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In any event, the Justice Department has taken unusual steps already to ensure 
that the investigation of Madison Guarantee is tough and independent - and the 
Clintons have voluntarily agreed to fully cooperate with that investigation by turning 
over all documents related to Whitewater or Madison.

Those who call for an independent counsel admit that there is no evidence that the 
President or Mrs. Clinton did anything improper -- none. That is why it would be 
inappropriate to appoint an independent counsel. In any case, the Department of Justice has 
taken special steps to ensure that the investigation of Madison Guaranty is independent. The 
Department has brought in a Republican-appointed former U.S. Attorney, Donald MacKay, 

to investigate.

The Clintons did nothing improper. And there is simply no evidence that the 
Preisdent or Mrs. Clinton did anything wrong. There have been a lot of wild charges and 
speculation, but the one thing everyone who wants an independent counsel agrees on is that 
there is no evidence that the Clintons did anything improper.

• The Department brought in a Republican-appointed former-U.S. Attorney, Donald B. 
MacKay of Illinois, to lead the investigation of Madison. Mackay served as U.S. 
Attorney by Presidents Nixon and Ford, and rejoined the Justice Department during 
the Bush administration in 1991. The Clintons’ documents relating to Whitewater are 
being turned over to MacKay and his colleagues in the Criminal Division of the 

Justice Department.

• The Arkansas U.S. Attorney recused herself from the case, as has Web Hubbell.

• Ultimately, the guarantor of the independence of this investigation is Janet Reno. And 
everyone knows that she is nothing if not independent.

It would be wrong, and very damaging, if an independent counsel were appointed 
every time that an unsubstantiated charge is made about a top official by a political 

opponent.

The statute - which the Republicans killed - says clearly that an independent 
prosecutor should be appointed only when there are specific charges, from a credible 
source, about possible violation of federal criminal law by a top official. That is not 

even close to happening here.

When challenged, Republicans calling for an independent counsel cannot cite a 
credible, specific charge of a violation of federal law. Not only is there no proof — 
beyond the wild statements and innuendos, there aren’t really any charges.

It may be good politics or good PR to call for a special counsel, but it is wrong 
matter of principle when there is no credible evidence that the President or Mrs. 
Clinton did anything improper.
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budget debate Administration officials said and did things 
that undermined our own efforts. This Administration is 
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your surrogates, we’ll have a train wreck. A Surrogate Czar 
is a must. Marla was terrific in the War Room, but for the 
coming months we need someone who won’t be seen as playing 
favorites. I nominate Gearan; he’s senior, loyal and 
understands communications. I’d require that all requests 
for surrogates be channeled through him.
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Mr. President,

Earlier today we received a letter to you from Yeltsin.

1.

2.

3.

4 .

Some additional talking points are attached.

A

Q.
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Yeltsin wants to know in advance before any decisions are 
announced.

\

^7

Favor a comprehensive settlement;

Want decisions to be made not in NATO, but in the UN Security 
Council;

The highlights:

The Russians want to work closely with us; don't want Bosnia 
to spoil our overall relations;

%

<7'
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First, we propose to act only with NATO.

-- The U.S. is limiting itself even more than required under 
the UNSC resolutions.

Why are we insisting that only Serb heavy weapons be withdrawn, 
and not "Muslim"?

Second, NATO agreed last August that Boutros Ghali must 
approve the first air strike in Bosnia, and that all air
strikes -- the first and any subsequent ones -- would be approved 
by the UNPROFOR commander as well as by CINCSOUTH Admiral Boorda.

-- The UNSC took the basic decision when it authorized all 
necessary means, including air strikes, if necessary to carry out 
UNPROFOR's humanitarian mission.

-- UNSC resolutions would permit the U.S. or any other state 
to act unilaterally. Moreover, the resolutions only call for 
coordination with UNPROFOR.

Why is NATO taking decisions about air strikes instead of the 
UNSC?

-- Our proposal is even handed. We are not asking either 
side to disarm what it considers to be its capital city. Heavy 
weapons in Pale (pronounced pal-ay) would not be at risk of NATO 
air strikes. And we are asking the Bosnian government to put its 
heavy weapons in the Sarajevo region under UN control.
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May 17, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

WELFARE REFORM REMAINING ISSUESSUBJECT:

Final decisions are outstanding on two elements of the welfare reform plan — family 
caps and time limiting the WORK program. The attached memorandum presents the 
pros/cons of each issue.

The Mainstream Forum bill puts a three-year time limit on the WORK program, and 
gives states the option to extend it for a significant percentage of the caseload. We could 
adopt some variant of this option, with a somewhat higher percentage. This approach is 
politically attractive, but it could give states that just wanted to cut their caseloads the power 
to cut off people without regard to circumstance.

1. Family Caps: We gather from our recent discussions with you that you support 
letting states decide for themselves whether to pay additional benefits for additional children 
conceived on welfare. We agree that making this a state option is the best course, politically 
and substantively.

2. Time-Limiting the WORK Program: The toughest challenge is to making sure 
that the WORK program does not become a guaranteed job for life. Many Democratic 
governors have told us that they will be unable to support the Administration's plan unless it 
gives them some kind of option to prevent people who could be working in the private sector 
from remaining on the public WORK program indefinitely. If that's what our friends say, it's 
hard to imagine that we can survive Republican attacks on this issue. We will have a tough 
time making the case to the American public that we are "ending welfare as we know it" if 
people who could support themselves can still stay on the system for life.

Based on our conversations with you, we believe the best way to resolve these issues 
is through state flcAibllity. Thrcugh.ovt the plan, we have been careful to give states as many 
options as possible. Therefore, we recommend the following:

THE PRESIDENT HAS SEENTHE WHITE HOUSE
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CAROL RASCO 
BRUCE REED
KATHI WAY



Alternatively, we could propose a more narrow, targeted state option, which would 
allow states to time limit the WORK program only for people who have significant previous 
work experience and who live in areas of low unemployment where there are jobs available 
to match their skills. This approach would dramatically reduce the risk that a state might cut 
off someone who couldn’t make it in the private sector on their own: If they've worked 
before, they should be able to work again, and a total of five years on assistance (2 in JOBS, 
3 in WORK) is long enough to outlast any business cycle.

Next week, we will give you a detailed memo on the politics of welfare reform and 
ideas on how best to start talking about the plan. We are also preparing a comprehensive 
rollout strategy.

We recommend the second, safer option. It provides greater protection and lessens the 
chance that this whole question will become a major political issue. The left will not be 
happy with either option, and neither will HHS; they would prefer a WORK program that 
goes on forever. But we feel we need some kind of limit both to make the program work 
and to keep the entire welfare reform debate from dwelling on this issue. We also fear that 
without some provision of our own, we will have a very hard time warding off draconian 
measures from the right.
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May 18, 1994THE DIRECTOR

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Leon Panetta

Revised Welfare Reform Financing OptionsSUBJECT:

Proposed savings from Veterans Affairs are dropped from all three packages.

Package III duplicates Package II, but would: (a) drop the deficiency payments 
proposal and (b) revise the sponsor to alien deeming proposal to extend 
deeming to 10 years for SSI, AFDC and Food Stamps.

Attached are three revised packages of welfare reform financing options, per our 
discussions on May 16th. The changes are as follows:

Package I includes provisions from the May 16th package and a provision to 
time limit SSI, Disability Insurance, Medicaid and Medicare benefits for 
disabled recipients eligible for payments due to alcoholism/drug addiction 
(DAA). (This provision is included in the House passed version of the SSA 
Independent Agency legislation.)

$9.32 B over 5 years, $26.04 B over 10 years 
$9.31 B over 5 years, $27.06 B over 10 years 
$9.23 B over 5 years, $29.43 B over 10 years

Package II includes provisions from the May 16th package, but would: (a) drop 
the annuity cap proposal and gambling compliance initiatives, (b) add the 
DAA provision (c) add a provision to extend the existing Superfund tax 
beyond the current expiration date of 12/31/95 and (d) revise the current 
savings bond proposal to reward people for retaining their bonds for longer 
periods.

Federal savings from Package I: 
Federal savings from Package II: 
Federal savings from Package III:

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503
*

'’V*' ■• •*<-


