore the American Dream unless we can find some
way to bring the American people closer together.
Therefore, how we resolve these differences is as
important as what specific positions we advocate.

I think we have got to move beyond the division
and resentment to common ground. We’ve got to go beyond
cynicism to a sense of possibility. America is an idea.
We’re not one race. We’re not one ethnic group. We'’re
not one religious group. We do share a common piece of
ground here. But you read the Declaration of Independence
and the Constitution -- this country is an idea. And it
is still going now in our 220th year because we all had a
sense of possibility. We never thought there was a
mountain we couldn’t climb, a river we couldn’t ford, or a
problem we couldn’t solve.

What’s that great line in the wonderful new
movie, Apollo 13? "Failure is not an option." You have
to believe in possibility. And if you’re cynical, you
can’t believe in possibility.

We need to respect our differences and hear
them, but it means instead of having shrill voices of
discord, we need a chorus of harmony. In a chorus of
harmony you know there are lots of differences, but you
can hear all the voices. And that is important.

And we’‘ve got to challenge every American in
every sector of our society to do their part. We have to
challenge in a positive way and hold accountable people
who claim to be not responsible for any consequences of
their actions that they did not specifically intend --
whether it’s in government, business, labor,
entertainment, the media, religion, or community
organizations. None of us can say we’re not accountable
for our actions because we did not intend those



consequences, even if we made some contribution to them.

Two day ago, on July the 4th, the people of
Oklahoma City raised their flags and their spirits to full
mast for the first time since the awful tragedy of April
19th. Governor Keating and Mayor Norick led a celebration
in Oklahoma City, which some of you may have seen on
television; a celebration of honor and thanks for
thousands of Oklahomans and other Americans who showed up
and stood united in the face of that awful hatred and loss
for what is best in our country.

You know, Oklahoma City took a lot of the
meanness out of America. It gave us a chance for more
sober reflection. It gave us a chance to come to the same
conclusion that Thomas Jefferson did in his first
inaugural. I want to read this to you with only this bit
of history -- Thomas Jefferson was elected the first time
by the House of Representatives in a bitterly-contested
election in the first outbreak of completely excessive
partisanship in American history. In that sense it was a
time not unlike this time. And this is what he said:
"Let us unite with our heart and mind. Let us restore to
social intercourse that harmony and affection without
which liberty and life itself are but dreary things."

We can redeem the promise of America for our
children. We can certainly restore the American family
for another full century if we commit to each other, as
the founders did, our lives, our fortunes and our sacred
honor. 1In our hour of the greatest peril and the greatest
division when we were fighting over the issue which we
still have not fully resolved, Abraham Lincoln said, "We
are not enemies but friends. We must not be enemies."

My friends, amidst all our differences, let us
find a new, common ground.

Thank you very much.
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By Jennifer S. Whitaker

ven though the Contract

With America estab-

lishes the primacy of

property values over

nature, environmen-

talists should brighten

up. If we trash the real world, there

will be big bucks in environmental
theme parks.

Republican deregulators are now
seizing upon a truth that environ-
mentalists have always feared —
once values are denominated princi-
pally in terms of money, the bio-
sphere doesn't stand a chance
against the market. Those who face
that fact, however, can get in on the
ground floor with a hot new idea.

It’s like futures speculation in any
commodity. If we were depleting a
rare metal, we could expect the price
to go sky high. If we go ahead and
redefine wetlands to meet the needs
of the real estate industry, cost out
the need for maintaining species, let
logging companies minister to the
survival of old growth forests and
ask insurance companies to arbi-
trate health risks, you don’t have to
be George Soros to see the financial
windfall that awaits those with fore-
sight. As habitats and species disap-
pear, we can reinvent them as enter-
tainment. At eco-theme parks, ex-
tinct species and habitats will sell.
What were once often boring stretch-

Jennifer Seymour Whitaker is au-
thor of “Salvaging the Land of Plen-
ty.”

es of “nature’ can be repackaged to
bring out their full recreation poten-
tial. Mixed-media presentations fea-
turing high-definition films and
wrap-around dioramas with multi-
track audio accompaniment will in-
troduce the exhibits. Scientific sound
bites, backed by appropriate bars of
music, will prime the public to expe-
rience biodiversty to the fullest.
Themes will be as varied as the
disappearing habitats. Imagine a
virtual Everglades summing up in 10
acres the highlights of what was for-
merly a 4,000-mile swamp. Traveling
via cable-conveyed canoe past mech-

Put nature where
it belongs —ina
theme park.

anized coots and wading birds, pas-
sengers will be treated at regular
intervals to tableaus of, say, a moth-
er egret swooping down to feed her
young. Interactive technologies will
allow passengers to participate —
choosing which fork to take in the
stream or adjusting their headset
channels for more detail on flora and
fauna.

Or picture a jeep ride through one of
Alaska's former wildlife preserves,
where nature lovers used to travel for
weeks to see what we will now be able
to experience in a half an hour. Relax
amid a triumph of scenic design and

Hcosystems

special effects recreating the stands of
giant spruce and hemlock of the for-
mer Tongass National Forest of south-
east Alaska, featuring black-tailed
deer in flight and towering grizzlies in
combat. Then drive right into the Arc-
tic wildlife section, for a panorama of
windswept plain with robotic replicas
of musk oxen, caribou and wolves.

The possibilities for bio-rides and
eco-experiences are endless. Imag-
ine upstream rafting runs with simu-
lated salmon, a Disney recreation of
seal family life in a Pacific coastal
inlet, a Mohave Desert — all within
easy access of major transportation
arteries. As the real thing dwindles,
the market for bio-replicas can only
grow. Unlike the mushy calculations
environmentalists used to make
about, say, the value of clean water,
here the bottom line costs and bene-
fits are clear. Like Disney, Para-
mount and other entrepreneurs are
likely to earn sizable yearly divi-
dends on their investment.

Moreover, most people will get a
lot more education out of the bio-
world experience than they ever did
out of nature in the raw. The very
fact that they are paying for it will
make them pay attention to what
they are getting.

Then, too, with the latest packag-
ing and marketing techniques, the
theme parks will present what’s im-
portant in a way that can't be
missed. And, finally, nostalgia al-
ways gilds the lily: when people are
no longer trying to sit through a
biology lesson but instead taking a
trip down memory lane, nature will
certainly be a lot more fun. O

On My Mind
A. M.ROSENTHAL

In Irons to Cuba

When Soviet invasion and a civil
war sent Afghans into flight for their

“lives, Pakistan took in millions of

them.

When Saddam Hussein slaugh-
tered ihie Kurds, the Turks opened
their frontiers to hundreds of thou-
sands of refugees, despite the inter-
nal risks it created for Turkey.

And when Communism ruled the
Soviet Union, for decades the U.S.
was lantern and haven for Jews,
Pentacostalists and dissidents.

But now America, with so much
help to offer, quakes at the thought of
refugees — neighbors who prefer the
risk of drowning at sea to living
longer in the prison made of their
country by the only remaining Com-
munist dictator this side of China.

Now, an American Administration
says what a fine victory it is to make
a secretly negotiated agreement
with Fidel Castro to share the job of
preventing Cubans from fleeing their
country. Americans with small
memories and hearts to match nod
their plump heads.

Now, U.S. ships will pick up Cu-
bans who manage to escape Castro’s
police patrols and coast guard, give
them quarterdeck ‘‘hearings” and
return them to Cuba, in irons if need-

ed. There, American officials will tell *

them to drop around to the office in
Havana and apply for a visa under
the eyes of Castro police. Nice?
This policy is recognition and
anointment of Castro as the warden
of the Cuban national jail — in part-
nership now with the land of the free
90 miles across the water. It also
happens to violate the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights.

They call it
victory.

The decision was accompanied by
another — a good one allowing Cu-
bans incarcerated on Guantanamo to
enter America. But Washington did
not need Castro’s permission to do it
— or to hoid out hints of reward if he
permitted us to be his co-warden.

Washington’s excuse was that oth-
erwise the flow of refugees would
continue. True, but has this country
absolutely no breathing space left for
people strong, brave and desperate
enough to launch themselves into the
sea to escape Castro?

There is, incidentally, a cheap,
trendy anti-immigrant passion being
stirréd up in this country. Among its
promoters, the most impudent is a
small clutch of British writers and
editors. As soon as they stroll off the
Concorde and collect their green
cards, they demand that American
doors be closed — except for those of
compatible origin and color.

If we want to stop the flow of
Cuban refugees, the only decent and
effective way is to squeeze Fidel
Castro to make his plantation some-
what less filthy to live in. Such as:
tightening the embargo by boycot-
ting foreign companies doing busi-
ness with Cuba. If we have not cour-
age to SO use our economic power,
Cubans will continue to flee the pris-
on whose bars we have reinforced

The decision to return escaping
Cubans is one more broken Clinton-
ian human rights promise. Attorney
General Janet Reno had said we
would never do such a foul thing.
When will they grasp that broken
promises destroy domestic and for-
eign confidence in a President, and
soil his name into history? Ever?

The Administration got a contemp-

-tuous zero from Castro for breaking
its promises — not even the release
of some political prisoners, not the
grant of a single civil liberty.

The world will understand that the
U.S. cared about refugees from Com-
munism when it was in the interests
of the struggle against Soviet Com-
munism. Now that the struggle has
been successful, an American Presi-
dent turns his back on those who try
to escape from what remains of the
very evil empire, China and Cuba.

Sometimes, when I am being par-
ticularly ins‘ asitive or obtuse, my
wife hands 1.ae an article or book she
thinks may be corrective.

Cannot somebody, maybe his wife
or daughter if they care, give the
President a certain fat blue book,
with markers between pages 365 and
375? They deal with the torture, mur-
der, degradation and suppression of
all liberties in Cuba. The book is the
latest human rights report turned
out not by sentimentalists or roman-
tics but by cool, skilled professionals
of his own Department of State.

The President will read. Then he
will understand what kind of place it
is that he forbids human beings to
escape without permission of their
tormentor, and how degrading of
America to do this thing. Won't he? —
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Abroad at Home

ANTHONY LEWIS

Words Matter

BOSTON

When the courts held that Ameri-
can Nazis had a constitutional right
to march through the streets of Sko-
kie, Illinois, freedom of speech was
the more secure for all of us. But it
did not follow that we should be indif-
ferent to the hateful message of the
Nazis. To the contrary.

The First Amendment gives us
responsibility along with freedom:
the responsibility to answer propa-
gators of hate. As Justice Brandeis
put it, arguing against the suppres-
sion of bad speech, “The fitting rem-
edy for evil counsels is good ones.”

The Oklahoma City bombing has
made us think again about hateful
speech and how to deal with it. The
country has learned a good deal
about the paranoid ravings of ‘‘mili-
tia” groups and such radio spokes-
men as Mark Koernke of Michigan.
(“Death to the new world order!”)
G. Gordon Liddy has defended as
perfectly reasonable his radio advice
on how to kill Federal agents if they
come at you. (“‘Shoot twice to the
body, center of mass.”)

Few other societies, even the most
democratic, would permit such mur-
derous talk. We do, and we should not
change, but we ought to worry about it.

The more interesting question is
the responsibility not of the crazies
but of major leaders of opinion for
the consequences of their angry
words. Newt Gingrich and Rush Lim-
baugh bristled at the suggestion that
their rhetoric had something to do
with Oklahoma City, and of course it
did not in any direct sense. But what
about the climate that their words
helped to create?

Over many years now right-wing
politicians have demonized their op-
ponents as un-American, treasonous,
peculiar. The tactic was invented by
Richard Nixon and Joseph McCar-
thy. An example of its recent use was
Mr. Gingrich’s statement just before
the election last fall that Democrats
are “the enemy of normal Ameri-
cans.’”

Anyone who thinks such words
have had no effect is ignorant of
political history. Even more signifi-
cant lately has been the demoniza-
tion of the Federal Government. The
drumbeat of right-wing rhetoric in
the last few years has been Washing-
ton as the enemy, the inhuman mon-
ster. Has that no connection with the
rise of groups that claim Federal
agents are about to descend on them

in black helicopters? (A new mem-
ber of the House, Helen Chenoweth of
Idaho, has actually parroted those
lunatic claims.)

Or think about the anti-abortion
fanatics. They preach that every
abortion is murder. Yet when some
enthusiast for that view actually exe-
cutes a doctor as a murderer, the
preachers disavow responsibility.

Abortion is not some trivial issue.
Attacks on clinics and doctors are a
dangerous phenomenon in this coun-
try — and in no other. The Christian
Coalition and other extreme Oppo-
nents of abortion have such a stran-
glehold on the Republican Party that
Senator Bob Dole feels he has to
please them by keeping the nomina-
tion of Dr. Henry Foster as Surgeon
General off the floor of the Senate.

Pat Robertson, leader of the Chris-
tian Coalition, is very likely the coun-
try’s most effective demagogue. He
tells his followers that a satanic con-
spiracy started centuries ago by Eu-

America cannot
be indifferent to
hateful speech.

ropean bankers (with Jewish
names) was behind Lincoln’s assas-
sination and is now trying to crush
Americans under a ‘‘new world or-
der.” Do those words have no conse-
quences?

Rush Limbaugh thinks it is cute to
refer to people with whose views he
disagrees as “feminazis.” In a cli-
mate of calculated hate for The Oth-
er, how can we expect to have the
civil discourse that is the mechanism
of Madisonian democracy?

In France, Jean-Marie Le Pen is a
figure of the extreme right: the polit-
ical opponent of conservatives. In the
United States today, many who call
themselves conservatives are indis-
tinguishable from Le Pen.

The underlying premise of so
much right-wing rhetoric here, as of
Le Pen in France, is that America
has been undermined, subverted,
ruined. And people believe it. When
Richard L. Berke of The New York
Times talked to voters last fall,
many said things were terrible here;
some said they couldn’t stand it and
were going to emigrate. What coun-
try were they talking about?

We cherish freedom of speech. But
we can defend that freedom and still
hold accountable leaders who play on
fear and hatred. Words matter. U




6/5/95 to President and you from Marianne Williamson,
offering to the President her suggestions and assistance for
the conference on citizenship, which she understands is
being planned. She suggests use of the Internet, which is
being accessed more and more, for the President to let
people know what he needs them to do. Money isn’t needed,

so much as high creativity and new thinking about polltlcal
power. The technology of the information revolution must be
used to communicate 1) the ideas of Bill Clinton, and 2) the
good that’s already happening throughout America. Millions
of Americans would love to help repair this country if they
k::;/ﬁhat they could do to make a difference.

See W AL CC A’ZM
C ¢ NRN;‘POTUS should respond = D g e G Melopne l/

e, <+ (\Msgtﬁ
@“WM




June 5, 1995
Dear President and Mrs. Clinton,

Greetings to both of you.

I read in the paper the other day, President Clinton, that you're
planning a Conference on citizenship, or something of that sort. As
someone who has had extensive experience over the last eight years in
charitable founding, organizing, directing and fundraising, I'm writing
with what I hope might be some helpful thoughts.

In my work, I have had firsthand experience of how much giving
service puts light back in people eyes, as opposed to their just being
served. Someone at some point is going to have to just come out and
say to the American people, that if we are serious about restoring the
good life to America, all of us are going to have to think as seriously
about what our contribution is to this country, as we now spend
thinking about our rights. As you have made clear, we must take
seriously our response-ability to the current trend in the direction of
social decline. Contribution brings happiness, because, in things of the
spirit, we only get to keep what we give away. Contribution to society is
always contribution to ourselves, therefore. I think the line “Virtue is
its own reward,” means that virtue gives an experience of joy that lack
of virtue deprives us of. If we really want to feel good, we must give to
the country, not just think about what we can get from it. That, to me,
is what true citizenship is about. “Think not what your country can do
for you...etc.” is a very relevant injunction today. The word politics
comes from the ancient Greek “of the citizen” and not “of the
government”. No point re-inventing the government if we’re not
willing, on some level, to re-invent ourselves.

The press has been giving a lot of attention recently to the couple

who gave away all their money and founded Habitat for Humanity.



I'm not suggesting that we exhort Americans to give away all our
money=talthough a shift in consciousness away from money as bottom
line, to doing -what’s -right -for -the -children as bottom line, is a shift
in consciousness without which the nation cannot heal. This shift, by
the way, won't decrease our earning power; it will increase it. People
aren’t so much unhappy when we don’t have money, as we're
unproductive when we’re unhappy. American business figured this
out, which is a big part of why we’re winners again. Why should
politics lag behind here?

It’s not a fringe notion, that we need to help each other; what
could be a more conservative, traditional value? All this talk of family
values is fine - but isn’t the nation a family?

Bill Bennett and others would have us think that the Republicans
have a corner on concern for the moral repair of America. This is
potentially dangerous for Democrats. The horrible irony, of course, is
that the Republicans don’t walk their own talk. On the other hand, it
seems to me, Democrats need to learn how tottalk their walk.

The subject of the “new citizen” seems to me like a marvelous
opportunity to one-up the Republicans in three important ways:

1) The Conference can be used to articulate an important
philosophical framework for Democratic domestic goals. If you truly
feel that the National Service program is your greatest achievement as
President so far, than can’t you enjoin all Americans to join the
consciousness of National Service, the state of mind whereby every
person realizes how important it is that we all do what we can to try to
improve things?

Part of the value of this also, I believe, is that it helps to counter the
obscene yet somewhat successful stigmatization of the Democratic
Party as a group of people who think big government programs are the
answer to all our problems. Those bastards. Give ‘em hell, Mr.

President.



2) The Conference can be used to launch an Internet web in response
to the need and desire for greater citizen involvement, that makes
Alvin Toffler look all but agrarian. The important point here is that
renewed citizenship involves a higher level of thinking, but also a
higher level of community participation. “The President has said that
he believes the computer revolution should be used to connect us to
each other. This is one of the ways that the Administration will
programatically back up the President’s convictions.” I wish everyone
working for the Clinton administration could memorize that last
sentence to the point where they would say it in their sleep. The
country needs to be reminded of the President’s good ideas. We need
to be shown, literally and consistently, how the administration backs
up your ideas with action.

3) Through both of the above, the Conference can genuinely

inspire.

As someone who founded charities on both coasts, which then spread
to different cities also, I can tell you that I received at least as many
thanks from volunteers as from people receiving services. People are
desparate for something to be part of. If we define our national
problems as opportunistic infections that prey upon a compromised
societal immune system, then our biggest problem, actually, is citizen

anemia.

For the most part, America already has enough charities. The
overlap of organizations which basically do the same work and strive
for the same fundraising dollars, is amost obscene. What is necessary is
more networking among them, so they know what each other is
doing, which could be accomplished on Internet by some young

computer nerds in a very short time. It would take little money, I'm



telling you.

By the time your re-election campaign is in full gear, tremendous
numbers of people will be accessing the Internet. I know that the
White House is already on E-mail, but the whole government web
scene could be so fabulously high-tech, so compelling and even
entertaining, that one of the things people did on a regular basis while
cruising the web would be to check in on all the wonderful things that
President Clinton is asking you to do for America today --- what
community service projects exist in your town, what they need, who to
call, etc. As I have said to you before, there is a powerful energy which
you still do not take full advantage of: the surge of interest which
occurs within a person, any person, when they are asked by the
President to do something. This is primal stuff here, Mr. President,
having very little to do with you personally. I heard you say on
television once that it had been your dream to help Arkansas join the
rest of the country in productivity and abundance. That made sense,
for Arkansas. But the psychology of the nation as a whole is quite
different: we don’t need your help as much as we need your
inspiration to help ourselves. If you strongly asserted yourself in this
way, saying to the country, “This is what I need you to do” as much as
you now say “This is what I will do for you” or “This is what I have
done for you,” something will come alive. If all people have to do is
turn on their computers to follow-up, or call an 800-number for
further directions, you're going to have a whole new wave of power
behind you.

When I asked Maggie why the Republicans are so ahead of
Democrats in the area of computerization, her first answer was money.
But the most revoutionary aspect of the web is how much it doesn’t
cost. Money isn’t needed for this, so much as some high creativity and

new thinking about political power.



I read an article about how Michael Ovitz had wanted to make
commercials helping you sell the Health Care plan, but that his offers
had fallen through the cracks. I don’t know if the story is true or not,
but if he would be available to help with this --- YES to that kind of
energy. Michael Ovitz-type creativity + high-tech computer
utilization, would help create a new theatricality, in a positive sense,
for the Democrats. Whether we like it or not, the medium has become
the message. This will be absolutely essential in the ‘96 election, as
political theatricality has become more and more important. The
Republicans have become very good at production values, and we
must not let them outdo us.

I don’t know who you expect to be the Republican nominee, but if
there’s any chance of Gingrich playing a serious role of any kind in the
Presidential campaign, he’ll use the information revolution to the
max. If he were to start having serious conversations with someone
like Arnold Swarzenegger on how to make some kind of magic
happen on-line for the Republicans, it will be bad for Democrats or
anyone else who can’t match it. Although the Republicans represent
regressive politics for the most part, their methods have become, at
least in appearance, more modern than ours. I also remind you that
technology is developing so fast, that by the time of the election,
people’s TV screens, computer monitors, etc. will be much bigger and
more complex than they are now. Whatever political party is ready for

that inslaught, will be way ahead come election time.

That’s just the hardware. Now for the software. I feel that it needs to
have two main elements:

1)The ideas of Bill Clinton, and

2)The good that’s already happening throughout America.



1) Bill Clinton’s ideas—

Someone needs merely to comb the President’s speeches. As I've
written to you before, you're not a President without a vision, but
merely a President with an administration that fails to articulate your
vision nearly enough, much less brag about you. I realize things are
getting better, but please don’t let your foot up on this pedal. You still
need to be publicly hailed more by your own team. Anyone who works
for you who doubts you, is like poison. You need more public support,

you deserve more public support.

2)All the good that’s already happening throughout America.

I feel our greatest natural resource is still the basic decency and
generosity of the American people. It’s very true that there are many
enthusiastic insane people in this country today, but still, that’s not our
biggest problem. The real problem is that we lack passion for our
virtue. We must be more enthusiastic about basic goodness. As
Edmund Burke once said, “The only thing necessary for evil to
triumph is for enough good people to do nothing.” Inspire us to DO
something.

An example: a few months ago there were a lot of articles in the
paper about how the public schools in America don’t even come up to
minimum safety standards, yet the minimum cost to fix them is more
than the Dept. of Education even has (and if Gingrich has his way. . .)
Well, for instance, if people in Denver knew that P.S. 65 needed the
asbestos taken off the ceiling, let’s say, then I honestly believe that there
are companies which do that work in Denver, who would volunteer
all kinds of assistance (including the technicians on weekends, etc.) if
they knew about the problem, and there was a structure for
accomplishing the goal.

Cities would practically compete for being the fastest to repair

themselves. Schools would be involved, as well as businesses and



other individuals. The whole thing could become a fabulous web of
citizen involvement, competitive in a good way, and also fun. It would
be, itself, a restoration of community.

This is not just theory. I have seen it work miracles, in L.A., N.Y.C.
and elsewhere. Americans are basically good people, and as you-know-
who once said, “There’s nothing wrong with America that can’t be
fixed by what’s right with America.”

So the Conference could unveil the Internet web domain that lets
people everywhere in America know what'’s going on in the efforts to
repair our society, efforts in which they can participate on a daily basis,
from Billings to Milwaukee to Ft. Worth to Alaska. I heard an ad on
radio for something called the SeniorCorps, which uses an 800-number
to recruit Seniors for meaningful volunteer work. President and Mrs.
Clinton, nothing government can give to people can substitute for the
satisfaction that only a meaningful life can give, and nothing gives
true meaning like beiag—sfgll’é'é’-fe-seﬂ'e-others. These organizations and
projects already exist; as I said at Camp David, if you will just set up a
context, an umbrella, so that people can see how much good work is
happening in America every day that is making a difference, it would 1)
speed up the national healing process because of the power of group
focus, and 2) give a lot of credit to you.

National Service is a state of mind. If Gingrich is successful with his
wrecking ball aimed at AmeriCorp, fine, we can just pass him up. He
takes away your 20,000 -— we’ll answer by recruiting 20 million. I
believe there is a stunning political resource which no one is yet
tapping: all the millions of Americans who would love to help repair
this country if they knew what they could do to make a difference. I
believe that if you tell them, and ask them in a specific way, they’ll
respond. The Conference, I hope, is an opportunity to tap into this.
The momentum of the time is with you.

Can the Conference be hooked up to Internet? Can you invite all



the computer magazines and technologies people to join with you in
creating the ServeAmerica computer web? I know that there are people
out there in that world who would love to serve you. If your Citizenry
Conference is “old school,” it won’t have the punch it could have, it
won’t seem modern enough. But if it’s totally computer-informed,
then wow.

All my best. I watch with great interest and constant prayers for

both of you.

Sincerely,

S










































THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
June 29, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR: LEON PANETTA
ERSKINE BOWLES
HAROLD ICKES

FROM: RESPONSIBLE CITIZENSHIP WORKING GROUP
SUBJECT: JULY 6 SPEECH AND SUSTAINED EFFORT
RESPONSIBLE CITIZENSHIP & AMERICAN COMMUNITY

The purpose of this speech is for the President to set forth his
vision of responsible citizenship and community in America. This
speech would reinvigorate the notion that "there is nothing wrong
with America that cannot be fixed by what is right with America."

This speech will initiate a sustained effort, or “campaign,® that
will make responsible citizenship and American community central
themes of the remainder of the first term.

THE CHALLENGE TO RESPONSIBLE CITISENSHIP

As the President expressed in our June 19 meeting, there are
three key elements to his vision of responsible citizenship.

1. Citizens will be challenged to assume greater responsibility
for themselves, their neighbors, and their communities;

- 3 Major sectors of influence in America will be challenged to
exercise responsible citizenship in their fields; and

3, All Americans will be challenged to engage in more civil
discourse where we can discuss our differences with mutual
respect and understanding without demonizing one another.

THE CAMPAIGN

The campaign would have two primary elements which could be laid
out in the speech and backgrounded by staff:

1. The President challenges leaders of various sectors of
influence (e.g., media, sports, entertainment, business,
religion, non-profit, education) to implement the principles of
responsible citizenship. This may involve meetings at the White
House, speeches, or other Presidential visits. It may also
involve bringing sector leaders to the White House after a period
of time to report on their successes.

2. The President can use the opportunities on trips or at
events to spotlight "what is right with America:" examples of
individuals, groups, and institutions which have implemented the
principles of responsible citizenship.































































































































































