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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary
(Camp David, Maryland)

For Immediate Release July 24, 2000

PRESS BRIEFING
BY

JOE LOCKHART

Thurmont Elementary School
Thurmont, Maryland

11:53 A.M. EDT

MR. LOCKHART: Good afternoon, everyone. Let me give you a
recap of the President's activities since we returned here to
Camp David last evening.

Around 7:00 p.m. last night the President had a meeting withhis team, who brought him up to date on the weekend's activities,since he was Okinawa at the G-8 summit. Following that meeting,the President had a bilateral with Prime Minister Barak.
Following that was a bilateral with Chairman Arafat.

After that meeting, the delegations and the leaders had
dinner together. It was probably about 30 or so people in one
room at the cabin where they've been eating for the last two
weeks. The President sat between the two leaders and engaged indiscussion over the dinner.

The dinner broke; by agreement that he had worked through
during his bilaterals, the President then proceeded to begin a
meeting with a small group of negotiators from each side to work
through the issues that are before them. That meeting lasted,with the President hosting it, until just after 5:00 a.m. this
morning. Those meetings were intensive and substantive and, as
the time indicates, went quite long into the night.

The President got up this morning just after 10:00 a.m., metwith his team. And I think it was about 10:30 a.m. or so begananother meeting along the same lines with a small group of
negotiators, and I expect that to go for some time.

Q Are the principals in that meeting?
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MR. LOCKHART: No, this is the President -- he has
negotiators from each side, and then someone from the U.S. team
trying to work through the issues.

That's the schedule for the day. I don't have an absolute
sense of how long this will go on, but I expect the meeting to goon for several hours.

Joe, when the President came back, we were told that he
was going to make an assessment of where the talks were. What
was that -- what is that assessment?

MR. LOCKHART: I think in the most general sense, the
President, in his mind, is working on what call a rollingassessment of whether the substance and atmosphere at these talks
are one that potentially could lead to an agreement. While thatis the case, and while the President believes that discussions
are substantive and have the potential of leading to an
agreement, he will remain here, and he will keep the partieshere, to keep working.

Should he come to the conclusion that the substance of thediscussions and the atmosphere of the discussions do not have the
potential to lead to an agreement, then he will act accordinglyand bring these discussions to an end. I think the fact that he
was up until 5:00 a.m., working through the issues in a verypersonal, hands on way, and that he was back at it again earlythis morning should lead you to believe that he thinks stayinghere for the time being is worthwhile.

Q Joe -- that was the same group of negotiators that he
met with until 5:00 a.m.?

MR. LOCKHART: I think there may be some variation, but
certainly -- obviously, the President will continue to host it,but I think there's some changes on our side, and within the
teams.

Q tell us one of the specific working groups?
MR. LOCKHART: Well, I think there have been various

permutations of who is working on what and how. So I wouldn't --it has moved around over the last six or seven days, so Iwouldn't try to tie it to the groups that were established, what,seven or eight days ago.
Q Is there a specific topic?
MR. LOCKHART: They are discussing specific topics, yes.

Where, Joe. Where?Q

MR. LOCKHART: In the President's cabin.
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Q Is it fair to say that they are now in the process of
putting down understandings that have been reached on variousissues on paper?

MR. LOCKHART : I think that would get to the substance of
what they're discussing so I will refrain from commenting onthat

Q Joe, have the groups divided up into committees, like
they did at Sheppardstown? And, also, what was the sense of
urgency that caused the President to be working until 5:00 a.m.?Is there a deadline now or some --

MR. LOCKHART : Well the deadline is as I described it
Based on the President's assessment of the realistic chance that
we can reach an agreement here It is not a calendar-driven
deadline But, having said that I think that all the parties
know that there is a balance here between taking the time to work
through the issues and taking too much time that will never lead
to an agreement So I cannot give you a precise formula, exceptto say that the President has got this very issue foremost in his
mind and he will remain here as long as he believes we have some
prospect of success

Q Has the President cleared his schedule for this week
to stay up here?

MR. LOCKHART : I think we're taking this day by day Today
we have nothing else on the schedule I think those of. you who
cover the White House know that the President has a personalevent tomorrow that he would like to attend in Arkansas; butwe're taking this day by day.

Q Joe, when the President left on Wednesday, as you knowbetter than most, he literally went from one hour to the next
where you thought the summit was ending in failure. You got both
leaders to agree to stay. They've been talking now for the lastseveral days. Do you feel any more hopeful that perhaps they did
make some progress over the weekend? Are you able to kind ofcharacterize what happened over the weekend and where you think
things stand for the next day or so?

MR. LOCKHART: I hesitate to use a phrase like "hopeful,"because these issues are so difficult and I don't know that I'd
be able to back that up with any substance. I think the fact --

obviously, the last time I stood here it was an hour or so
removed from the collapse of these discussions. The fact thatthese discussions are continuing is a positive thing. The factthat the President is using his time to sit down and work througheach and every issue is a decision that he and his team do nottake lightly, as far as devoting the time to this.
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And as long as we're here and discussing things, there is a
prospect for reaching agreement, but it's impossible to predictthe likelihood of that.

Q What do you think -- he had his fingers crossed and is
now --

MR. LOCKHART: I think he was -- you know, it was a longflight back, he had a lot of time to mull over the issues. He
was anxious once we got on the plane to get back here and getback to work. And that's exactly what he did. This morning he
only got a few hours of sleep, but he was anxious to go. Infact, we were sitting around the table in his cabin in the
briefing and he cut us off and said, you know, let's get going.Let's get the groups in here. Let's get back to work. So Ithink that's some indication of where he is.

Q Two questions. Can you give us a sense of what PrimeMinster Barak and Chairman Arafat are doing today? Will they be
meeting with the President? And can you give us maybe a littleclearer sense when the President -- do you expect him to makethis decision about whether or not to go forward?

MR. LOCKHART: Well, I think that decision is -~ the best
word I can use for it is, it's kind of a rolling decision. Thereis no time frame on it. It's just a judgment that the Presidentwill have to make.

As far as the leaders -- I will let you know if theyschedule a meeting today. There is nothing at this point. But
they are working very intensively within their teams and withtheir negotiators, as far as working through the issues. I mean,
obviously, the negotiators are working with the President, butalso have a good deal of contact with their leaders on the
specific issues that are on the table.

Q Is it several hours until the President decides, or isit going to take days or even weeks?
MR. LOCKHART: I think it is impossible to speculate at this

point on a judgment that hasn't been made.

Q Can you tell me if Arafat was on the phone with eitherPresident Mubarak or -- in the last few hours?
MR. LOCKHART: I don't know the answer to that.
Q Can you tell us, Joe, about the input of the rest of

the world? How is it that -- I mean, does Arafat have to check
things out at periodic junctures with the Saudis, who control the
money and with the Egyptians, who control the prestige?

MR. LOCKHART: I don't know to what extent the consultations
are going on, between the leaders of either delegations, with the
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rest of the Arab world. As far as -- I mean, we had a good senseof the international community's focus on this, with thePresident's meetings in G-8. They were all very interested in
the process, in any progress we made.

It was a brief discussion, which never got into the numbers
or how it would all work, but on the international community'sresponsibility to help, at the Friday night session, among the G-
8 leaders. And I think, you know, it's not just the Arab world,it's the rest of the international community that's watching this
very closely.

Q Joe, we understand the President made several phonecalls to regional leaders last week. Can you tell us the purposeof those phone calls? Is he trying to rally support?
MR. LOCKHART: You know, in the most general sense, thePresident has said all along that it's important for everyoneinvolved here, whether they're here at the talks, whether they'reoutside the talks, whether they are regional leaders, whether

they are international leaders, to try to work toward creating an
atmosphere that's conducive to reaching an agreement here.

For his part, he has done some work on that, with both calls
to the regions, with his discussions in Okinawa with the G-8
leaders, and that will continue.

Q European diplomatic sources say that --
MR. LOCKHART: I think I know what your question is. Go

ahead. (Laughter. )

Q -- the European Union proposed to the United States asolution regarding Jerusalem that could be close in substance, orclose to the Pope's statement yesterday. How do you comment onthis?
MR. LOCKHART: Well, I know that there -- a lot of peoplehave made a lot of statements, but as far as what's beingdiscussed within the confines of Camp David, on this and some

other difficult issues, I'm not going to comment on that.
Q Joe, can you -- now I think you already know what myquestion is -- comment on the fact that CIA officials have

confirmed that George Tenet has been here and visited the talks a
few times? Can you explain what role the American intelligence
agency may play in both these talks and any --

was here for
going to

MR. LOCKHART: Sure. I think those of you followed the
previous talks understand the role that Mr. Tenet ha s played.would describe it as similar to the last talks. He
a day or two. He is now gone. And beyond that, I'mleave it to the CIA to say, no comment.
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Q What about the Jonathan Pollard issue, which has beenraised by several media -- George Tenet -- Jonathan Pollard thelast time around. Did that come up again, and has he changed hisview?
MR. LOCKHART: There is no change in the President's view,or the U.S. government's position. It has not come up that I

know of, but I know that it frequently comes up when thePresident talks to the Prime Minister of Israel, and the PrimeMinister of Israel raises it on a regular basis. We're certainlyaware of what the government of Israel's view on this subject is.
Q Joe, could we just stay on this for just a minute and

get some clarification in terms of, were the two leaders lookingfor some assurances, in terms of what American intelligence
agency could offer in the event of a settlement? Is he meetingwith both sides? Tell us a little bit more, because the CIA is
going to refer it back to you.

MR. LOCKHART: Well, then -- let me make a joint White
House/State Department, with Richard's blessing and CIA's,
statement, which is: I'm not going there. (Laughter. )

Q Let me follow up with a different question which is:
The Palestinians made it clear over the weekend that there can be
no final agreement without an agreement on Jerusalem. But havethere been agreements reached on the other core issues so that
they can get closer to that once they resolve Jerusalem?

MR. LOCKHART: Again, I'm not going to get into the
substance of the discussions. I think that goes to the core.
There are -- I think the issues are well known. And I think,
obviously, to reach an agreement they've got to work through each
of these issues.

Q Would you at least say that they're making progress?
MR. LOCKHART: I would say that the conversations continuein a substantive and constructive way.
Q The Israelis are saying that they did discuss Jerusalem

over the weekend -- the Palestinians are saying that they did and
the Israelis are saying that did. Was Jerusalem discussed over
the weekend? And in 1991 the United States sent a letter to thePalestinians saying they do not recognize Israel's annexation ofEast Jerusalem. Has there been anything in this summit that will
cause the United States to change that position?

MR. LOCKHART: I think the substance of your question goesdirectly to the substance of the talks. And we've managed to getthrough 13 days, or 14 days now without discussing that. Andwe're going to continue that.
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Q Jerusalem is obviously coming up in these talks. We'renot asking as to whether or not there has been progress. We'rejust asking as to whether or not when President Clinton left it
came up in conversation?

MR. LOCKHART: No, you're asking was there a specificdiscussion of a specific issue. And I'm not going to answer the
question.

Q Joe, the 5:00 am.m. meeting, when did it start? Can
you give us any sense of who was there, who was the U.S. aide to
the President who was participating?

MR. LOCKHART: I'm not going to go into who represented eachside. The conversation began, I think, just around midnight,went through about 5:00 a.m., and included a break of 45 minutes
to an hour.

Q And no substance was -- can you tell us anything about
the moods of both Barak and Arafat?

MR. LOCKHART: You know, they're both still here and they'reboth still working and the delegation is working. And I thinkthat dwarfs any questions about how they're feeling. I mean, I
know that it's -- in the 21st century how you feel is often more
important than what you do, but not here.

Q When was the last time the President or anyone from theU.S. team talked to the Vatican concerning Jerusalem?
MR. LOCKHART: I don't know the answer to that.
Q -- to keep Middle Eastern leaders updated on what is

taking place here? There have been calls both by American
leadership and by Palestinian leadership for the leaders in that
region. And a lot of them have voiced their support for thePalestinian stand on Jerusalem. Do you think their opinionsshould be considered when reaching an agreement?

MR. LOCKHART: Listen, I think there is a lot of people in
the international community that have a view. Those views are
weighed as appropriate by the delegations and by the U.S.. But,ultimately, it's going to be up to the parties, with theassistance of the United States, to reach an agreement that both
parties believe is in their best interests.

Q A question about the position of the United States, theofficial position of the United States on East Jerusalem. Hasthat changed?
MR. LOCKHART: The United States believes that Jerusalem is

a final status issue, to be worked through by the parties -- and
guess what, it's happening right now, and that's why we're here,
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and that's why we've spent 14 days together in very close
quarters.

Q Joe, I'm not going to ask about Barak or Arafat, but I
would like to ask, what is President Clinton's reaction to thatspiritual quote, to the spiritual leader of all Christian world,about Jerusalem becoming an international city. Can you tell me
what his reaction -- and it's not the talk, really.

MR. LOCKHART: Obviously, if the President had a reaction,
and I were to report it to you, it would give something awayabout the discussions that are ongoing, and I don't intend to dothat.

Q Can you confirm that Mr. Reisner, the legal advisor who
helped draft the Wye agreement is coming to be at Camp David?

MR. LOCKHART: Who, please?
Q Daniel Reisner, the military advisor, Daniel Reisner.
MR. LOCKHART: I don't know that.
Q Joe, is the purpose of today's session to decide ifit's worth going on or not?
MR. LOCKHART: No, I think the purpose of last night and

today is to work through the issues, and then having worked
through the issues, one by one, make a judgement of whether it
makes sense to continue on, or it makes sense to call a break forthis.

Q Joe, can you characterize, or just give us a little bit
more about the dinner and the conversation last night between thePresident and the two leaders?

MR. LOCKHART: I don't have too much on it.
Q What were they talking about? Were they talking aboutthis, were they talking about the G-8? Did they talk about the

weather? What did they --

MR. LOCKHART: You know, I think it was some combination. Ididn't talk to the President in particular about the dinner, but
what was reported to me was some combination of kind of all of
the above. And it was the -- it was sort of an intermittentconversation with -- I think Arafat was on the President's right,and Barak was on his left. And on Barak's left was Chelsea. Sothere was a sort of rolling conversation, that involved both
substance and non-substance.

Q Joe, was it the first group dinner in how many days
now, because --
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helped draft the Wye agreement is coming to be at Camp David?

MR. LOCKHART: Who, please?
Daniel Reisner, the military advisor, Daniel ReisnerQ

MR. LOCKHART: I don't know that
Joe, is the purpose of today's session to decide ifit's worth going on or not?

MR. LOCKHART: No, I think the purpose of last night and
today is to work through the issues, and then having worked
through the issues, one by one, make a judgement of whether it
makes sense to continue on, or it makes sense to call a break forthis

Joe, can you characterize, or just give us a little bit
more about the dinner and the conversation last night between thePresident and the two leaders?

MR. LOCKHART: I don't have too much on it
What were they talking about? Were they talking aboutthis, were they talking about the G-8? Did they talk about the

weather? What did they
You know, I think it was some combinationMR LOCKHART :

didn't talk to the President in particular about the dinner, but
what was reported to me was some combination of kind of all of
the above. And it was the -- it was sort of an intermittentconversation with -- I think Arafat was on the President's rightand Barak was on his left. And on Barak's left was Chelsea. Sothere was a sort of rolling conversation, that involved both
substance and non-substance

Joe, was it the first group dinner in how many days
now because
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MR. LOCKHART: It was the first group dinner involving thePresident -- with the exception of the one that the Secretary had
-- probably in four or five days.

Q Has Chelsea always been going to the dinners?
MR. LOCKHART: Yes, she's been at the dinners.
Q Is Albright still here and did she participate in thefive day absence?
MR. LOCKHART: She is still here. She's been involved at a

number of levels with the leaders, with the negotiators andwithin our team. But as far as the overnight discussion, she was
not in the room for the actual discussions, but talked to the
President, I believe, during the break and then afterwards.

Q -- those talks?
MR. LOCKHART: I will leave it as a very small group.
Q Joe, on Sunday the Pope weighed in reviewing his

suggestion that Jerusalem be --

Q They did it yesterday.
MR. LOCKHART: We did it today, that's right.
Q Do you know if the President placed any telephone calls

to leaders in the region the last day or two?

MR. LOCKHART: No, not that I know of.
Q Joe, -- question. Senator Hollings -- inaconversation of the spending bill, which would effectivelyprohibit the FTC from considering proposed acquisitions like

Georgia Telecom's $50 billion bid for Voicestream Wireless in thenext fiscal year. Does the administration see this as one that
would force the President to veto the bill?

MR. LOCKHART: Well, I don't know that we've actually seen
the bill yet. I think our position on these sort of acquisitionsis pretty clear. We favor acquisitions that provide consumerswith more choice and more products, and oppose those mergers or
acquisitions that stifle competition.

There's obviously a regulatory process here, which we needto honor, but I don't even know that we've seen the actuallegislation, so I don't know if we've made up our mind on what wewill do when we see it, if we ever see it.
Q

to confirm this.
-- concessions, and no bilateral meeting yet? I want
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MR. LOCKHART: Except for the dinner last night, that iscorrect.
Q My second questions is, has the President made any

comments or reactions to that plan -- statement issued at the
weekend by -- calling for -- in East Jerusalem was part of the
package? Was he enthusiastic --

MR. LOCKHART: Not in my presence, no.

Q Does the President have anything to say about the
rumors that Dick Cheney is the Vice-Presidential choice for
George Bush? Does he think that will make it a more difficult
race for Vice President Gore?

MR. LOCKHART: I think the President has been focused on
other things, but he thought Mr. Podesta's wisdom on a Sunday
morning talk show had a lot of merit to it.

Q Does the President think he could be Al Gore's VicePresident? (Laughter.) Come on Joe, it's late. Come on Joe.
(Laughter. )

MR. LOCKHART: I'm still on Tokyo time, Bill. I'm afraid of
what will happen if I answer that. (Laughter.)

Q Joe -- and you said, not in your presence. But thefact that the truce was actually mentioned, did the President saythat even if you weren't in there -- react to it, in any way?
MR. LOCKHART: Well, if I wasn't there, no one reported it

to me. Like the tree falling in the proverbial forest, I don't
know. (Laughter. )

Q Thank you, Joe.

END

12:15 P.M. EDT
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CHARLIE ROSE, Host: Welcome to the broadcast.
A consideration tonight of what happened at the Camp David summit and the

implications for peace in the Middle East. Joining me, the national security adviser to the
president, Sandy Berger.

SAMUEL BERGER, National Security Adviser: If we did not force these issues
now, they're not going to-- it's not going to get easier as it gets closer. And so I think the fact that
we-- we brought them together, we forced them to confront these issues, we actually broke open a
number of them-- I think the timing was probably right.

CHARLIE ROSE: The deputy defense minister of Israel, EPHRAIM SNEH. EPHRAIM
SNEH, Deputy Defense Minister, Israel: Arafat is committed to the peace process. If he fails, the
entire concept inside the Palestinian society of dealing with Israel through a negotiation would
collapse, and the next Palestinian leader would be somebody from the very fanatic fringe of the
Palestinian society, somebody from the Hamas or the Jihad, of those organizations.

So actually, that's true. If we fail, maybe no one will try again.

CHARLIE ROSE: And the foreign affairs columnist of the New York Times, Tom
Friedman.

THOMAS FRIEDMAN, ''New York Times": Arafat put some real stuff on the
table. Arafat's people put some real stuff on the table, as well. But on the most emotive issue, the
central issue of Jerusalem, Arafat basically, as I said, kind of absorbed the Barak offers, did not
come up with a serious or any form of counter offer at all. And that's what I think was reflected
in the president's remarks.

CHARLIE ROSE: A program note. We continue our consideration of the Middle
East tomorrow night with interviews with Dr. Edward Said and Mort Zuckerman.

Tonight, Berger, Sneh and Friedman -- next.

Sandy Berger Says it's Time for Palestinian Creativity

CHARLIE ROSE: The Middle East peace summit at Camp David broke up on
Tuesday without an agreement after 15 days of very hard negotiations. The summit was a high-
stakes gamble intended to end 52 years of bloody conflict between the Israelis and the
Palestinians. After the leaders of both sides left on Tuesday, there are now some hard questions.

Tonight we consider some of those questions, and we begin with the national security
adviser to the president of the United States, Sandy Berger. I am pleased to have him here to give
us an overview of this very important summit and how he analyzes the results.

Tell me what happened. Why did it fail?
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SAMUEL BERGER, National Security Adviser: We-- we dealt in this summit with the
issues in the conflict between the Palestinians and the Israelis that have never been dealt with
before at the highest level, not since the 52 years of the conflict, not since the 67 war, not since
the seven years of the Oslo People's Republic of China.

What is the future of Jerusalem, and how do these two peoples live side by side there?
What is the nature of a new Palestinian state, and what are its borders? What about the refugees
that were displaced in 48 and their-- their progeny? What are their rights? And what kind of
security is there for Israel if it pulls back from the West Bank?

These are-- these were issues that were called ''final status" issues in Oslo because they
were the hardest issues. And we opened the box on these issues for the first time. The parties had
to grapple with them, wrestle with them for the first time, both themselves and between the two.
And while we made a good deal of progress on those issues, we were not able to
come to closure on some of the most difficult ones. But I think the gap was narrowed.

CHARLIE ROSE: Now, those who will say that notwithstanding the assumption
by Barak that any concessions made during the negotiations are no longer on the table, that-- with
a failure to reach an agreement, meant that every con cession in pursuit of agreement was no
longer operative, that, in fact, it is operative--

SAMUEL BERGER: No--

CHARLIE ROSE: --that once you have gone to make a certain direction that
you can no longer remove that presence of that kind of progress.

SAMUEL BERGER: I don think that's true. The understanding from day one-- the
president set down some rules of the road on day one. We wouldnt talk to the press. Wed have a
complete press blackout, which essentially worked. Number two, nothing was decided till
everything was decided. And that was very clearly understood by the parties.

And during the negotiations, one party would put something forward at one point, and it
would pull it back at another point. So I believe that Israel or the Palestinians-- neither Israel nor
the Palestinians are bound in any way, legally or morally, to any positions that it took in Camp
David.

I do believe that Camp David demonstrated that on these issues there is the capacity to
define some solutions if both sides are prepared to make very tough choices.

CHARLIE ROSE: But surely you're not saying that once-- what was significant
about this summit was that Jerusalem was on the table. For the first time ever, the two leaders
were really talking about what to do. They were getting their hands around it and saying, ''What
about this, and what about this, and what about this? And would you do this?" Most of the time,
Arafat said no, but surely you can't eliminate that from the consciousness of the leadership.

SAMUEL BERGER: Well, some of the ideas were our ideas. Some of the ideas
were ideas that were derived from conversations between the parties, from the negotiators. I don't
believe this is a problem. I think that if if there is a will for the parties to get back together
again, we will take a fresh crack at this.

It depends upon, on the one hand, the Palestinians deciding that they have
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a clear choice here. Down one path is confrontation. Down the other path is agreement. The
only way to get to agreement is to compromise, and that means leaving behind some of the
traditional baggage that has been part of their ethos and their ideology for decades. But if they're
not prepared to do that, they're not going to give their children a better future, a different future
than they've had. And I believe that thee are a number people, many people in the Palestinian
leadership, who understand that choice very clearly.

CHARLIE ROSE: It has been said by some that there was a kind of division in
the Palestinian camp and that the younger members of the negotiating team were more responsive
to change and compromise and more supple in what they thought might work.

SAMUEL BERGER: Well, there was a range of views in both delegations, in the Israeli
delegation, in the Palestinian delegation. These are enormously tough issues-- not just Jerusalem,
borders, security, refugees. I think each of those-- I suspect that everybody there changed their
minds on some of those issues during the course of the two weeks. So there were- there were
differences.

But ultimately, obviously, the Palestinian authority and the Israeli government have to
come to a particular decision. I think the Israelis were prepared on some of these issues to be at
least more creative in thinking about solutions. But I think-- I think that it's incumbent now on
the Palestinians to-- to show the same kind of creativity.

CHARLIE ROSE: Was it more a case of the past hadn't produced the kinds of
results you needed and only a summit with these kinds ofmarathon negotiations in the privacy of
Camp David might make it happen, or because you wanted to see what you could do before
September 13th and all that might come out of some dramatic announcement of a state without an
agreement beforehand?

SAMUEL BERGER: I think the conclusion that we reached -- certainly, the
conclusion that Barak had reached - was that there would be no more progress at the negotiator
level. The negotiators actually in Stockholm had made good progress. They had achieved a great
deal. But as you got closer to the tough core issues, only the leaders could make them. They
believed that they could make them best with President Clinton's help. They believed
they could make them best as a whole and in an environment which was not intensely scrutinized
every day by the press.

So I think-- don't forget, we called this summit nine weeks away from September 13th.
We're now seven weeks away from September 13th. If we did not force these issues now, they're
not going to-- it's not going to get easier as it gets closer. And so I think the fact that we-- we
brought them together, we forced them to confront these issues, we actually broke open a
number of them-- I think the timing was probably right.

CHARLIE ROSE: Which one did you break open?

SAMUEL BERGER: Well, I think there was progress on all of the issues, actually.
Actually, even some progress on Jerusalem, although that was the hardest issue. But--

CHARLIE ROSE: What progress would you say you made on Jerusalem?
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SAMUEL BERGER: But just to answer your first question, I think that on on borders,
on security, on refugees, while there was not agreement on those issues, I think that one could see
the contours of an agreement. Neither party was prepared to make final-- take final positions until
they saw how the Jerusalem issue came together. So I think there was progress across the
board.

One of the negotiators, after this thing-- as this thing was ending, said this was really
revolutionary. This had broken the taboos and had forced these two parties to come together and
talk about the issues that they had never talked about before.

CHARLIE ROSE: Are you convinced in your mind that you-- that that is a
point that you-- that you-- because of that, you've gained something that's dramatic and it's not
like the fact that you failed, it's no longer operative?

SAMUEL BERGER: Well, let's-- let's be clear. We did not reach an
agreement. That was our goal, and therefore I don't want to try to sweep that fact under the rug.
We wanted to get an agreement. We didn't get an agreement. But I do believe that-- that we've,
in a sense, broken the iceberg. The pieces are now floating around. The two parties will have to
decide whether they want to drift now towards confrontation, which I think is not in either's
interest, or whether they want to look again at some of the positions they took and see whether
there is, particularly on the Palestinian side, some more movement.

CHARLIE ROSE: How disappointed are you in the Egyptians and the Saudis and
others that might have given Arafat cover to make a decision that would have been closer to or
helped reach an agreement?

SAMUEL BERGER: Well, let me put it this way. I hope that over the next several weeks
that the other Arab countries will work with Chairman Arafat and recognize that the choice here is
confrontation or agreement and support him in reaching an agreement that involves compromise
based on principle.

No one is suggesting that either side-- certainly, the Israelis never compromised on their
vital interests, never compromised on fundamental principles. And we wouldn't expect the
Palestinians to, either. But we would hope that the other Arab countries would-- would express
very clearly to Arafat their support for an honorable agreement.

CHARLIE ROSE: Why didn't they do that?

SAMUEL BERGER: Well, I don't know what transpired between-- between them.
I know King Abdullah of Jordan, I think, played quite a constructive role.

CHARLIE ROSE: Yeah, but the person who has the most influence on Arafat is
not King Abdullah of Jordan, it is President Mubarak of Egypt and Foreign Minister Moussa.

SAMUEL BERGER: Yeah. Well, again, I don't know what-- what transpired between
Mubarak and Arafat or Moussa and Arafat. I think that all of the Arab countries, including our
friends, the Egyptians, have to face reality here. This problem is not going away. One possibility
is not simply continuing along the status quo. There is no status quo in the Middle East.
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CHARLIE ROSE: Let-- let me ask you this, though. I mean, I'm trying to get
at this notion-- I mean, this was, as you have just said, an important moment. I mean, you've got
the September 14th. You had the parties together. The president was giving-- staying up all
night, giving the best he had, and you were, and I assume all the negotiators were. Shouldn all
of you have expected the Saudis and the Egyptians to do more, to lend more of an assistance to
get you over the hump?

SAMUEL BERGER: Well, again, I don't want to characterize what they did or
did not do. I-- I want to look to the future here and express my hope and expectation that they
will look at this reality sharply and starkly in the eye and realize that there is either conflict or
there's agreement. There's no middle ground. They've got to choose.

CHARLIE ROSE: Do you think they grasp that?

SAMUEL BERGER: Well, you know, I think that this was new territory for
everybody. I'm not sure that the parties-- I'm not sure that the-- that the region believed that we
would actually-- although they were hopeful there would be an agreement, in one sense, I'm not
sure they would-- they actually had come to grips with the kinds of choices that are inherent in
making an agreement. And I think now those issues are on the table, and I think that we have to
just talk with them over the next several weeks and make it clear that there are-- there are choices
to be made.

CHARLIE ROSE: Let me-- let me come--

SAMUEL BERGER: And they'e part of this process.

CHARLIE ROSE: Let me-- let me come to-- you' the only person I'm talking
to who was inside the room, which makes you my favorite guest, obviously.

SAMUEL BERGER: Makes me tired.

CHARLIE ROSE: Makes you tired? Exactly.

Do you think that at the end of the day, when this-- when the president
realized that Arafat's final ''no" at 3:00a.m., or whenever it came, meant that it was time to close
shop, that there was trust between the parties, that somehow being there had made them come to a
new level of understanding of each other and trust in each other?

SAMUEL BERGER: Well, that's a very good question, Charlie. I mean, one of
the things that was striking, having been around this problem for a long time and-- is the degree of
familiarity, respect and even affection among the Israeli negotiators and the Palestinian
negotiators.

They were constantly back and forth. We ate together. The president purposely had us
every night, except a few, dine together at-- up at Camp David. They were off in the corner
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grappling with these things. So I think that-- and that would not have been the case five years
ago. In many ways, it is a result of Oslo that there is this kind of organic connection between
Palestinians and Israelis.

Now, I think that is-- that at the leadership level, I think that there is less trust, and I think
that is something that has accumulated over some time, and I think it-- I don't know that it was
decisive here, but I think
it certainly is a reality.

CHARLIE ROSE: Anything the president, who-- who pushed that ball up that
hill and almost got it there, with the help of all the people, the parties-- Palestinians, Israelis, his
own staff-- is there anything that he feels tonight that he might have done differently that might
have made a difference?

SAMUEL BERGER: Well, I'll tell you, you know, on the first day that we got
there, Charlie, the president said to us, ''We'te either going to succeed, or if we fail, we're going
to know we tried everything we could think of."

And when we called this off on-- before the president went to Okinawa -- because he had
made clear from the beginning he was going to the G-8 meeting -- I think there was a little feeling
on-- on-- we called it off, and then, of course, the parties came back to us and said, ''Let's stay."

But during that period, I think there was a little feeling on the part of all of us that we
werent really positive that-- that we couldn' get there. While we were gone, there-- under
Secretary Albright, there was a good deal of very constructive work done at the negotiating level.
When the president got back, he moved most of these issues pretty far down the field.

But I think by the end, not only-- we were absolutely convinced that we could not reach an
agreement here and now. And I think that while we were quite disappointed by that, I think all of
us, including the president, felt that we had done everything we could.

And the president, in particular-- I've never seen an effort as-- as heroic as he made over
14 days.

CHARLIE ROSE: Sandy Berger, national security adviser to the president,
thank you.

SAMUEL BERGER: Thank you, Charlie.

CHARLIE ROSE: A pleasure to have you on the broadcast.
We'll be right back. Stay with us.

Deputy Defense Minister Says JJerusalem Needs Creativity

CHARLIE ROSE: We continue our consideration of what happened at Camp David and
the future for peace in the Middle East with EPHRAIM SNEH. General Sneh is the deputy
defense minister of Israel.

General Sneh, thank you for coming in. I know it's late in Israel, and I thank you for
doing this.

EPHRAIM SNEH, Deputy Defense Minister, Israel: My pleasure.
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CHARLIE ROSE: With the perspective of at least a day or two, how do you see Camp
David, failure, success or laying the groundwork for something new?

EPHRAIM SNEH: Well, it was not a success, unfortunately, but it was not a failure,
either. Even from a perspective of two days, we can learn - and it's quite evident -- that Camp
David was a necessary step in our way to an Israeli-Palestinian peace agreement.

And it was an inevitable, indispensable step because we have to remember that in the first
time in history, the two leaders, Barak and Arafat, were together in one venue, sitting for two
weeks and discussing those issues that no leader before them ever dared to touch-- Jerusalem,
refugees, final borders. Neither Rabin, the late, or Shimon Peres discussed it with Arafat.
And now this was a higher step of negotiation.

I think it was very important, and I hope that quite soon we will learn that it's going to be
continued.

CHARLIE ROSE: Some say that Prime Minister Barak put too many concessions out
. early, leaving nothing to close the deal.

EPHRAIM SNEH: No, I-- he made a long way towards Mr. Arafat. He made
concessions, but he went as far as he could, according to the mandate that the Israeli people, that
his constituency, gave him, and he stopped there. The fact that he came home empty-handed
means that he went as far as he could, and in this point he stopped and say 'That's it. No more."

I believe that now, in the next turn, it's the time of the Palestinians to make the steps
forward. That's the true analysis of the situation.

CHARLIE ROSE: So your best hope would be that the Palestinians will see that Prime
Minister Barak has made some concessions, has stepped forward in the search for peace, and that
they, on further thinking, will accept some kind of joint sovereignty over portions of Jerusalem in
order to reach an agreement?

EPHRAIM SNEH: And that-- yes. And that's a lot. No one dared to speak about it in the
past. There were many Israelis who thought, *Well, some neighborhood suburbs, Arab suburbs,
of Jerusalem are not so important. Actually, we can-- we can relinquish them." But nobody dared
to say so.

Now, in a broader framework, what actually we offered is a sort of a trade-off. We want
to annex to Jerusalem major, large Jewish neighborhoods, and in return to allow a certain extent
of sovereignty to the Palestinians in suburbs which are at the periphery of Jerusalem.

A creative differential solution is the only solution that we can have to Jerusalem. It's so
complicated a problem that we must build a very, very unusual way of solution to this extremely
complicated problem. And we went in this direction.

This was the core of the suggestions, unless we decided to put Jerusalem aside and try to
wrap up a deal without Jerusalem, and this is almost impossible.

CHARLIE ROSE: Some say Prime Minister Barak went further than he promised
he would go in his election campaign.

EPHRAIM SNEH: Well, he says that we are going to keep Jerusalem united and
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that we keep the defense border of Israel along the Jordan River and that we will not allow an
influx, a massive influx of refugees to the borders of Israel. I think that he lived up to his
promises. He stretched the flexibility as far as he could, but as I said, he didn't cross those red
lines because the description of future Jerusalem would be an expanded, not divided, city where
we may have our capital and another part of it, in the eastern periphery of it, the Palestinians
could have their own capital. And this is, I think, the-- it is consistent with our red lines that we
did promise to the Israeli voters--

CHARLIE ROSE: No question in your mind it's consistent with--

EPHRAIM SNEH: --just a year and a half ago.

CHARLIE ROSE: -the red lines?

EPHRAIM SNEH: In the framework of a certain necessary flexibility, which is
necessary in negotiation, I think we kept it. If we succeeded to complete the agreement, then
everybody could see that we adhere to our red lines. We didn't make Jerusalem, the Jewish
Jerusalem, weaker. We didn't allow another Arab army to be deployed in the West Bank or in
Gaza strip. We kept the Jordan River as the defense border of Israel. And we didn't accept the
moral and the judicial responsibility for the tragedy of the Palestinian refugees. So I think this is
our policy, and we kept it. And at the point that Barak understood that any farther step toward the
Palestinians is unacceptable, he went home.

CHARLIE ROSE: Characterize how you perceive Barak's relationship with Arafat, the
respect they have for each other, the trust that they have in each other, the sense that-- they-are-in-
this-together notion?

EPHRAIM SNEH: It seems to me that to describe it honestly both leaders
understand that their counterpart is the only leader that can strike a deal. Only Arafat can make it
on the Palestinian side, and only Barak can do it on the Israeli side. While knowing this, each one
has a great extent of respect and a sense of responsibility not-- not to bring about total collapse of
the negotiations because after us maybe no one will try again.

CHARLIE ROSE: There were reports--

EPHRAIM SNEH: I think this is the true description of the relationship.

CHARLIE ROSE: That's why the moment is so important.

EPHRAIM SNEH: That's the point. The current-- the current leadership of
Israel is consistent with the most-- the strongest supporters of the peace process.

Who is in Barak's cabinet? People like Peres, Beilin, Banami [sp], Surel
[sp], until recently and I hope he will be back soon. These are the staunchest supporters of the
peace process.

If this government cannot bring about peace with the Palestinians,
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reconciliation with the Palestinians, which other government can do it? And in a different way, it
applies to Arafat.

Arafat is committed to the peace process. If he fails the entire concept
inside the Palestinian society of dealing with Israel through negotiation
would collapse. And the next Palestinian leader would be somebody from the
very fanatic fringe of the Palestinian society; somebody from the Hamas or
the Jihad or those organizations.

So actually that's true. If we fail, maybe no one will try again.

CHARLIE ROSE: Can you tell me if there were credible threats made against
Prime Minister Barak's life while he was at Camp David?

EPHRAIM SNEH: There are rumors, assessments. You know, I'm sure that there
was hidden somewhere a person in our country who is ready to carry out again
the same political assassination as put an end to the life of our beloved
leader Yitzhak Rabin.

I believe that the killer is waiting somewhere and we have to be aware of it.
The tone of the instigation, the vocabulary that is used in the last couple

of weeks against Barak reminds me of the days of October 95, just before
the decimation of Rabin. And it's very sad that people in our country
didn't learn this terrible lesson.

CHARLIE ROSE: Do you-- do you worry about the life of your friend?

EPHRAIM SNEH: Yes. I am concerned about it. You know, the security
measures, the precautions that are taken today are very-- very, very
thorough and strong, but you can never know.

CHARLIE ROSE: Apart from an extremist, how is--

EPHRAIM SNEH: He's well-guarded. He's well-guarded.

CHARLIE ROSE: Apart from some extremist like the young man who killed,
assassinated, murdered Yitzhak Rabin, how is this going down with the
Israeli public, what took place at Camp David? Because Prime Minister Barak
was reading the polls that said 60, 70 percent of the people were opposed to
some of the concessions he was prepared to make on Jerusalem.

EPHRAIM SNEH: I don think that these are the right figures. There is a
high sensitivity in Israel about JJerusalem. And when-- allow me to explain
what is the difference.

When you ask somebody, ''Are you in favor of dividing Jerusalem, of
concessions in Jerusalem?" most of the Israelis, including very, very
strong Barak supporters, will say ''No. We are against it."

But when you ask specifically about a certain neighborhood, ''Do you mind
that in Shu fat the Palestinians would have municipal autonomy?" Everybody
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says, ''I couldn' care less. Why not?"
So when you go to specific details about those ''concessions," in

Jerusalem and people discover that the names of those suburbs, those
neighborhoods where we're supposed to make concessions, these are place that
he never visited, that is never included in the old prayer of the JJewish
people. Those people say, ''Ah, is this what you mean? OK. I dont
mind."

So when it comes to specific details, then you discover that if it ends up
in a real peace and reconciliation with the Palestinians, there are some--
there are some concessions in Jerusalem that most of the Israelis are ready
to make. It doesn't apply to the holy places with us, to those places
which, for us symbolize Jerusalem, which are the subject of the real prayer
of the previous generations, of our generation. Because we pray to
Jerusalem -- not to Abadiz [sp] and not to Shu'fat and not Benhanina [sp].
And these are the places where we were ready to share sovereignty with the
Palestinians. That's the big difference.

CHARLIE ROSE: Arik Sharon, the head of the Likud Party, probably looks
forward to a new vote of confidence. There is talk of wanting new
elections. What will Prime Minister Barak do now to build up his support in
the Knesset? Will he make a new deal with Shas or something else?

EPHRAIM SNEH: To reach peace with the Palestinians, to put an end to the
century-long conflict remains the strategic objective of our government and
of Ehud Barak. In order to attain this objective, we need a coalition of
parties which are ready to go in this direction. Of course, Meretz has to
return to the coalition and we hope to convince Shas to go together with us.
And then we'll build a reasonable coalition.

CHARLIE ROSE: Last question--

EPHRAIM SNEH: I'm afraid that the Lakhud is not a partner for this-- for
obtaining these objectives.

CHARLIE ROSE: And there will be no national--

EPHRAIM SNEH: And if there will be no other choice-- There is no real
national unity now. The Israeli people, a slight majority is in favor of a
peace agreement and a minority is against it. Even if it is not a small
minority at all, but we have to decide. We can't wait with the decision
till we have broader consensus. We have to decide now in order to pprevent
deterioration down the road.

And there is some moments in the history of the nation when a decision is
necessary and not a consensus. And that's exactly the historic moment where
we are now. We have a majority for a national decision. It may be a
referendum, it may be new elections, but this decision must be taken. We
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are now at a crossroad and we have to decide which way we take.

CHARLIE ROSE: Now that there is no agreement coming out of Camp David and
the likelihood of something happening in the near future is not certain, if
the Palestinians go forward with announcing a Palestinian state, what will
be the consequences for Israel? And what will Israel do?

EPHRAIM SNEH: We strongly advise them not to do that because when you start
with unilateral measures, it never stops on the other side a unilateral
decision. It may be followed by unilateral mirrors of the other side -- in
this case, Israel.

And tactics or a ping-pong of unilateral measures, this is not a
prescription for a real peace agreement. So it may-- and it even may put an
end to the others. Because if you do things without considering your
partner or, if you want, your rival, you don't reach an agreement.

So unilateral declarations of a Palestinian state is highly unadvisable.
And we say to the Palestinians, it's better to wait to make another effort,
to think in a more creative way and to reach an agreement -- an agreed upon
arrangement, formula -- than to start with unilateral measures which can
start a new circle of violence. And you never know where it ends. So--

CHARLIE ROSE: So the implicit threat is--

EPHRAIM SNEH: It is strongly recommended to the Palestinians not to do it.

CHARLIE ROSE: So the implicit threat is that if the Palestinians declare a
new Palestinian state on September 13th, there is the possibility that there
will be no more bargaining from the Israeli side. And secondly, there may
be violence.

EPHRAIM SNEH: That's true. That's the danger. That's why I think to take
such a measure unilaterally it's not a clever thing to do. There are some
practical implications to this declaration. You have to define a territory
which is your own. And this is a prescription for a series of clashes. I
hope that Arafat will be clever and cautious enough not to do that.

We can reach a good agreement during this year. The 13th of September is
not a sacred date. And we can reach an agreement without it. No doubt.

CHARLIE ROSE: General Sneh, thank you so much. I know it's late, as I
said, in Tel Aviv. I thank you for joining me at this table, on this
program, on this day.

EPHRAIM SNEH: Thank you, Charlie.

CHARLIE ROSE: We'll be right back. Stay with us.
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Tom Friedman Says Barak Was More Prepared Than Arafat

CHARLIE ROSE: Also tonight from Washington, a journalistic perspective;
that of Tom Friedman, the foreign affairs columnist from the New York Times
and the author of The Lexus and Olive Tree.

Tom, welcome.

THOMAS FRIEDMAN, ''The New York Times": Hi, Charlie.

CHARLIE ROSE: Tell me what you think, where we are now. Is this-- is this
the absence of success at this summit a complete failure?

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: Not in the least, Charlie. I think that Camp David 2000
was, in fact, the most important Israeli-Palestinian negotiation in the
history of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

CHARLIE ROSE: Why?

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: Un, it is because for the first time issues that had been
wrapped up, Charlie, in sealed boxes and which each side carried around
under their arm never to be opened, were opened in Camp David. The issues
in those boxes were put on the table and actual compromises were discussed
for the first time. I'm talking about Jerusalem. I'm talking about
territorial compromise. I'm talking about refugees. I'm talking about an
end to the conflict.

And that was a huge, huge achievement because to begin to settle them, they
had to be unwrapped and put on the table. And that is a big deal.

CHARLIE ROSE: But if you listen to the president and others, it seems
like-- that Prime Minister Barak made some concessions, but it's hard to
appreciate the concessions made by Yasir Arafat. Tell me where they were
because if you read the accounts of what happened, it ended up with him
saying ''No, no, no. Ican't. Icant. Icant. I cant."

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: I think what happened here basically was that-- remember,
Barak wanted this summit, Arafat was reluctant. He was reluctant for a lot
of reasons -- one, because he felt that Barak had actually welched on a lot
of promises and not delivered beforehand.

But Barak came far more prepared here to do business. And he laid down
specific compromises for how to deal with the Palestinian refugee issue; a
pragmatic solution involving both the return of some people to Israel, some
to the West Bank and money. He laid down basically a territorial offer to
Arafat by which the Palestinians would basically end up with something like
94 percent of the West Bank and Gaza under their control after this is over.
And he laid down a proposal for Jerusalem that really involved a kind of
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mosaic of control where Palestinians would get some neighborhoods outright,
some they would have administrative control of, some religious control.

Arafat basically took a kind of rope-a-dope strategy there. He absorbed
all of the Barak proposals, but he actually stuck very much to his own
mantra, his own line on Jerusalem.

On the question of the West Bank and territorial compromise, though,
Arafat's deputies made very clear that they were ready to accept a change of
the 1967 border by which Israeli settlements would be incorporated into
Israel. They also signalled very importantly they were ready to let Israel
have a security presence in the Jordan valley for a set period of time; that
Israelis were, I think, quite encouraged by.

So Arafat put some real stuff on the-- Arafat's people put some real stuff
on the table as well. But on the most emotive issue, the central issue of
Jerusalem, Arafat basically, as I said, kind of absorbed the Barak offers,
did not come up with a serious or any form of counter-offer at all. And
that's what I think was reflected in the President's remarks.

CHARLIE ROSE: Well, do you think that Arafat can come forward, certainly
between now and, say, September 13th, one possible deadline, and take a
different position on Jerusalem than he has taken before?

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: Well, you have two interpretations really in the U.S.
government today on this issue, you know. The question is, is he Nelson
Mandela or is he Willie Nelson? Is he a man who's ready for a great
compromise or does he really just want to go down singing his old song?

And that's really a question on which there is a lot of division today.
Some people will tell you this man and this movement don't know what they
want to be when they grow up and they simply weren't ready for a final deal.
Other people will tell you -- and I would put myself in this camp,
basically -- that I think Arafat, if he is serious, had to be seen to be
saying "'no" now in order to make his ''yes"more credible later on,
number one.

Number two, I feel he did not feel in any way empowered by the Arab-Muslim
world to be making any concessions on Jerusalem, which after all involves a
billion Muslims and not just five or seven million Palestinians.

Clinton, from Camp David, as you know, Charlie, called Mubarak and on the
Saudis, to the president of Egypt and the president of Saudi-- the leader of
Saudi Arabia to help, basically, Arafat forge a compromise on Jerusalem.
Unfortunately they headed for the hills. ''Sorry, that phone call is fading
out, Mr. President." And they were nowhere to be seen at the time.

CHARLIE ROSE: Is that because they didn't want to take the political risk to themselves
for being-- for reaching out beyond what had been the mantra of the Arab world or the Muslim
world?

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: It would certainly seem so. Now, Arafat has gone back.
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And that's really a question on which there is a lot of division today.
Some people will tell you this man and this movement don't know what they
want to be when they grow up and they simply weren't ready for a final deal.
Other people will tell you -- and I would put myself in this camp,
basically -- that I think Arafat, if he is serious, had to be seen to be
saying "'no" now in order to make his ''yes"more credible later on,
number one.

Number two, I feel he did not feel in any way empowered by the Arab-Muslim
world to be making any concessions on Jerusalem, which after all involves a
billion Muslims and not just five or seven million Palestinians.

Clinton, from Camp David, as you know, Charlie, called Mubarak and on the
Saudis, to the president of Egypt and the president of Saudi-- the leader of
Saudi Arabia to help, basically, Arafat forge a compromise on Jerusalem.
Unfortunately they headed for the hills. ''Sorry, that phone call is fading
out, Mr. President." And they were nowhere to be seen at the time.

CHARLIE ROSE: Is that because they didn't want to take the political risk to themselves
for being-- for reaching out beyond what had been the mantra of the Arab world or the Muslim
world?

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: It would certainly seem so. Now, Arafat has gone back.
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He's on a tour of the Arab world, or he's about to commence--

CHARLIE ROSE: His first stop was Cairo.

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: Yeah, his first stop is Cairo. And really, to me, Charlie, the
question is, you know, who is Yasir Arafat now? What is he going to put on the table?

He is perfectly in his right to say that Barak's compromise offer on Jerusalem is
insufficient; it does not meet his bottom line in a variety of respects. But is he ready, able and
willing to put his own compromise on the table, one that would involve Palestinian sovereignty in
part of east Jerusalem? Shared control maybe of the Temple Mount? Access to and from the
Palestinian area in east Jerusalem, to and from the West Bank, unimpeded by Israeli checkpoints?

I can think of a lot of serious counter-offers that would still be short of what Barak may be
demanding right now, but where Israelis would say, ''Hmm, you know what, that's a serious
offer. We can build on that."

Were not there yet, Charlie. And to me, the big question is Arafat's move now and is he
going to put on the table something that Israelis say ''I don't like it. I hate it. It falls short of what
I wanted. But you know what? Let's talk about that."

CHARLIE ROSE: The most important thing that has happened now, I think you are
saying, is that at least the Israeli people are thinking in a new way about Jerusalem and what
might be acceptable.

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: Oh, you know, Charlie, one of the points you and I have
discussed often on other issues is sometimes the news is in the noise, and sometimes the news is
in the silence.

Sometimes the news is in what everyone is yelling. And sometimes it's in what isnt being
said. And I urge you, do not pay attention to all the flapping of lips and all the rapping, the
yapping of the right wing politicians in Israel. What is going on in Israel today is a very silent
and very important re-drawing ofmental maps in people's heads, as the celestial Jerusalem gives
way to the real Jerusalem.

I dont know how far it will go. I can't say it's going to achieve, you know, the conclusion
that everyone hopes for. But something really important is happening.

CHARLIE ROSE: And that's why the ball is in Yasir Arafat's court right now?

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: Absolutely.

CHARLIE ROSE: And what can he-- what-- what flexibility does he have? How
much maneuverability does he have to make a counter-offer about Jerusalem that would be
acceptable by Barak?

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: I think it's really hard. There's no question because, you know,
like Barak no preparation has gone into preparing the public for any such compromise. As I've
said before, it's like he and Barak were two
guys trying to get a divorce and they met with the lawyer and they agreed on some of the terms
but nobody told the kids. And nobody has still told the kids, basically.
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Barak hasn' had a frank conversation with the Israeli public. It's all leaked out in the
press. Arafat has not had a frank conversation with the Palestinian people, let alone with the
Muslim world.

So this is going to take time. And what might actually prove to be flexibility in the wake
of that conversation, we can't predict. It's hard to know what kind of wiggle room he has when he
has yet to even make the case of why a compromise is not only the best they can get, but is
actually something they can build on and would be in the long term interest of the Palestinian
people.

CHARLIE ROSE: What do you think would best-- what could most help Arafat
come to the conclusion that he ought to reach out now; that this is an opportune moment?

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: He needs-- Absolutely. He needs Arab/Muslim cover. I mean,
if you were waving a magic wand, you'd want an Arab summit that basically empowered him to
strike a final deal, you know, on this issue; one that did not cede any religious control over
Muslim holy places; one that involved Palestinian sovereignty in the eastern half of the city, but
one that still left room for a compromise on the key issues with Israel.

That would be the ideal thing. Short of that, you really need the leaders of Syria, Jordan,
Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Morocco, basically to provide some kind of cover. And unfortunately
here you're dealing with weak, frail and often illegitimate Arab regimes that are terrified of the
street. They live by the motto, '"There they go. I must catch up for I am their leader."

And these are not people, boy-- you know, Arafat could really get out on a limb and look
over his shoulder and aint nobody going to be there. So I have a certain sympathy for him here.

CHARLIE ROSE: So-- but are you convinced that he is willing to take the initiative to
say to Barak and-- I mean, to say to Mubarak and to say to the young Assad and to say to King
Abdullah in Jordan and to say to other Arab leaders, ''Let's get together. This is a time I need
your help. Come on. Let's do something."

Or is he simply saying, ''Look, I've been muddling through for a long time, Ill just
continue to muddle and maybe circumstances will change and I'll be better off."

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: It's the question, Charlie, and it's really impossible to
know, you know, what's going through his mind. He was quite Delphic, as I understand, at Camp
David.

CHARLIE ROSE: What does that mean, ''Delphic?"

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: I don' think he signalled either way which way he's going
to go.

CHARLIE ROSE: Oh, I see.

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: And-- but either way, he knows now this is the choice, OK.
Basically the PLO and Arafat and the Palestinian National Movement have
survived lo these many years, survived Arab regimes that wanted to control it around the throat
and Israeli governments that wanted to destroy it.

15

Barak hasn' had a frank conversation with the Israeli public. It's all leaked out in the
press. Arafat has not had a frank conversation with the Palestinian people, let alone with the
Muslim world.

So this is going to take time. And what might actually prove to be flexibility in the wake
of that conversation, we can't predict. It's hard to know what kind of wiggle room he has when he
has yet to even make the case of why a compromise is not only the best they can get, but is
actually something they can build on and would be in the long term interest of the Palestinian
people.

CHARLIE ROSE: What do you think would best-- what could most help Arafat
come to the conclusion that he ought to reach out now; that this is an opportune moment?

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: He needs-- Absolutely. He needs Arab/Muslim cover. I mean,
if you were waving a magic wand, you'd want an Arab summit that basically empowered him to
strike a final deal, you know, on this issue; one that did not cede any religious control over
Muslim holy places; one that involved Palestinian sovereignty in the eastern half of the city, but
one that still left room for a compromise on the key issues with Israel.

That would be the ideal thing. Short of that, you really need the leaders of Syria, Jordan,
Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Morocco, basically to provide some kind of cover. And unfortunately
here you're dealing with weak, frail and often illegitimate Arab regimes that are terrified of the
street. They live by the motto, '"There they go. I must catch up for I am their leader."

And these are not people, boy-- you know, Arafat could really get out on a limb and look
over his shoulder and aint nobody going to be there. So I have a certain sympathy for him here.

CHARLIE ROSE: So-- but are you convinced that he is willing to take the initiative to
say to Barak and-- I mean, to say to Mubarak and to say to the young Assad and to say to King
Abdullah in Jordan and to say to other Arab leaders, ''Let's get together. This is a time I need
your help. Come on. Let's do something."

Or is he simply saying, ''Look, I've been muddling through for a long time, Ill just
continue to muddle and maybe circumstances will change and I'll be better off."

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: It's the question, Charlie, and it's really impossible to
know, you know, what's going through his mind. He was quite Delphic, as I understand, at Camp
David.

CHARLIE ROSE: What does that mean, ''Delphic?"

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: I don' think he signalled either way which way he's going
to go.

CHARLIE ROSE: Oh, I see.

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: And-- but either way, he knows now this is the choice, OK.
Basically the PLO and Arafat and the Palestinian National Movement have
survived lo these many years, survived Arab regimes that wanted to control it around the throat
and Israeli governments that wanted to destroy it.



16

He has survived all these years by bobbing and weaving and never irrevocably giving
anything away. Well, that play is over. We are at the end game now. And he cannot survive the
end game.

CHARLIE ROSE: Why is that play over?

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: Because there's simply no way to get a final deal here, OK, by
bobbing, weaving and refusing to irrevocably give anything away.. If he wants to be the mayor of
Ramala, that's fine. If he wants to be the mayor of Gaza, he's got that. No problem. He can
muddle through. But if he wants to be the president of a real state, then he's going to have to
make a decision.

CHARLIE ROSE: Do you think he will go forward and announce a Palestinian state on
the 13th of September?

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: I think everything depends on where the negotiations are then.
It would be a futile gesture, Charlie. One that would trigger a unilateral Israeli response and
unravel potentially everything that Arafat has achieved.

So I think it's something that they will think hard and long about. I think it's-- you know,
I'm struck -- both guys went back, but look what has been going on in the ground. Both Barak
and Arafat gave orders -- ''Keep things quiet." Saeb Erakat, the Palestinian negotiator, met today,
or spoke today, with his Israeli counterpart. They've agreed to meet again on Sunday.

I am just struck at the degree to which nobody wants this to go over a cliff.

CHARLIE ROSE: Everybody is saying something special happened there. I know
we didn't reach an agreement, but there is something there that gives us an incentive to go
forward.

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: Exactly. Both Barak and Arafat came away and they could not
but have come away saying, '"'Hmm, he didn't give me what I wanted, not even close, but, man,
he was there yesterday. And now they did tell me they would be ready to go here." And so, for
you then to walk away and say, ''I didn't get what I wanted. Let's go to war. Let's man the
barricades." That's not an easy thing to do. They're caught there and they'te caught in
the best way, I think.

So this is going to take time.

CHARLIE ROSE: What could bring the Arab leaders to come around and give
cover to Arafat?

THOMAS FRIEDMAN: That's a good question, Charlie. I've been thinking about
that all day. You know, one would like to think that they could be shamed into it; that people
who have so cynically exploited the Palestinian cause all these years might actually do something
to help the Palestinian people.

But color me, you know, this Minnesota optimist comes out, I'm sorry, every
once in a while on your show, Charlie. One, you know, could only hope that, you know, one of
them will actually rise above himself in his own politics and actually sit down and say we have an
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historic opportunity in Barak, in this moment, with Arafat, to actually bring this conflict to a
close.

It's not going to be peace. It's not going to make everybody happy. But to create a
foundation out of which co-existence might actually grow, people can live their lives.

You know, that's all you can appeal to. There's not going to be some pressure on them to
do, although one would like to see that sometimes. But I don' see it happening.

CHARLIE ROSE: Tom, thank you so much.
THOMAS FRIEDMAN : My pleasure. Thanks, Charlie.

CHARLIE ROSE: Tom Friedman from Washington.
A program note -- two other interviews on this subject will be aired tomorrow night. They

are with Edward Said, Professor Said, long-known for his consideration of Palestinian issues, and
Mort Zuckerman, the editor-in-chief of U.S. News and World Report.

Also tomorrow, the secretary general of the United Nations, Kofi Annan.
Thank you for joining us. See you then.

ANNOUNCER: Over 70 million people are getting an education on the Internet
this year. Are you ready? Virtually all Internet traffic travels across
the systems of one company, Cisco Systems, empowering the Internet
generation. [On screen, www.cisco.com"]

DLJ Direct is proud to underwrite CHARLIE ROSE. DLJ Direct -- the thinking
of a Wall Street investment bank combined with the speed of the Internet.
[On screen, www.dljdirect.com"] Donaldson, Lufkin & Jenrette -- putting
our reputation on line.

CHARLIE ROSE is also made possible by The Robert Wood Johnson, Jr.,
Charitable Trust, Rosalind P. Walter and by Bloomberg, a provider of
multimedia news and information services worldwide.

To order CHARLIE ROSE program transcripts for $7 each ($12 by phone) and
video cassettes for $34.95 each, call 1-800-ALL NEWS, or write to 800 ALL
NEWS at 1535 Grant Street, Denver, CO 80203. Please indicate show date and
guest.

For CHARLIE ROSE news, guest lists and your comments and suggestions, visit
our Web site atwww.pbs.org/charlierose.

Copyright U 2000 Rose Communications
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JOE LOCKHART

The James S. Brady Briefing Room
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MR. LOCKHART: I don't have anything for you, so why don't
you start with questions. Terry, what's on your mind? I can goto the Week Ahead.

Q I'm going to defer.
Q Joe, does the administration have a position on the

Treasury, Postal and Legislative Branch approps bill that this
House Conference Report is likely to pass today?

MR. LOCKHART: We'd love to see it. Our understanding wasthere was some Republican-only negotiations that ended at 5:00
p.m. or 6:00 p.m. this morning, and leading Democratic members in
the House have been forced to try to get details off the Internet
as opposed to from their colleagues. When we see it, we'll make
a judgment on it.

Q Joe, I searched on the Internet for this and couldn'tfind it. Do you guys have a position yet on the legislation that
Congressman Lazio has endorsed, and also the First Lady?

MR. LOCKHART: Congressman Adler, I know, is consideringlegislation on post-September 13th. I don't know that that's
been introduced; we certainly haven't seen it yet. As far as our
position, we have indicated very clearly to all the parties that
we oppose any unilateral actions, which declaring a state would
be one.

Q But does that mean you would support withdrawing aid
from --

MR. LOCKHART: Again, I'm not going to go down the
hypothetical road, but on this legislation, I mean, once it's
done and available, I can probably give you a more fuller
comment.
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Q But you wouldn't need legislation to do that if that
was a goal you supported, right?

MR. LOCKHART: Pardon?

Q Any aid to unilateral declaration? That wouldn't
require legislation for the administration to do that.

MR. CROWLEY: All of these issues need to be resolved within
the peace process.

MR. LOCKHART: I'm not aware that it would -- yes. I'm not
aware that would require any legislation, but it's been our view,
and it's been our view throughout the Oslo process that all of
these issues are done in the context of the peace process, and
are done with an eye towards what's best for the peace process.

Q Joe, there was a meeting last night at the Erez
Crossing. Israeli-Palestinian meeting; there is going to be
another one Sunday. Is this leading up to another summit?

MR. LOCKHART: Well, I don't know what it will lead up to.
But I think it's encouraging that both parties are anxious to getback to the negotiating table. We know that time is short. It's
the end of July now; September 13th is the deadline on this. My
understanding from the State Department is Assistant SecretaryWalker will be traveling to some Arab capitals next week. We
stand ready to play our role in this. But the comments that have
been coming from the leaders seem to indicate that they want to
get right back to work.

Q Joe, a follow-up. If the parties decide they want aPalestinian state, will the United States accept it and recognizeit?
MR. LOCKHART: I think if they're -- the final status issues

are final status issues. Our position is that they shouldn't be
decided unilaterally, they should be decided in the context of
the peace process, and we will make our decisions, obviously,based on their ability to reach an agreement.

Q Joe, do you have any schedule for travels of Ambassador
Ross to the region?

MR. LOCKHART: No. I checked on that before coming out.
There are no travel plans at this point for Ambassador Ross.

Q Joe, should we expect a very rapid veto from thePresident when the marriage penalty elimination bill comes downthis afternoon? We understand the Republicans are going to dress
up a couple of staffers as a bride and groom and tie tin cans totheir car and send it down here?
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MR. LOCKHART: Let me say this: It's not surprising that
Republican tax plans would come down in a limousine.

Q It won't be a limousine they say.
MR. LOCKHART: Well, obviously we've gotten to them, but let

me say this: that this is the worst contrived marriage since ourfriends Darva Conger and Rick Rockwell got together. (Laughter. )
Except this one should be called, under the Republican plan, "Who
wants to help a millionaire?"

THE PRESS: Oooohhhhh. (Laughter. )

MR. LOCKHART: Next? Otherwise, on the plans we'll -- whenit gets here, the President, in due time, will send it back.
(Laughter. )

Q Can the President --

Q Is that your line, or did you get help with it?
Q I got what I needed. (Laughter. )

MR. LOCKHART: I didn't. Next? Yes.
Q Joe, back on the First Lady's statement -- does her

statement in any way complicate the administration's efforts to
make policy at a delicate time in the peace process?

MR. LOCKHART: No. The First Lady's running for the Senate
seat in New York; the President's running America's foreignpolicy.

Q Joe, given what you said this morning, though, about
marriage penalty, is it safe to assume that the President will
not veto this until Congress leaves town and definitely doesn'tlink it with the prescription drugs?

MR. LOCKHART: Well, listen, we -- the President has a lot
on his plate over the next couple of days because we did have to
move a lot of things in the schedule because of the Camp David
Summit talks. So I don't think we feel like we need to toss our
schedule up in the air because the Republicans have come up with
a stunt that they think is clever.

Q That wasn't the question, though.
MR. LOCKHART: Well, what was the question, then?

Q He had said something about, well, he was likely to
veto this unless they come up with a --

MR. LOCKHART: Well, sure, if they decide this afternoon to
get an 11th-hour conversion, and do the right thing, and do
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something on prescription drugs, then we'd be in a different
position. But that doesn't look likely.

Q So there -- my question, though, is he won't act onthis until they leave town?

MR. LOCKHART: I don't expect any action on that today.Yes.

Q Joe, can you give us a rundown on the meeting betweenPresident Estrada and President Clinton?
MR. LOCKHART: Well, they're actually still going on. Ithink I previewed this morning some of the things they'd be

talking about as far as our bilateral relationship deepening the
cooperation between the two countries, trade and investment, someof the military assistance that is provided. My understandingis, once they break from lunch, President Estrada will go to the
stakeout, give you his readout, and if anybody needs anythingfurther on that, I'1l make Mr. Crowley available to you all.

Q Why does the marriage tax penalty bill become more
acceptable if there is a prescription drug benefit that's talked
about? Because the objection that I've heard from here about the
Marriage tax penalty is fiscally irresponsible and rewards the
wealthy. Does that change if there's a prescription drugbenefit?

MR. LOCKHART: No, I think the point that the President made
was, we would be willing to accept poor targeting within the
marriage penalty if the Republicans were willing to accept a real
prescription drug benefit, and that's sometimes how you get to adeal and you make compromises. So it's a compromise thePresident has offered. The Republicans haven't seemed toointerested in compromising on this.

Q I mean, taking your comments about the millionaires,seriously, Joe, I mean --

MR. LOCKHART: I wouldn't. (Laughter.) I take it about as
seriously as two staffers getting dressed up as a bride and
groom.

Q Joe, the tax bill isn't -- as I understand, theadministration's number one objection is that there are basically
25 million Americans who pay this marriage tax penalty. Theirbill would affect 42 million, mainly who are upper middle class,not necessarily super wealthy.

MR. LOCKHART: Right.
Q That's really the objection. It's not aboutmillionaires.
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cooperation between the two countries, trade and investment, someof the military assistance that 1S provided. My understanding1s, once they break from lunch, President Estrada will go to the
stakeout, give you his readout, and if anybody needs anythingfurther on that, I'll make Mr. Crowley available to you all
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MR. LOCKHART: The objection is you can fix the marriage tax
penalty with the President's proposal by going after and changingthe tax code so that the people who pay a penalty no longer are
penalized.

What's going on here is the Republicans want to change thetax code in a way that affects those who are most well off. And
the way they are doing it is through all of these bills. So, youcan't look at one of these bills, you have to look at all of
them.

And in this particular one -- and in fact, they've donetheir own sort of internal bidding war on this. [In one
statement, they said they wanted to make it more acceptable. And
what they did between the House and the Senate, and going back to
the House, was they made it even more expensive. So, if theywant to attack the marriage penalty -- we want to work with them
-- but if they want to do something else like they want to dowith this bill, then we can't work with them.

Q So, the statement about favoring the wealthydisproportionately is applied to all of the tax cuts, not this
one in particular?

MR. LOCKHART: It applies to all of them, but it also
applies in a sense to this one because of the way they've taken
the marriage penalty -- and there are actually people who get a
marriage bonus who are now going to be getting an extra bonus.
And if you look at them, they are, as you move up,
disproportionately to the advantage of people at the higherincome levels.

Q What about the increase of the size of the 15 percenttax bracket? Is the administration generally supportive of that
and sympathetic to that thrust?

MR. LOCKHART: To -- sorry?
Q They would enlarge the income barrier -- or the extentof the 15 percent tax bracket --

MR. LOCKHART: That's just one element.

Q -- earn more, you wouldn't go into the 28 percent taxbracket?
MR. LOCKHART: Right, but I think what we believe is thebest way to do this, and the best way to target tax relief is the

way we've put forward. In the marriage penalty this is one waythe President has a proposal -- there are a number of other ones.That is what we think is the best way to make policy.
Q Who gets the marriage bonus? Can you explain that?
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MR. LOCKHART: Almost the same number of people who, throughquirks in the tax code, who have to pay a marriage penalty. It'sjust the way the system works.

Q Joe, how does the Social Security benefits bill fitinto this given it would just revert it back to the original law
where they still would be taxed 50 percent over certain incomethresholds?

MR. LOCKHART: Well, I think the biggest problem with thatis the five years it takes off of the life of the Medicare Trust
Fund. Now, they say they have some sort of mechanism to replacethat, but it's hard to believe that if they can get anything else
they want on their tax agenda. Because the money just won't bethere. Yes.

Q Joe, as head of the Democratic Party, does PresidentClinton approve of the DCCC fundraiser at the Playboy mansion?
MR. LOCKHART: I'm not aware that he knows about it. What

are the details of that, besides at the Playboy --

Q Vice President Gore has expressed his strongdisapproval. DCCC is going to be holding a fundraiser at the
Playboy mansion in the middle of the Democratic Convention in Los
Angeles. Some Democrats have said it's inappropriate as a venue.

MR. LOCKHART: I don't know that he has any awareness of it.If the subject of the Playboy mansion happens to come up in
conversation, I'11 ask about that. (Laughter. )

Q Joe, does the White House find a different way to solve
the problem with the Cuban relatives of the pilots that were shot
down with the Cubans a few years ago. They -- the proposal bythe White House of $50 million.

MR. LOCKHART: I'd have to check on that. I haven't seen
anything on that recently. But we'll check. Yes.

Q On the Philippines, is the U.S. helping with the
hostage situation at all? I think it's still ongoing.

MR. LOCKHART: Not that I'm aware of.
Q° The President's going to veto that bill?
MR. LOCKHART: The process isn't complete yet, and theystill have time to change what they're doing, but I can tell youthis, the President will not sign a bill that takes five yearsoff of the life of the Medicare Trust Fund.

Qit will be acceptable specifically? I mean, could you besatisfied that the money would be transferred out at general

What do they need to do, then, to change this so that

eva
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revenues to Medicare, or if there were an alternate funding
mechanism, would that be good enough?

MR. LOCKHART: Well, one of the things they'd have to do is
reexamine their entire approach to taxes. If they didn't have
these exploding things like the estate tax, there might be fundsavailable to do that. But they are going to continue to pursuethose, so --

Q Yes, but you're not going to sign those bills.
MR. LOCKHART: Well, we're not going to -- we have nointention of signing the estate tax bill, but on each of these

things, they need to work with us to find a mechanism that would
work. And right now they haven't.

Q But then the money will be there if you don't signthose bills. So why would you oppose the current tax cut --
MR. LOCKHART: Well, we -- I mean, you're now asking kind of

a circular question, so I think that question is best put to them
on why they would put forward legislation that would seek to takefive years off the Medicare trust fund.

Q All right, but without going into the semantics,
though, just to be sure I understand, then with these other taxbills on the table -- with them proposing these other tax cuts --

you're not going to accept this Social Security tax cut; is thatcorrect?
MR. LOCKHART: Not unless they can come up with a way of

doing this that does not threaten the Medicare Trust Fund.

Q Joe, continuing that line of questioning for a second,let's just work out a sequence here. Let's say marriage penalty,estate, come up, the President vetoes those. And they can't
override, and they're essentially dead. Then, this Social
Security tax comes up. It's clear that those other tax cuts have
been vetoed, they're not going to come back. They're not goingto go into law. There is this money available. Under those
circumstances, would the White House entertain signing that typeof legislation?

MR. LOCKHART: We are willing to work on all of these
subjects in good faith with members of Congress to work out a waywhere we can provide targeted tax relief to the American public.And I'm not going to engage in a hypothetical conversation.
Because what's clear in this process is the Republican Congressis not willing to work with us. What they're trying to do is set
up an agenda and a campaign for the fall. And this, in many
ways, is not a serious effort.

Q So, Joe, in principle you don't have a problem goingback to 50 percent from 85 percent in terms of taxing?
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MR. LOCKHART: I think -- any discussion like this has to be
done in the overall context of fiscal discipline and how thingsare paid for. Up until now, the Republicans have refused to
engage in that conversation The appropriations process has gonenowhere on the spending side. On the tax side they just keeploading up bill after bill after bill that spends all the
surplus. If they want to engage in that conversation the door is
always open here.

Q But it doesn't fit in your definition, though, of
something that weighs heavily for the wealthy?

MR. LOCKHART: Well, I think that --

Q The ceiling is only like --

MR. LOCKHART: I don't know that is as egregious, or is like
the estate tax repeal. But again, all of this has to be done in
the context of an overall plan, which is, you know, not what
they've been after.

Q Joe, on the topic of working together, specifically on
appropriations, some Republicans say they have asked the White
House in what they described as a good-faith effort for specific
numbers, targets on these appropriations bills as they move

toward conference report and say they haven't gotten anyword back from the White House; they can't get a fixed target of
what the White House really believes is acceptable and workable.

MR. LOCKHART: We have worked very well at times with the
appropriators. OMB Director Lew is always ready to discussissues with them. They've gone, recently, into closed doors
excluding Democrats from Congress and people from the
Administration to try to cut their own deals. We'll see how well
they do.

Q Joe, what is the minimum you're wiling to accept to cut
a deal -- to reach a deal with the Republicans this fall on, for
instance, additional spending or tax cuts?

MR. LOCKHART: Well, I think we've put out a budget. So,
they know what our priorities are. They have done their own
work. Now it's a question of getting together and making surethat we continue a policy of fiscal discipline, but continue a
policy of investing in our priorities.

Q Do you think you're hading for a big budget battle likewe've had in the past with the GOP this autumn?

MR. LOCKHART: It's becoming a ritual of September andOctober. And the fact that they're leaving town tonight without
having made significant progress indicates that we'll have a lot
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of appropriations work to do. Whether it's a battle or not is
something that's in the hands of the majority party in Congress.

Q What is the opinion of the President about the proposalof some members of the Congress to create a new amnesty forillegal workers in the United States?
MR. LOCKHART: I don't know that I've seen any specificproposal on that. I know that there is a lot of work being doneat the INS on a number of different fronts, including illegalaliens that are here in the U.S. But I haven't seen a specificproposal recently.
Week ahead because we're not here tomorrow. Friday, July28th the President will travel to Barrington, Rhode Island for

lunch with Representative Patrick Kennedy. That will be poolpress. The President will also travel to Boston later that dayfor a DCCC reception and a DCCC dinner. He will return to
Washington tomorrow evening.

Saturday, July 29th the President's Weekly Radio Address isbroadcast at 10:06 a.m. Eastern Time. The President will alsotravel to New York to make remarks at the New York Senate 2000
Lunch. He'll remain overnight in Chappaqua.

Sunday, July 30th, the President will travel to Chicago to
give a speech at a DNC lunch and will also speak to theAssociation of Trial Lawyers of America 2000 Annual Convention,returning to D.C. that night.

Monday, the President will travel to Tampa, Florida for an
event promoting his plan for prescription drugs, and a DSCClunch. He'll then travel to West Palm Beach, Florida for a DSCC
reception and dinner, returning to Washington that evening.

On Tuesday, the President has no public schedule, as he has
none for Wednesday or Thursday. On Friday, the President willattend a Hillary 2000 dinner in Nantucket, Massachusetts. ThePresident will remain overnight in Martha's Vineyard.

Saturday, in addition to his weekly radio address, thePresident will make remarks at a dinner for Kathleen KennedyTownsend in Hyannis Port, Massachusetts. The President will
remain again overnight in Martha's Vineyard.

On Sunday, the President will attend a New York Senate 2000
reception and a New York Senate 2000 dinner on Martha's Vineyard,Massachusetts. The President is expected to remain overnight in
the Vineyard and return to Washington, D.C. the next day.

Q
maybe -- is there any indication of that; you've got a couple of
open days there.

Do you think that he might go up to the Vineyard early,
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MR. LOCKHART: He's got a couple open days, but as of now, Ithink the plan is to go up Thursday or Friday. We'll let you
know.

Q One other thing. Does the White House have a position
'on whether it's appropriate to wear an open-toed sandal to a
formal event after Labor Day? (Laughter.)

MR. LOCKHART: Terry, that kind of fashion question
obviously shouldn't be put to me. I don't really have an answerfor you. Any others before we go?

Q Joe, one more for next week. The President's going to
be around. What other plans does he have; how closely will he
pay attention to the convention?

MR. LOCKHART: You're ruining my gag here, Bob. (Laughter. )
Mark, do you have a question?

Q That I do. There's a considerable interest with theFirst Lady away. When the President whips up some salad dressingfor himself, does he use virgin olive oil or extra virgin oliveoil? (Laughter. )

MR. LOCKHART: Cooking question. Fashion and cooking. I'm
getting close to who might want to answer these questions.
(Laughter.) John?

Q Joe, is the President concerned about the deterioration
of Courtney Love's music, and does he directly associate it with
the death of Kurt Cobain? (Laughter.)

MR. LOCKHART: Okay, I think I know where you're all going.Is there anyone else who wants to jump in here before I try to
answer those?

Q Joe, the Clinton administration has had, I think, two
Italian-American chiefs of staff. (Laughter.) Does the
President have an opinion about which one of those has been a
more effective Chief of Staff, and also which one has been abetter contributor to the Italian American community?

MR. LOCKHART: Well, having only been able to work myselfwith the esteemed and capable John Podesta, I might have a
personal view. But Ms. Palmieri, who is now about to walk uphere and answer these few questions -- (laughter) -- might have
another view. So, given this is her last day as a briefing here,I thought she would come up and take on a few of those toughquestions. (Laughter and applause.)

MS. PALMIERI: This isn't so bad. Oh, no. (Laughter. )
Look, it's my favorite Italian Greek Chief of Staff. (Laughter. )
Okay, Terry. You know, this is one of the greatest fashiontravails of our time, and it is considered okay at this point in
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the year 2000, it's a new fashion rule for the 21st century, yes,
you can wear open-toed shoes. Beyond Labor Day, however, theymust not be white. (Laughter. )

Okay, Knoller?
Q Virgin olive oil, or extra virgin?
MS. PALMIERI: Extra virgin. King, what was that?
Q Courtney Love in the tank. (Laughter. )

MS. PALMIERI: You know, well, Courtney, she's a renaissance
woman, John. She can't focus solely on her music career; she
must also focus on her film career. And like Courtney, I justwant to be the girl with the most cake.

And Harris?
Q Panetta or Podesta?
MS. PALMIERI: Oh, well, again, John is my favorite Italian

Greek Chief of Staff.
MR. LOCKHART: Why don't we let John speak for himself?

(Laughter. )

MR. PODESTA: I just want to say that it was the ability to
answer questions like the last one -- (laughter) -- which
endeared Jennifer to us so much over the years, I want to thank
her for the seven-and-a-half years of service to the country, to
the President and to the administration. I want to thank her for
kicking the butt of two Italian American Chiefs of Staff, alongwith everyone else around here, and I want to say that I think in
a few more days, we're going to have an Italian American deficitdisorder in the White House. We'll try to fix that.

MS. PALMIERI: Thanks, John.
MR. LOCKHART: I've got to get the last word here.
MS. PALMIERI: Oh, you do?

MR. LOCKHART: Well, I hope some of you will be able to staybehind, as I think we have something like cake and champagne tocelebrate this day, or to commiserate this day; it's my personalview. But I think those of you who have been around a whilerealize the contribution Jennifer's made over the last seven and
a half years, first with Leon for a long stint, then in the
scheduling office, or scheduling hell, as we like to refer to it.

MS. PALMIERI: Rescued me from scheduling hell.
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MR. LOCKHART: Yes. And then finally, for the last two
years, in the Press Office. I think what many of you know, someof you may not know, those of you who know are the ones involvedwith the Correspondents Association and other groups is thatJennifer has been an incredible advocate for the press over thelast two years as far as making our events accessible to you,
making sure that things get done, your needs are met, this room
stays open and all of our work can get done.

I think from my point of view, we have now what I think is
the best White House press staff we've ever had, at least
certainly in my memory, and it's because of the people sherecruited and managed. And I like to take credit for -- I thinkfinally, we are all going to miss her deeply. I think you don't
know how much you will. I already do. And I just, from the
President, from John, from me and everyone in the press staff, we
just want to thank you for everything you've done, and we will
miss you greatly. (Applause.)

MS. PALMIERI: All right, that wasn't so bad.

Q Is there any truth to the rumor that Rene Russo is
going to replace her? (Laughter.)

MR. LOCKHART: Well, Bob, as you've mentioned to me several
times, you've never seen the two of them in the same room at the
same time, so leave it there. (Laughter.)

THE PRESS: Thank you.

END
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MR. LOCKHART: Okay, let me bring you up to date since we
spoke last, a few hours ago.

As I indicated this morning, the President, just before
11:00 a.m., went into the first meeting with the small group of
negotiators. He had a series of meetings that lasted between
11:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. The President took a break at 3:00 p.m.I expect him to meet with the team within the next half hour and
resume the negotiating at roughly 6:00 p.m. tonight.

Our team, for their part, spent the break time together
working through a number of issues. I talked to several of those
on our side who are involved in negotiating, in addition to theintensive and substantive, they added that it was both exhaustive
and exhausting. I think everyone is feeling the effect of somelate nights, but they're still hard at it.

Other than that, the evening will be open. There obviouslyis a possibility for a number of meetings of different types,we'll let you know before we let you go tonight.
Q Joe, can you fill in a couple of small --

MR. LOCKHART: Yes.
Q Those series of meetings would mean with a mixed teamof negotiators?
MR. LOCKHART: Yes. They did things in a variety of

formats, both separately and together, between 11:00 a.m. and.
3:00 p.m.

THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary
(Camp David, Maryland)

For Immediate Release July 24, 2000

PRESS BRIEFING
BY

JOE LOCKHART

Thurmont Elementary School
Thurmont, Maryland

4 : 40 PM EDT

MR. LOCKHART: Okay, let me bring you up to date since we
spoke last, a few hours ago.

As I indicated this morning, the President, just before
11:00 a.m., went into the first meeting with the small group of
negotiators. He had a series of meetings that lasted between
11:00 a.m. and 3 : 00 p m. The President took a break at 3 : 00 m.I expect him to meet with the team within the next half hour and
resume the negotiating at roughly 6:00 p.m. tonight

Our team, for their part, spent the break time together
working through a mber of issues I talked to several of those
on our side who are involved in negotiating, in addition to theintensive and substantive, they added that it was both exhaustive
and exhausting. I think everyone is feeling the effect of somelate nights, but they're still hard at it

Other than that, the evening will be open. There obviously1s a possibility for a number of meetings of different typeswe'll let you know before we let you go tonight
Joe, can you fill in a couple of smallQ

MR. LOCKHART: Yes
Those series of meetings would mean with a mixed teamof negotiators?

MR. LOCKHART: Yes. They did things in a variety of
formats, both separately and together, between 11:00 a.m. and.
3 : 00 p m.



2

Q And you said this morning they're working their way
through all issues. Is that still the case?

MR. LOCKHART: That is still the case.

Q As the summit spokesman, you tell us habitually that
the President met with his people. But what have Arafat and
Barak been doing? Have they been getting reports?

MR. LOCKHART: They've been getting reports from their team
and they've been meeting in a variety of formats with their own
teams.

Q Joe, what is the latest in the rolling assessment?
MR. LOCKHART: It's still rolling. (Laughter. )

Q It's still rolling, but, I mean, has he decided -- has
he come to a point where he would make another -- in this rollingseries of assessments or are we still operating on the one frontthat --

MR. LOCKHART: I think we're still operating from where we
were this morning, that it's still constructive to continue thesesessions. I think they had almost four hours' worth this
morning; they'11 go back at it this evening and we'll just have
to see where they go.

Q Joe, these are extremely complicated issues. Would it
be fair to say that the negotiators are not keeping all thedetails in their head, and that -- pieces of paper --

MR. LOCKHART: Certainly, people are taking notes.
Q Joe, what's the significance of the President's meetingwith teams of negotiators and -- without the presence of Arafat

and Barak?
MR. LOCKHART: Well, I think the significance is there are a

number of issues, all of which have significant sub-issues and
they're trying to work through to find areas of agreement.

Q Who do you think the President is going to meet with
assuming -- is that the U.S. team?

MR. LOCKHART: U.S. team, yes.
Q -~ evening? How close are they to getting any --

MR. LOCKHART: Well, they're in proximity very close. When
we call and ask for a meeting we generally get one, it's a
question of what's the most useful thing to do. Right now wethink working with the negotiating teams is the most constructive
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way to move forward, but I would -- certainly wouldn't rule outthat he'd sit and talk to the leaders tonight.
Q Is the President trying to find areas of agreement?You said they're trying to find areas of agreement.
MR. LOCKHART: Yes.
Q They must have found an area or two by now, no?

MR. LOCKHART: They've probably found some areas, they've
probably found some issues. But this is as -- as the questionindicated, these are very difficult issues, and do have some very
complicated parts to them.

Q Has the President been in touch with any foreignleaders in the last --

MR. LOCKHART: Not that I'm aware of.
Q Is it still the case that the President hasn't

discussed any calendar deadlines of the summit --

MR. LOCKHART: Well, should I let him in our little secret?I mean, there's sort of an informal deadline that we've all been
working off. All parties want to be available to see Kathy Lee'slast show, on Friday -- (laughter) -- so I would expect we'll be
done by then. But besides that, no.

Q Let me try for clarity on a couple. One is, without
asking for the substance of the proposal, the proposal that is
being discussed on Jerusalem continues to be described as an
American proposal. Can you at least help clarify whether it is,
indeed, an American proposal that is being discussed?

MR. LOCKHART: No, I'm not going to try to help on ifthere's a proposal, who's it is, or what the details are. I've
read a lot in the last few days, and as the question indicated
today, the batting average hasn't improved very much.

Q Can I get clarity on one more thing that you were asked
about earlier today with this Jonathan Pollard? There are
continuing reports on that, as well, that the Israelis are askingfor an agreement on Jonathan Pollard. You said earlier todaythat Pollard has not been a topic of discussion, is that correct?

MR. LOCKHART: I'm not aware that it's come up in the
context of the discussions. But what I did say, and what is thereality is, I don't know of any time the President has met with
Barak in any format or extended session where at some point it's
not raised.

Q on that, there is a lot of speculation that the
President may at least keep the -- at least part of the -- peace
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negotiations, how it might affect his wife's Senate race. And,certainly, the issue of Jonathan Pollard is one that is watched
closely by a lot of New York voters. Has he been in discussions
with the First Lady at all during his time at Camp David about
what a --

MR. LOCKHART: I certainly know he's talked to her, but I'd
be very surprised to learn that they were talking about Jonathan
Pollard.

Q Is he going to Arkansas tomorrow?

MR. LOCKHART: The President is still scheduled to go.We're supposed to leave at about lunchtime and return sometimeafter midnight.
Q Joe, can you say anything about the talks going on at

Emmitsburg? I understood it's something of a problem, separatedthe issues -- two of the major issues, water and the economy. It
seems to me that they've made some progress there that mightalleviate tensions, it might create other possibilities of
getting agreement elsewhere. Has there been anything done on
that and have you experienced a separation of these issues --

MR. LOCKHART: I don't have anything beyond what Richard
discussed yesterday, so I'd refer you to his transcript.

Q Last week, the -- last week you characterized the
objective -- agreement --

MR. LOCKHART: No, still an agreement.
Q Agreement ?

MR. LOCKHART: Agreement.
Q Is there an issue among the final set of issues that

are being discussed only by the leaders, without the negotiators?
Something like Jerusalem?

MR. LOCKHART: No, my understanding is that all issues have
been discussed both at the leader level and among the
negotiators.

Q Joe, when you say, agreement, are you talking finalstatus agreement or framework agreement, or any kind of
agreements?

MR. LOCKHART: I'm talking about an agreement between the
two sides.

(Inaudible. )Q
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MR. LOCKHART: We didn't put a name to it, but -- (laughter)
~- I think that would be probably correct. I mean, the Secretaryof State, should the President leave the talks, will take overfor the President and keep the discussions going.

Q Is that certain? You're planning on the talks
continuing through tomorrow noon?

MR. LOCKHART: I probably broke my rule about speculating a
day ahead. We are taking this through today, which is Monday.We'1l worry about tomorrow, tomorrow.

Q -- given the fact that people are getting tired,leading you to believe that these situations might --

MR. LOCKHART: Well, I guess there is a breaking point at
some point, but it remains to be seen whether exhaustion will
help the process or hurt the process. You know, I think youcould find examples from other negotiations where exhaustion
worked to their advantage and some others where it didn't.

Q This is my first summit, so forgive me if this is aterribly naive question. But I thought that the point of these
things were to bring together leaders face-to-face, and in two
weeks there hasn't been a trilateral meeting, in my
understanding, except for a couple things at dinner. Could youexplain to people like me why that's okay, why that's not a signthat things aren't --

MR. LOCKHART: Well, I would disagree only with what the
point is. The point is to get an agreement, and we make an
assessment on what is the most constructive way to get froma
position now where we don't have agreement to a point where the
parties do agree. There is a variety of ways to do that and wewill employ the ones that, in our judgment, we believe have thebest chance of bringing about an agreement.

Q In your judgment. But does this approach have the
consent of the two leaders?

MR. LOCKHART: I'm not aware of any dissention at all onthis issue.
Q I mean, they could take a break.
MR. LOCKHART: Oh, absolutely, there's nothing -- there is

absolutely nothing that prevents any other kind of discussion orformat.

the past couple of weeks red lines have been crossed, a kind ofsufficient creativity has been shown that taboos have been broken
on both sides?

Joe, without going into details, would you say that in
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MR. LOCKHART: I wouldn't say.
Q -- either last night or today at Camp David?
MR. LOCKHART: Well, there have been a variety of peopleinvolved, depending on the issue they were discussing. So ina

sense, yes, because there are some people who are more expert on
some issues than others. But there has been, obviously, a poolof negotiators they've drawn on that have been used in different
combinations and different groupings.

Q Last night and today?
MR. LOCKHART: Last night and today.
Q Is there a total number of -- or is that -- whether it

should never have left or --

MR. LOCKHART: Well, I'm actually only referring to what's
going on at Camp David.

Q It's been about 24 hours since the President returned
from Okinawa. Is he more or less hopeful about the --

MR. LOCKHART: I think he's right where he was when he left
Japan and spoke to you all last.

Q Joe, the negotiators that are meeting with the
President, you say different people at different times. What are
the ones that aren't meeting with the President doing? Are theyalso meeting on other issues or --

MR. LOCKHART: I think there are a series of other informaldiscussions that are going on. There is a set group of issues,and I think there are some discussions going on informally onother issues when the President is focused on one with a set of
negotiators.

Q Why is it advantageous at this point for the Presidentto be meeting just with the negotiators? Is it because ofcertain technical details that they can handle that the leadersdon't need to be --

MR. LOCKHART: I think there's -- they are using a number ofdifferent tools to try to reach an agreement, one of which is tosit and go through, with all the substantive detail necessary,
through a number of issues, the work that needs to be done to getthere. It's our judgement at this point that the President,
working intensively with the negotiators, is the most productiveuse of time in order to get to the agreement.

Q It's been said -- often been said that the leaders haveto make a hard decision. Is that still -- I don't mean checkinga box, I mean, you know, a made in America plan of -- is usually
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thought of as not necessarily the best way to go,leaders have to come to terms.
see each other, they're not part of the talks -- the President is
involved in the detail S

MR. LOCKHART: The President has been back for about 18
hours. He's already met with the leaders once each,the fact that there are negotiators working through hard issues
should not indicate in
not making the decisions and making the calls.

Q That's still
MR. LOCKHART:

Q We're still
we?

MR. LOCKHART: We 're talking about an agreement.
Q Could it goIs that thinkable, in
MR. LOCKHART: It S certainly possible.
Q Joe, you're

met with both sets of
MR. LOCKHART: No

both. He's met with both of them at the same time,
them separately, and throughout the afternoon.

that theIf they don't meet, they don't

and I think
any way shape or form that the leaders are

the basic bedrock?

talking about a framework agreement, aren't

on again until 5:00 a.m. in the morning?
terms of the exhaustion that's

unclear as to whether the President today
negotiators at the same time?

f I'm not -- let me be clear. He's done
he's met with

Yes

Q So do we have a set up for a 9: 30 p.m. or so, or is it
just open ended, so far as the next fill in?

MR. LOCKHART: We'll probably do something, try to give you
some sense at 8:00 p.m. or so, and if we need to keep it open
ended we will.

Q Joe, can I ask you about a different topic?
MR. LOCKHART: Sure.
Q Since you've been here, the Senate has run into some

problems with passage of normalized trade relations with China.
Does the President feel confident of its passage? Does he see
the potential for a delay, does he think a delay will be in thebest interests of --

MR. LOCKHART: Well, I don't think there's anyone on our
side, from the President on down, who thinks delay is in the bestinterest of the PNTR, normalized trade with China. I know that
there has been a lot of work done on trying to get this
scheduled. It's something that I think the President believes is
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a high priority, and it's certainly our hope that the Senate will
bring it up as quickly as I can.

Q Is he making any phone calls on this issue --

MR. LOCKHART: He's talked to Senator Lott about this.
Q Joe, in case we're on other subjects, has the President

come to any conclusion as to whether the North Koreans can be
persuaded or, in fact, are inclined to convert their missile
program into a civilian satellite program?

MR. LOCKHART: I don't know that we have reached anyconclusion different than when he was asked this in Japan. As hesaid in Japan, it is an idea that certainly warrants more
attention, to try to understand exactly what the North Koreans
may have been saying. I think as the President said, PresidentPutin also, in their discussion indicated some lack of clarity on
what they were suggesting.

Q Joe, regarding the tax cuts passed by the Republicans.The President put off action on that -- vetoes, until the after
the talks here have concluded SO as not to --

MR. LOCKHART: I don't' know. First off we have to get thebills, which I don't think we have. My understanding is thebills were passed, and will be sent to us, timed to the
Republican Convention, rather than desire to have tax cuts for
the American people.

I understand it's going to be done in a way that they don't
have to deal with estate tax during their convention. I can
understand that. When you give an $800,000 tax cut to the top
one percent of Americans and leave everyone else paying for it,it's not the kind of thing you want to put on national television
during prime time.

The others, you know, when they come down, we'1l have to
make a decision.

Q Do you have any view, or the President have an
assessment of Dick Cheney as the Vice Presidential candidate?

MR. LOCKHART: I think Governor Bush promised that our eyeswould light up when he made his decision, so my eyes are ready,we'll just have to see.

Q Would you come out and light up for us? (Laughter.) I
mean, how would we know? (Laughter. )

MR. LOCKHART: I may just have to leak that to you, Barry.(Laughter. )
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one percent of Americans and leave everyone else paying for it,it's not the kind of thing you want to put on national television
during prime time

The others, you know, when they come down, we'1l have to
make a decision

Do you have any view, or the President have an
assessment of Dick Cheney as the Vice Presidential candidate?

MR. LOCKHART: I think Governor Bush promised that our eyeswould light up when he made his decision, so my eyes are ready,we'll just have to see

Q Would you come out and light up for us? (Laughter )
mean how would we know? (Laughter

MR. LOCKHART: I may just have to leak that to you, Barry(Laughter
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Q Joe, speaking of the Republican Convention, what if thePresident were to get an agreement out of this summit, and it
happened to be during the week of the convention? Would that beill-mannered? Would that be -- (laughter.)

MR. LOCKHART: Let me say that, you know, there's no way to
predict how long this will go. I don't think there's a sensethat those two things are going to collide. But I will say that
when asked on the subject, Governor Bush has been properlysupportive of the President and his efforts. So I don't think oneither side there's any attempt to play politics with this, and I
hope it stays that way.

Thank you.
Q Thanks very much.

END

5:00 P.M. EDT
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TRILATERAL STATEMENT

Between July 11 and 24, under the auspices of President Clinton, Prime Minister Barak
and Chairman Arafat met at Camp David in an effort to reach an agreement on permanent status.
While they were not able to bridge the gaps and reach an agreement, their negotiations were
unprecedented in both scope and detail. Building on the progress achieved at Camp David, the
two leaders agreed on the following principles to guide their negotiations:

1) The two sides agreed that the aim of their negotiations is to put an end to decades of
conflict and achieve a just and lasting peace.

2) The two sides commit themselves to continue their efforts to conclude an agreement on
all permanent status issues as soon as possible.

3) Both sides agree that negotiations based on UN Security Council Resolutions 242 and
338 are the only way to achieve such an agreement and they undertake to create an
environment for negotiations free from pressure, intimidation and threats of violence.

4) The two sides understand the importance of avoiding unilateral actions that prejudge the
outcome of negotiations and that their differences will be resolved only by good faith
negotiations.

5) Both sides agree that the United States remains a vital partner in the search for peace and
will continue to consult closely with President Clinton and Secretary Albright in the period
ahead.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release July 25, 2000

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT
ON THE MIDDLE EAST PEACE TALKS AT CAMP DAVID

The James S. Brady Press Briefing Room

12:07 P.M. EDT

THE PRESIDENT: First of all, let me say, like all of
you I just heard the news of the crash of the Concorde outsideParis, and I wanted to extend the deepest condolences of the
American people to the families of those who were lost.

After 14 days of intensive negotiations betweenIsraelis and Palestinians, I have concluded with regret that theywill not be able to reach an agreement at this time. As I
explained on the eve of the summit, success was far from
guaranteed -- given the historical, religious, political andemotional dimensions of the conflict.

Still, because the parties were not making progress ontheir own and the September deadline they set for themselves wasfast approaching, I thought we had no choice. We can't afford toleave a single stone unturned in the search for a just, lastingand comprehensive peace.
Now, at Camp David, both sides engaged in comprehensivediscussions that were really unprecedented because they dealtwith the most sensitive issues dividing them; profound and

complex questions that long had been considered off limits.
Under the operating rules that nothing is agreed until

everything is agreed, they are, of course, not bound by anyproposal discussed at the summit. However, while we did not getan agreement here, significant progress was made on the coreissues. I want to express my appreciation to Prime Minister
Barak, Chairman Arafat and their delegations for the efforts theyundertook to reach an agreement.

Prime Minister Barak showed particular courage vision,and an understanding of the historical importance of this moment.Chairman Arafat made it clear that he, too, remains committed tothe path of peace. The trilateral statement we issued affirms
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both leaders' commitment to avoid violence or unilateral actions
which will make peace more difficult and to keep the peace
process going until it reaches a successful conclusion.

At the end of this summit, I am fully aware of the deep
disappointment that will be felt on both sides. But it wasessential for Israelis and Palestinians, finally, to begin to
deal with the toughest decisions in the peace process. Only theycan make those decisions, and they both pledged to make them, I
say again, by mid-September.

Now, it's essential that they not lose hope, that they
keep working for peace, they avoid any unilateral actions that
would only make the hard task ahead more difficult. The
statement the leaders have made today is encouraging in that
regard.

Israelis and Palestinians are destined to live side byside, destined to have a common future. They have to decide what
kind of future it will be. Though the differences that remain
are deep, they have come a long way in the last seven years, and,
notwithstanding the failure to reach an agreement, they made real
headway in the last two weeks.

Now, the two parties must go home and reflect, both on
what happened at Camp David and on what did not happen. For the
sake of their children, they must rededicate themselves to the
path of peace and find a way to resume their negotiations in the
next few weeks. They've asked us to continue to help, and as
always, we'll do our best. But the parties themselves, both of
them, must be prepared to resolve profound questions of history,identity and national faith -- as well as the future of sites
that are holy to religious people all over the world who are partof the Islamic, Christian and Judaic traditions.

The children of Abraham, the descendants of Isaac and
Ishmael can only be reconciled through courageous compromise. In
the spirit of those who have already given their lives for peace
and all Israelis, Palestinians, friends of peace in the Middle
Bast and across the world, we long for peace and deserve a HolyLand that lives for the values of Judaism, Islam and
Christianity.

Thank you.
Q Was Jerusalem -- Mr. President, was Jerusalem the

main stumbling block? And where do you go from here?
THE PRESIDENT: It was the most difficult problem. AndI must tell you that we tried a lot of different approaches toit, and we have not yet found a solution. But the good news isthat there is not a great deal of disagreement -- and I want to

emphasize this -- it seemed to me, anyway, there was not a greatdeal of disagreement in many of these areas about what the facts
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on the ground would be after an agreement were made -- that is,
how people would live.

For example, everyone conceded that Jerusalem is a
place that required everyone to have access to the holy sites andthe kinds of things you've heard, and lot of other things in
terms of how, operationally, the Israelis and the Palestinians
have worked together; there was actually more agreement than I
had thought there would be.

But obviously, the questions around Jerusalem go to the
core identity of both the Palestinians and the Israelis. There
were some very, as I said -- it has been reported Prime Minister
Barak took some very bold decisions, but we were in the end
unable to bridge the gaps. I think there will be a bridge,because I think the alternative is unthinkable.

Q There is a striking contrast between the way youdescribed Prime Minister Barak's courageous and visionary
approach to this, and Mr. Arafat seemed to be still committed to
the path of peace. It sounds like that at the end of the day,Prime Minister Barak was ready to really step up to somethingthat President Arafat wasn't yet ready to step up to.

THE PRESIDENT: Let me be more explicit. I will sayagain: We made progress on all of the core issues. We madereally significant progress on many of them. The Palestinian
teams worked hard on a lot of these areas. But I think it isfair to say that at this moment in time, maybe because they had
been preparing for it longer, maybe because they had thought
through it more, that the Prime Minister moved forward more fromhis initial position than Chairman Arafat, on -- particularly
surrounding the questions of Jerusalem.

Now, these are hard questions. And as I said to bothof them, none of us, no outsider can judge for another personwhat is at the core of his being, at the core of his sense ofnational essence. But we cannot make an agreement here without a
continuing effort of both sides to compromise.

I do believe that -- let me say this -- and you will
appreciate this, Tom, because you've been covering this a longtime -- but I want to give credit to both sides in the sense that
they were really coming to grips with things they had never
seriously come to grips with before.

Oh, yes, there were always side papers -- even goingback to 1993 -- about how these final issues would be solved.There were always speculation, there were always the oddconversation between Palestinians and Israelis who were friends
and part of the various -- the different government operations.But these folks really never had to come together before, and in
an official setting put themselves on the line. And it is
profoundly difficult.

BY
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So I said what I said, and my remarks should stand for
themselves, because not so much as a criticism of ChairmanArafat, because this is really hard and never been done before,but in praise of Barak. He came there knowing that he was goingto have to take bold steps, and he did it. And I think youshould look at it more as a positive toward him than as a
condemnation of the Palestinian side.

This is agonizing for them -- both of them. And unless
you have lived there and lived with them and talked to them, orlived with this problem a long time, it is hard to appreciate it.
But I do think -- I stand by the statement as written. I think
they both remain committed to peace, I think they will both find
a way to get there if they don't let time run away with them sothat external events rob them of their options. And that's why Idecided to call the summit in the first place.

I got worried that -- this is like going to the dentistwithout having your gums deadened, you know. I mean, this is not
easy. And I got worried that if we didn't do the summit and wedidn't force a process to begin, which would require people to
come to grips with this in a disciplined, organized way, as well
as to face -- look themselves in the mirror and look into the
abyss and think: What can I do and what can't I do, that we
would never get there. Now, I believe because of the work that
was done within both teams and what they did with each other, we
can still do it. Let me just make one other observation and then

answer your question.
You know, when we worked, I remember when we went to

Dayton over Bosnia; when we went to Paris over Bosnia. After the
Kosovo conflict -- and I went there and met with all the people
who were going to have to work on Kosovo's future -- even when wefirst started the Irish peace talks, we were dealing with people
who would hardly speak to each other. We were dealing with
people who still often wouldn't shake hands. We were dealingwith people who thought they were from another planet from one
another, whose wounds were open.

Let me give you some good news. Of all the peace
groups I ever worked with, these people know each other, theyknow the names of each other's children, they know how manygrandchildren the grandparents have, they know their lifestories, they have a genuine respect and understanding for eachother. It is truly extraordinary and unique in my experience in
almost eight years of dealing with it.

So I'm not trying to put a funny gloss on this; theycouldn't get there. That's the truth. They couldn't get there.But this was the first time in an organized, disciplined way theyhad to work through, both for themselves and then with each other
how they were going to come to grips with issues that go to the
core of their identity.

NN
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And I think on balance, it was very much the rightthing to do, and it increases the chance of a successful
agreement, and it increases the chances of avoiding a disaster.

Now, I promised you, you could ask now.

Q What is your assessment of whether Arafat's goingto go through with the threat to declare statehood unilaterally?Did you get any sort of sense on whether he's going to go throughwith that? Did you have any --

THE PRESIDENT: Well, let me say this. One of the
reasons that I wanted to have this summit is that they're both
under -- will be under conflicting pressures as we go forward.
One of the things that often happens in a very difficult peaceprocess is that people, if they're not careful, will gravitate to
the intense position rather than the position that will make
peace. And it's very often that people know that a superficiallysafe position is to say no, that you won't get in trouble with
whoever is dominating the debate back home wherever your home is,
as long as you say no.

One of the reasons I called this summit is so that we
could set in motion a process that would give the Palestinians
the confidence that all of us -- and most of all, the Israelis --

really didn't want to make peace, so that it would offset the
pressure that will be increasingly on Chairman Arafat as we
approach the September 13th deadline.

Q Are you implying that he should give up his claim
to East Jerusalem -- the Palestinians should?

THE PRESIDENT: No, I didn't say that.
Q Or any kind of a foothold?
THE PRESIDENT: I didn't say that. I didn't say that.I didn't say that. And let me say, I presume, I am bound -- I'm

going to honor my promise not to leak about what they talked
about, but I presume it will come out. No, I didn't say that.said only this: I said -- I will say again -- the Palestinians
changed their position; the moved forward. The Israelis moved
more from the position they had. I said what I said; I will sayagain: I was not condemning Arafat, I was praising Barak. But I
would be making a mistake not to praise Barak because I think hetook a big risk. And I think it sparked, already, in Israel areal debate, which is moving Israeli public opinion toward theconditions that will make peace. So I thought that was
important, and I think it deserves to be acknowledged.

But the overriding thing you need to know is that
progress was made on all fronts, that significant progress was
made on some of the core issues, that Jerusalem, as you all knew
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it would be, remains the biggest problem for the reasons youknow.

But what we have to find here, if there is going to be
an agreement -- by definition, an agreement is one in which
everybody is a little disappointed and nobody is defeated, in
which neither side requires the other to say they have lost
everything and they find a way to -- a shared result.

And there's no place in the world like Jerusalem.
There is no other place in the world like Jerusalem, which is
basically at the core of the identity of all three monotheistic
religions in the world, at the core of the identity of what it
means to be a Palestinian, at the core of the identity of what it
means to be an Israeli. There is no other place like this in the
world. So they have to find a way to work through this.

And it shouldn't surprise you that when they first come
to grips with this in an official, disciplined way where somebodyhas to actually say something instead of sort of be off ina
corner having a conversation over a cup of coffee that no one
ever -- that has no -- it just vanishes into air, that it's hardfor them to do.

Q But did they make enough progress, sir, to now goback home, check with their people, and possibly come back during
your administration -- next month or in September -- to come back
to Camp David and try again?

THE PRESIDENT: I don't know if they need to come back
to Camp David. I think that it rained up there so much, I'm not
sure ever get them back there. (Laughter.) But I think if
you asked me did they make enough progress to get this done?
Yes. But they've got to go home and check; they've got to feel
around. And what I want to say to you is, the reason I tried to
keep them there so long -- and I feel much better about this thanI did when we almost lost it before -- and you remember, and I
got them and we all agreed to stay -- I didn't feel that nightlike I feel today.

Today, I feel that we have the elements here to keepthis process going. But it's important that the people whose --

both leaders represent, support their continuing involvement inthis and stick with them, and understand that this is a scriptthat's never been written before. They have to write a scriptand they've got to keep working at it.
But, yes, I think it can happen --

Q During your administration?
THE PRESIDENT: Yes. Not because it's myadministration, that's irrelevant. They're operating on their

timetable, not mine. It has nothing to do with the fact that
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it's my administration. I think it can happen because they setfor themselves a September 13th deadline. And if they go pastit, every day they go past it will put more pressure on thePalestinians to declare a Palestinian state unilaterally and more
pressure on the Israelis to have some greater edge in conflict intheir relations as a result of that.

Neither one of them want that; so I think they willfind a way to keep this going. And the only relevance of mybeing here is that I've been working with them for eight years,and I think they both trust us and believe that SecretaryAlbright and Dennis and Sandy and our whole team, that we will
heave to, to make peace.

Q But, Mr. President, the Prime Minister came herein quite a precarious position to begin with back home. And someof the things you call bold and courageous, his critics back home
have called treason. Can he go home, and do you believe he will
have the political stability to come back at this, and did hevoice any concerns to you about that?

THE PRESIDENT: First of all, this is not a weak man.It's not for nothing that he's the most decorated soldier in the
history of Israel. He didn't come over here to play safe withhis political future; he came over here to do what he thought wasright for the people of Israel, and I think that he -- he knowsthat he would never do anything to put the security of Israel atrisk, and that the only long-term guarantee of Israel's securityis a constructive peace that's fair with her neighbors -- all of
them -- starting with the Palestinians.

So I think the people of Israel should be very proud of
him. He did nothing to compromise Israel's security, and he did
everything he possibly could within the limits that he thought he
had, all the kinds of constraints that operate on people in these
circumstances to reach a just peace. So I would hope the peopleof Israel will support him, and let this thing percolate, not
overreact, and say keep trying.

I want the people on both sides to tell their leaders
to keep trying -- to keep trying. You know, that's the only real
answer here is just to bear down and go on.

Q Mr. President, couldn't you have gotten a partial
agreement and left Jerusalem for later? Was that a possibilityat all?

THE PRESIDENT: That possibility was explored and
rejected,

Q Why?

THE PRESIDENT: I can't talk about it. If they want totalk about it, that's their business; but I can't.
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Q Have you done all you can do, sir, or would you be
making more proposals?

THE PRESIDENT: Oh, I think -- well, first of all, weall agreed to reassess here. So the first thing we're going do
to is, we're going to let each side go home and try to get alittle sleep. I mean, we've all been sort of -- we're kind of --
nobody knows what time it is, I don't think, on either team.

Last night, we quit at 3:00 a.m.; the night before, we
went all night long. And so, we've been working very hard atthis. So what I'm going to do is let them take a deep breath and
then our side, Madeleine and Sandy and all of our team and I --

Dennis, we'll try to think what we think we ought to do, thenwe'll ask them what they want to do, and then we'll figure out
what we're going to do.

We don't have a lot of time, and I wouldn't rule out
the possibility that all of us will be coming up with new ideashere. I wouldn't rule anything out. The clock is still workingagainst us. The bad news is, we don't have a deal. The goodnews is, they are fully and completely and comprehensively
engaged in an official way for the first time on these
fundamental issues.

Keep in mind: When the Oslo Agreement was drafted,these things were put down as final status issues because the
people that drafted them knew it would be hard. And they took a
gamble. And their gamble was that if the Israelis and thePalestinians worked together over a seven-year period and they
began to share security cooperation, for example, they beganto -- we had some land transfers and we saw how they would workin a different geographical way, and if they kept making otherspecific agreements, that by the time we got to the end of the
road, there would be enough knowledge and trust and understandingof each other's positions that these huge, epochal issues could
be resolved.

Now, we started the process and we've got to finish.
And so, and again, I say, the thing I hope most of all is that
the people in the Middle East will appreciate the fact that a lot
was done here and we'll support their leaders in coming back andfinishing the job. The venue is not important; the mechanismsaren't important. But we know what the state of play is now andif we'll keep at it, I still think we can get it done.

Q Can you describe what type of U.S. role wasdiscussed in sealing the agreement financially and otherwise?
THE PRESIDENT: Let me say, first of all, anything that

would require our participation, other than financial, was notfinalized. But there were a lot of ideas floated around. Noneof it amounted to large numbers of people. But they were
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potentially significant in terms of the psychology of theSituation. But there was no decision made about that.
On the money, basically, you know, I think that the

United States should be prepared to make a significantcontribution to resolving the refugee problem. You've got
refugees that have to be resettled, you've got some compensationwhich has to be given, and there are lots of issues in that
refugee pot that cost money, and then there's the whole questionof working out the economic future of the Palestinians and the
whole question of working out what the security relationshipswill be and the security needs will be for Israel and in this new
partnership that they will have -- the Palestinians. How is that
going to work and what should we do.

I also, when I went to the G-8, I gave a briefing to
the G-8, and I asked the people who were there to help pay, too.
I said, you know, this is going to have to be a worldwidefinancial responsibility, but because of the United States'historic involvement, which goes back many decades in the Middle
East, we were the first country under President Truman to
recognize Israel, we've had Republicans and Democrats alike up totheir ears in the Middle East peace process for a long time, and
because we have such a lot of strategic interest over there, if
there could be an agreement, I think we ought to lead the way infinancial contributions, but the others who are able to do so
should play their part as well.

Thank you.
END

12:30 P.M. EDT
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SECRETARY ALBRIGHT: As President Clinton said earlier
today, the negotiations were extraordinary. They were intense.
They were very difficult. They were unprecedented in terms of
delving into the details of the most sensitive issues of
permanent status, and they did make progress.

Unfortunately, while progress was made on all the core
issues, it wasn't possible to reach agreement at this time.
Nevertheless, both leaders agreed that after a period of
reflection and assessment the negotiating process would
continue; that the aim of the negotiations is to put an end to
decades of conflict; that an agreement on all permanent status
issues should be concluded as soon as possible; that
negotiations based on Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338
are the only way to achieve such an agreement; that unilateral
actions that prejudge the outcome of negotiations should be
avoided; and that there will be close consultations with the
President and with me in the period ahead.

In convening this summit, the President had no illusions
about the difficulties of the task, but the deepening deadlock
between the two sides required a bold decision on our part, and
the President took it. Clearly, after 14 days at Camp David,
the parties have not overcome their differences and must still
bridge real gaps, but they approach this challenge now having

and havingtackled issues that were off limits previously,
gained far greater insight into the possibiliti es and
limitations on each side.

Both need to reflect on the meaning of the ir discussions at
Camp David, and how to draw the appropriate lessons from them.
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For our part, we will work with both sides in the next few weeks
as they address the best way to resume their discussions and
move towards peace.

Before I take your questions, I'd like to express our deepcondolences to the families of those who were on the Concorde
and crashed, and we are working with local authorities and doing
everything we can to be of assistance in this.

Q Madame Secretary, who gave up first in these talks?
Was it the Palestinians, the Israelis, or did President Clinton
just decide that you couldn't go on?

SECRETARY ALBRIGHT: Well, I think it was - we had spent so
much time working, and I think it became evident at like 1:00 or
2:00 this morning that basically there were some gaps that could
not be overcome at this session and that it would be better, as
I said in my statement, as the President said, to break that up
and to go back to the region to reflect.

But I think that it's very important that people understand
how intensely the negotiations were carried on, how everybody
gave it his or her best, and how much people were seeking for
answers. So I don't think it's really - the question is not who
gave up what, or who gave up first, or who is to blame, but
basically that it was everybody worked very hard, and that it
just was evident that at this time it was not possible to come
to a conclusion.

Q Madame Secretary, can you say what it will take now,in order to address the topics which were not resolved by these
talks?

SECRETARY ALBRIGHT: Well, I think that what we have to dois, as the President made clear in his statement, nothing is
agreed on until everything is agreed on and the commitments that
were made by all are set aside. But what has not been set asideis the ability now, I think, that's present of the two partiesto see more deeply into each other's needs, and to understand
some of the elements of what it takes to deal with these core
issues.

The truth is that these were issues that seven years ago
had been kind of pushed down the road, at Oslo, and we had
talked about them. But this intensity of dealing on - I can say
a day-and-night basis for 14 days, allowed the two parties to
see more inside each other. And I think what it will take isa
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continuation of discussions at a variety of levels and to see if
agreement can be reached on these. There's a lot of good work
that was done, and we now have to build on it.

Q Madame Secretary, if you could have found a solution
on Jerusalem, do you think that the other core issues, refugees
and borders, would have fallen into place? Were the gaps on
those other core issues more narrow than they were with
Jerusalem?

SECRETARY ALBRIGHT: Well, again, as the President said andI certainly saw, Jerusalem was the hardest issue. There's no
question about it. And it's hard because it hasn't been
resolved for a thousand - you know, hundreds of years, and it's
a very unique place that requires a lot of careful thought and
working together.

So clearly it was the hardest, but the others were hard,too. I think that we made a lot of progress. And, again, I
think that there were elements of the other core issues that
were coming quite close, but there still were certain gaps that
needed to be resolved on those, and a lot of details. And as we
often know, the devil is in the detail. So while there was
incredible progress, I think across the board, there still is
work to do on all the issues.

Q Madame Secretary, back to Jerusalem, just two quick
things. Did you ever take Jerusalem off the table and try for a
partial agreement? And, also, what do you think will happen to
Barak and Arafat when they go back home, particularly Barak, who
President Clinton said made the most of the compromises and
moved the furthest?

SECRETARY ALBRIGHT: Well, first of all, I think that there
were a number of ways that we tried to look at Jerusalem and
looked at ways of kind of pushing that further down the road,
but that was not acceptable. And there were lots of different
ways of examining the issue and trying to figure out how to workit.

As far as both leaders, I think Prime Minister Barak has
made no secret of the fact that he is going to experiencedifficulties. He was experiencing them before he left. But I
think that what he did was bold and courageous and clearly
showed his dedication to peace.
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And what I have found interesting, though - I clearlyhaven't read enough - is that something that has happened now in
Israel, is that there is an ongoing discussion about issues that
really were not discussed before, so it has opened up a
dialogue. And I just say that some of the other Israeli -

members of the Israeli delegation thought that it was veryuseful, that the people are now in Israel talking about subjectsthat they had not really talked about before. So I expect that
there will be a lively political debate. Israel is known for
that. But I think Prime Minister Barak should go home proud of
what he tried.

Chairman Arafat, I think, has to - you know, he will be
going back to his Palestinian people also explaining all the
things that happened. And I think they need to be more
apprised, be much more a part of this political discussion and
begin to think more about some of the issues that came out.
Both the publics have to be more a part of what is going on.
And I think it's very important that Chairman Arafat share his
experiences and his knowledge of what the Israeli people need
now with his public, as I hope very much that Prime Minister
Barak will share more his knowledge about the Palestinian need.

Q If I could follow up, one of the reasons we were
given, I believe on background during the Camp David talks, was
that you didn't want the leaders to go home and have the
pressures from their people. Why now do you think that might
help?

SECRETARY ALBRIGHT: Well, pressures isn't the right word.
I think that what I think is going to be useful is to try to
have informed publics about what is going on because I think - I
know this sounds a little crazy because we've all talked about
these issues quite a lot here, but the truth is that a lot of
these issues have been kind of off the table for a lot of time.
People might have been talking about them privately but they
were not part of the public discourse. And I think that thatwill help in terms of how the publics and the leaders relate on
the difficult aspects.

I am not underestimating the difficulties of them going
home and dealing with this. I think they both, in different
ways, will have to deal with it. But it's important; I think we
accomplished a lot; I think the President did the right thing in
having this summit; and we now have to, after a period of
reflection, follow up.
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Q A two-parter. First of all, Madame Secretary, did you
Manage to win an agreement from Yasser Arafat not to declare
independence on September 13%; and secondly, how critical washis letter last night as the turning point, this point at which
you realized that you could - that there was no agreement
imminent?

SECRETARY ALBRIGHT: Well, first of all, we've made veryclear that we think that unilateral actions are not useful.
That includes the declaration of a Palestinian state. And I
think we made that very evident, and we'll continue to do so.

The letter, I think - it's hard to describe this exactly.I mean, it was, whatever, 4:00 in the morning or something, or
3:00. But I think that we had kind of a sense that this kind of
thing was coming because we'd spent a lot of time just previous
to that with negotiators, and I think this was kind of anofficial way of stating it. But it was evident, unfortunately,that we weren't going to --

Q Was there any chance that this was brinksmanship that
went awry, that he was trying to perhaps squeeze some kind of a
concession out of the Israelis, and that -

SECRETARY ALBRIGHT: I'm not going to psychoanalyze here.
I think that it was hard negotiations across the board with
delegations at every hour of the day and night, either walking
or in these golf carts or in eating in various places. And I
think that there were various - you know, as in any negotiation
of this kind, there's a certain rhythm, and I wouldn't call it
brinksmanship. I think that everybody worked very hard.

And I think that it's very important for people to
understand the personal effort that went into this by the
leaders, and especially President Clinton, who I think the
American people should be very proud of the amount of time that
he personally spent on every detail of this.

Secretary Albright, the statement about no unilateral
actions, does that last until September 13°°? Does it endure
beyond September 13°"?

SECRETARY ALBRIGHT: Well, we have believed that it's
important - you know, what we were working at was to have a
Palestinian state as part of a comprehensive aspect, notunilateral. We don't think that that's the right approach to
this, and we hope very much that we can get back to having
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comprehensive negotiations that will include all of this and
that the unilateral actions have not proven the most useful in
this peace process. And what we have to keep our mind on is
that trying to accomplish a peace still continues to be the
major goal of the parties and of the United States, and we will
continue to do everything we can.

And all of us know, probably more than we did going in,
that these are really tough issues. Some of them don't lend
themselves to pragmatic solutions. Some of them are deeply held
views and principles, and both the parties know and need to
continue to know that neither can get 100 percent of what it
wants.

MR. REEKER: Thank you very much. Thank you, Madame
Secretary.
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Joe Lockhart reported this afternoon that the first bilateral meeting between President Clinton and
Chairman Arafat has begun. They met outside the President's cabin at 12:02 p.m., walked around briefly,
Lockhart said, then sat down to talk. President Clinton arrived at 11:25 a.m. Mr Barak has been here since
6 a.m and Mr. Arafat since 1 a.m.
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REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
IN PHOTO OPPORTUNITY WITH

CHAIRMAN YASSER ARAFAT OF THE PALESTINIAN AUTHORITY
AND

PRIME MINISTER EHUD BARAK OF ISRAEL

Camp David, Maryland

2:25 P.M. EDT

Q Mr. President, how is it going, Mr. President?

Q How long is it going to take, Mr. President?

THE PRESIDENT: We pledged to each other we would answer no questions and offer no
comment, and I'd like to set rsa good example. (Laughter.)

Q Can you resist us, sir?

THE PRESIDENT: It's difficult to resist, but | will make it -- today, at least.

Q Is that the only agreement you have reached so far? (Laughter.)

THE PRESIDENT: That would be answering a question. (Laughter.) Thank you.

END 2:26 P.M. EDT
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At 8:10 p.m. Lockhart reported that President Clinton completed two bilaterals this afternoon and evening
with Prime Minister Barak and Chairman Arafat. That totals four bilaterals and one plenary session for the
day. Following the last meeting, all three delegations will dine together at Laurel cabin. A group of about
40 were expected to gather together at round tables for the dinner. No menu was available. Mr. Lockhart
promises that in the morning. There were possible further meetings after the dinner, but the news lid is on,
effective 8:10 p.m.

Lockhart will briefWednesday at 11 a.m. from the Summit Media Center at Thurmont Elementary School

John Omicinski
Gannett News Service

Jenni R. Engebretsen
07/11/2000 08:33:36 PM

Record Type: Record

To:
cc:
Subject: Pool Report #2: Middle East Peace Summit at Camp David: End-of-Day Read-Out

Pool Report #2
Middle East Peace Summit at Camp David: End-of-Day Read-Out
July 11, 2000

At 8:10 p.m. Lockhart reported that President Clinton completed two bilaterals this afternoon and evening
with Prime Minister Barak and Chairman Arafat. That totals four bilaterals and one plenary session for the
day. Following the last meeting, all three delegations will dine together at Laurel cabin. A group of about
40 were expected to gather together at round tables for the dinner. No menu was available. Mr. Lockhart
promises that in the morning. There were possible further meetings after the dinner, but the news lid is on
effective 8:10 p.m

Lockhart will briefWednesday at 11 a.m. from the Summit Media Center at Thurmont Elementary School

John Omicinski
Gannett News Service



Jenni R. Engebretsen
07/13/2000 07:57:50 PM

Record Type: Record

To:
cc:
Subject: Pool Report #3: Middle East Peace Summit at Camp David: Day 3

Pool Report #3
Middle East Peace Summit at Camp David: Day 3

July 13, 2000

After spending the night at Camp David, the president, wearing a dark blue suit with a white shirt, boarded
Marine One at 9:35 a.m. en route to Baltimore for the final day of the NAACP annual convention.

The helicopter touched down at Fort McHenry at 10:05 a.m., under cloudy skies and mild temperatures.
The presidential motorcade headed out at 10:15 a.m. After a 10-minute ride, the president arrived at the
Baltimore Convention Center.

Clinton walked on stage at 10:35 a.m., accompanied by NAACP Chairman Julian Bond,
NAACP President Kweisi Mfume and Baltimore Major O'Malley. The crowd greeted
the president with a roaring applause and a standing ovation. As Clinton moved across the stage, he
hugged and shook hands with NAACP leaders and their guests.

Bond and Mfume each spoke for about five minutes, praising Clinton for his work on behalf of African
Americans. When Clinton rose to speak, the crowd again stood and cheered as they waved hand-sized
U.S. and NAACP flags. A tearful Clinton spoke about how far the country has come during his time in
office and how the economic situation of minorities, especially African Americans, has improved. Clinton
also praised Al Gore, calling him the "most influential" vice president in history. He told the crowd about
the differences between the presidential candidates and that when they look at those differences, they will
know who best represents them.

After a lengthy 53-minute speech, Clinton thanked the crowd for their support for the last 7-and-1/2 years.
The president then went into the crowd, hugging and touching hands, amid singing by a church choir.

The motorcade left the convention center at 12:08 p.m. for Fort McHenry. Clinton's helicopter took off at
12:30 p.m. and landed at the White House at 1:05 p.m. After quick lunch, Clinton left for the U.S. Capitol
Building at 1:40, arriving 10 minutes later. The president spent an hour at the Gold Medal Ceremony for
Father Theodore Hesburgh, attended by Speaker Hastert, Sen. Dick Lugar, Ind., and other leaders of
Congress. Clinton spoke for about10 minutes, the priest, a former president of Notre Dame and
peace-maker, was a genuine citizen of the world."

Clinton left the Capitol at 3:20 p.m., returning to the White House for about an hour. At 4:30 p.m., Clinton
took off on Marine One for Camp David, arriving at 4:55 p.m.

After landing, Clinton met with his team, including Albright, Berger, Ross, Podesta on the day's
negotiations. Clinton and his team will met with Israeli Prime Minister Enud Barak and Palestinian leader
Yasser Arafat for dinner at 8:30 p.m. The dinner is expected to last an hour.
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After President Clinton completed informal discussions with various combinations of the negotiating teams
on "final core status issues," leaders from Israel, the PLO and the United States sat down at 9:45 p.m. for
the traditional Jewish Shabbat (sabbath) dinner in the Laurel Cabin hosted by Israeli Prime Minister Ehud
Barak, according to P.J. Crowley, National Security Council spokesman.

Barak invited the U.S. and PLO delegations, and both accepted. President Clinton, Barak and PLO leader
Yasser Arafat sat together at one of three tables. They were joined at the large table by other negotiators
from each delegation.

The meal began with a traditional blessing and was followed by a song, which served as the "blessing for
the angels of peace," Crowley said.

The menu was unavailable. Crowley said informal negotiations "could" take place during the meal and
afterwards, but there were no firm plans.

Tony Pugh
Knight Ridder Newspapers
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President Clinton, Prime Minister Barak and Chairman Arafat met late Friday night and early Saturday in
their second three-way meeting of the summit, a White House official said Saturday. The meeting ended
about 1 a.m. Saturday. Only interpretators and notetakers in addition to the three leaders.

The tri-lateral meeting followed a traditional Sabbath dinner hosted by Barak and attended by members of
all three delegations, the official said.

The president held a breakfast meeting with his peace team starting about 10:30 a.m. Saturday.

Norm Kempster
LA Times
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about 1 a.m. Saturday. Only interpretators and notetakers in addition to the three leaders.

The tri-lateral meeting followed a traditional Sabbath dinner hosted by Barak and attended by members of
all three delegations, the official said.

The president held a breakfast meeting with his peace team starting about 10:30 a.m. Saturday.

Norm Kempster
LA Times
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Late Saturday morning, the president started the day with a meeting of the U.S. delegation.

The teams dealing with the core final status issues met informally during the day. The president looked in
on several of those meetings.

"The president was actively engaged with them," Crowley said of the core issue teams.

Saturday afternoon, the president reassembled the U.S. delegation for another meeting.
At about 8 p.m. the president completed a bilateral meeting with Prime Minister Barak.

Crowley said he expected that the delegations would have dinner together as they did on the first three
nights of the summit. He also said he could not rule out post-midnight meetings of the sort that happened
during the last two nights.

Secretary of State Madeleine Albright had an informal discussion with Arafat.

"There was an informality today brought on by the Sabbath," Crowley said. "But expect as we move into
day 6, an intensification of the discussions among the leaders and the negotiators."

He said there has been no change in the president's plans to leave for the G-8 summit.

Norman Kempster
Los Angeles Times
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Two items this morning. The president is going to church at Camp David at
10:30 a.m., then he will huddle with his advisors. Also, there was a small fire
outside the doors to the East Wing this morning. It happened in the course of some painting
being done, and a floor board caught fire. Apparently, it was very minor.

A few details on POTUS and church. The service is being held in the
Evergreen Chapel, which was consecrated in April 1991 and was paid for
entirely through private donations. The chapel is on the Camp David grounds.
A Navy chaplain is assigned to the chapel, although sometimes a Catholic
priest holds mass -- as is the case today. When Potus is there, there are
usually 60 to 70 people attending. When he's not, it's about 40 people.
Those who attend the service are the military on the base and their
families.

Francine Kiefer
The Christian Science Monitor

Jenni R. Engebretsen
07/16/2000 11:06:58 AM :

Record Type: Record

To:
cc:
Subject: Pool Report #7: Middle East Peace Summit at Camp David: Sunday Morning

Pool Report #7
Middle East Peace Summit at Camp David: Sunday Morning
July 16, 2000

Two items this morning. The president is going to church at Camp David at
10:30 a.m., then he will huddle with his advisors. Also, there was a small fire
outside the doors to the East Wing this morning. It happened in the course of some painting
being done, and a floor board caught fire. Apparently, it was very minor

A few details on POTUS and church. The service is being held in the
Evergreen Chapel, which was consecrated in April 1991 and was paid for
entirely through private donations. The chapel is on the Camp David grounds
A Navy chaplain is assigned to the chapel, although sometimes a Catholic
priest holds mass -- as is the case today. When Potus is there, there are
usually 60 to 70 people attending. When he's not, it's about 40 people
Those who attend the service are the military on the base and their
families

Francine Kiefer
The Christian Science Monitor



Jason H. Schechter
07/16/2000 09:05:51 PM

Record Type: Record

To:

cc:
Subject: Pool Report #8: Middle East Peace Summit at Camp David: Crowley Readout

Pool Report #8
Middle East Peace Summit at Camp David: Crowley Readout
July 16, 2000

NSC spokesman P.J. Crowley spent most of the 8 p.m. readout answering questions about the
president's comments on the peace talks with the New York Daily News. He said the decision of the
president to do the interview was his own, and that Joe Lockhart found out about it after the fact, and
decided to release that portion pertaining to the peace talks. Potus wanted to respond to the interview
request, says P.J., because the subject was about a "New York related subject" (i.e. Hillary). P.J. was not
clear exactly what process the interviewer went through, but the request did not come through the press
office and it was the president who returned the call
to the Daily News.

When asked whether Potus's comments would jeopardize the talks, P.J. answered "not at all.
think you'll find that the way the president characterized where we are is similar to what Joe has said at
the podium in one form or another."

When it was pointed out that Joe has made no comments on progress whatsoever (the Potus
statement said he was "more optimistic than | was when they got here."), P.J. answered that he would let
the president's words "speak for themselves" and restated his belief that the Potus interview will do
nothing to "sway" the talks.

In answer to another pointed question, whether the POTUS interview opens up the way for the
other leaders to hold interviews -- which goes against the spirit of the news blackout -- P.J. mentioned that
this interview was about a different subject, and that these questions just came as kind of an "oh, by the
way," at the end, and so Joe made the decision to release them. Later, P.J. commented that "the leaders
have had the opportunity to make phone calls if they choose." He recounted one instance where the
characterization of a principal's phone call made news. "Do the leaders have the opportunity to make
phone calls if they choose? They do and
they have," he said.

On other subjects, P.J. said there were no formal meetings since Joe's afternoon briefing, and
unlike other nights, there will be no formal dinner tonight. There will be a buffet where delegates can help
themselves and the president "has the option of dining in his cabin." He had no forecast of meetings either
later tonight or tomorrow.

Meanwhile, one journalist complained of no new video since day one, and P.J. said he would take
that under advisement. When asked if the pool could have an interview with the president, since he had
spoken to the Daily News, P.J. said no.

Francine Kiefer
The Christian Science Monitor
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At 9:50 p.m., NSC spokesman P.J. Crowley offered a couple of morsels and some guidance," deflected
most questions and declared a lid until midnight when he said he would "see where we are" and get back
to the pool with more details.

Among the specific questions Crowley did not answer was whether Clinton would spend the night at
Camp David.

Crowley said the president was presently on the back deck of Laurel cottage finishing up dinner with
"some of the negotiators." Asked to be more specific, Crowley declined to say who was with the

president. He also refused to say if the negotiators were high level. He later described
Clinton's presence as drop in at Laurel."

This evening, since Lockhart's last briefing, the president had an "'extensive meeting" with his team,
Crowley said. Berger, Albright and Ross have been shuttling to various negotiating teams throughout the
evening.

He said that Barak and Arafat have spent *'virtually the entire day with their respective teams." There
have been no meetings between the two today. They've had only two meetings - one formal and one
informal - during the summit. Crowley would not say whether any one-on-one meetings were anticipated.

Asked if Clinton has had time to rest today, after being up til 5 this morning, Crowley said he didn't know.
"I'm sure that he's had a chance to relax where he can but I'm also sure he focused on moving the parties
forward," he said.

Marsha Mercer
Media General
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At 12:30 am, NSC spokesman PJ Crowley relayed to the pool the following statement by Press Secretary
Joe Lockhart: "The President regrets he will have to delay his trip to Japan for one day. The President will
now leave Thursday morning and arrive in Japan for the opening of the G8 summit Friday. The President
believes this is in the best interest of the Middle East Peace Process." Lid at 1:00 am until 9:00 am
Thursday morning, with a briefing by Lockhart expected at 11:00 am.

Miles Benson
Newhouse News Service
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Lockhart briefed at 11:10am, reporting the talks were continuing but that he was unable to say if the
participants were going to be able to "take the difficult decisions for peace."

"The meetings are still unfolding in a way with the best chance for an agreement," Lockhart said. Lockhart
said the plan is still for the President to depart for Japan sometime after midnight tonight. He said that the
President had conducted bilateral talks with Barak at the Prime Minister's cabin last night until after 10:00
pm. He said the President had then hosted Arafat at a meeting in the President's cabin until 1:00 am and
that he was meeting again this morning with Arafat as the briefing was being conducted.

Lockhart indicated he would brief again at 5:00 pm.

Miles Benson
Newhouse News Service
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President Clinton departed White House at 6:04 p.m., arriving aboard Marine One at Camp David at 6:36.
Aides said he went immediately into meetings with senior advisors. He was expected to meet with Israeli
and Palestinian leaders into the night. White House declared a coverage lid at 8 p.m.

Thomas Hargrove
Scripps Howard News Service
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