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Vision
A. What has historically made America exceptional is the

promise of progress and prosperity; the belief that
middle class people who worked hard and played by the
rules could raise themselves economically, and pass on
a better life to their children. The reality of
economic progress legitimizes both our democracy and
our economy, and becomes a source of national renewal
and international leadership. The promise of a better
tomorrow has been the inspiration for our journey as a
nation.
While our system has historically risen to the occasion
and overcome great obstacles -- racial division, great
Depression, and World War -- when President Clinton
came to office, the ability of our system to overcome
the obstacles of our day was in doubt. We lost the
promise of middle class life. Our nation was going in
the wrong direction economically. We were turning
inward at a time of great global change. Our society,
rather than coming together, was being pulled apart.
And confidence among our citizens in the ability of our
public institutions to deal with these problems was at
an all time low.

B.

We are beginning to turn that around. The national
government is finally addressing the problems and needs
of average Americans. We are putting our fiscal house
in order. We are raising living standards, and
advancing the values and security of mainstream
communities. And President Clinton -- by fighting for
economic security, health security, personal security,
and a new definition of national security -- is giving
our people the confidence to embrace a new world where
the only constant is change. This is the basis for an
American renewal.

Critique: When Bill Clinton came to office, he faced a
situation in the country that was without precedent --

A. Fiscal House Is Out of Order
1. We Quadrupled the National Debt which kept

interest rates high, crowded out demands for
capital, and commanded more government money to
service the debt. All of this reduced investment,
productivity, job creation, and the living
standards of the middle class.
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At the same time we ran up the debt, we failed to
make needed public investments in policies and
ideas that make us strong.Fiscal failures deprived us of leverage with our
international trading partners, made us unable to
coordinate economies for growth or to reduce trade
barriers to American exports.
Compromised the faith of the American people to
Manage our finances.

2.

3.

4.

The Middle Class Is Losing Ground
1. For two decades, most people worked harder for

less. Seemingly secure jobs were lost. Along
with declining wages, people lost the security of
stable and reliable health insurance. Two earners
per family were required to stabilize family
income.
While America is now the most productive nation on
earth, this productivity itself contains the seeds
of further insecurity, because it means fewer
people are required to produce as much or more
goods and services.
That means you must export more and find more open
markets. But the lesson of the last decade was
that Americans had reason to fear rather than
embrace the global economy.
The loss of manufacturing jobs, in particular, cut
off the ladder of opportunity for working poor to
move into the middle class, thus contributing to
social upheaval.

2.

3.

4.

Social Upheaval
1.

2.

3.

Family breakdown, unwed mothers and broken homes
at levels without precedent.
Loss of jobs in urban centers as manufacturingleft American shores.All successful societies are organized around
family and work, and if you have to do without
both, you have a truly chaotic situation. In
communities devastated by poverty and despair, the
vacuum created by the absence of work and the
decline of community institutions has been filled
by the alternatives of crime, violence and drugs.
Social breakdown adds to the feelings of the
middle class that nothing works: Streets are
unsafe, kids are not safe, schools do not work,
there are not opportunities for training, they can
lose their health care.
Overall condition of meanness and surliness in
society leads to conditions of intolerance,
rejection of immigrants.

4.

5.
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Advent of Global Economyl. At the same time, the global economy, with its
Promise and perils, is now the central face of
life for hardworking Americans. It creates
winners and losers here at home.
Minimal job creation, growth differential, slows
demand for US exports and shows need for
international coordination.
Foreign corporations have competitive edge with
more government investment in skills, and lower
cost of health care for employees
The new global economy creates insecurities for
Americans and tempts us to turn inward. This is
the wrong reaction -- it will make us poorer and
less able to deal with change.
We must persuade Americans that self-interest has
now replaced self-defense as the rationale for our
engagement in the world. Economic
internationalism will make us richer, and safer.
Free markets create middle classes, and middle
classes are forces for tolerance, openness,
liberty and democracy in societies -- and these
forces make nations more stable.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Changing Definition of National Security
1.

Lost

Emergence of the global economy comes at the end
of the Cold War, and that means we must put
international economics at the center of our
foreign policy.
We are now summoned to organize the world in ways
that promote stability, democracy, safety from
nuclear proliferation and environmental hazards
without the organizing rigors of the Cold War.
Ethnic and national aspirations are resurgent
Economically, the downsizing of the defense
establishment is costing jobs. While on one hand
we have nuclear peace, an entrepreneurial boom,
and a demand for political openness, the end of
the Cold War and the new global economy has
created insecurity among people who fear that
forces outside of their control will rob them of
their livelihoods.
Just as self-defense motivated American foreign
policy during the Cold War, self-interest must
underlie our policy in the post-Cold War.

2.

3.
4.

5.

Confidence In Public InstitutionsAll of these changes come at a time when citizen
confidence in our public institutions are at
record lows.
Government has lost touch with the middle class.

1.

2.
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IIl.

3. Government fails to provide honest value for hard-
earned tax dollars.

4. Narrow interests prevail over the national
interest.

5. Politics and gridlock prevent progress.
6. Government cannot pursue the common good.

Call for Action -- We have taken important steps.
There is much more to do.
1. Our problems were not created overnight, and they

cannot be solved overnight. But President Clinton
responded immediately with action.

2. Moved quickly to put our fiscal house in order.
3. Restored the interests of the middle class to the

center of the public debate.
4. Began dealing with social breakdown.
5. Urged America to compete, not retreat in the face

of the global economy.
6. Redefined national security
7. Began Restoring Confidence in Government

What We Accomplished - We said we would and we did it.
A. Put Our Fiscal House In Order

1. Cut spending in 342 separate accounts of the
Federal budget. We cut $255 billion in spending
over five years. Discretionary spending was cut
twelve percent. Through the Vice President's REGO
project, we are cutting the federal workforce by
250,000, largely through attrition, and reforming
the way we procure goods and services for the
Federal government.
We reversed trickle-down economics. We asked the
top 1.2 percent of Americans to pay higher incomes
taxes, and middle income Americans to pay a modest
4.3 cent gasoline tax which, along with some
higher corporate taxes, completed our effort to
put together a $500 billion net deficit reduction
package.
We persuaded the financial markets and our foreign
allies that we were real:

2.

3.

a. Progress on interest rates, inflation, job
creation, housing starts, consumer
confidence, business investment, auto sales,
and durable goods. This is a real recovery.

b. It also persuaded our allies we were serious
about putting our house in order, and gave
the President leverage on issues ranging from
macroeconomic coordination to trade barrier
reduction, e.g. successful G-7 meeting in
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Japan, successful APEC conference, and
successful conclusion of the GATT deal.

B. Began Making the Economy Work for Middle Class
1. Economic progress helped them in home

refinancings, creation of jobs, and reduction of
interest and inflation rates.
Clinton economic program contained specific
measures to create jobs and growth:

2.

a. small business expensing and ITC.
b. credit crunch for access to capital
om defense conversion and technology

reinvestment project
d. Clinton budget funds 70% of investments for

children, students, workers, and jobs.
e. Student loan reform
f. Family and Medical Leave

on Began Dealing With Social Breakdown
1.
2.

Passage of Brady Bill
Passage of initiatives to reward work and families

EITC
Family Preservation Act
WIC and Immunization Investments
Empowerment Zones

a.
b.
d.

National service, giving 20,000 people a chance to
work next year, in distressed areas, sparking a
new sense of civic responsibility and opportunity
in the communities in which they work.

3.

D. Began Embracing the Global Economy
1.
2.
3.
4.

Began Redefining National Security
1.

2.

3
4.

NAFTA
GATT
National Export Strategy
Japan Framework at Tokyo G-7

Aiding the Russian reform experiment, and
assisting the dismantling of the nuclear arsenals.
Fighting for Democracy in places like Guatemala
and Haiti.
Assisting the peace process in the Middle East.
New policies to stem illegal immigration and drug
trafficking. Protect global environment and
prevent proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction.

F. Began Restoring the Public Trust and Restoring Our
Democracy
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Reinventing Government
FEMA-Midwest Floods and California Fires
First time in 60 years no Presidential vetoes.
Where bipartisanship was possible, we did great
things: National Service, NAFTA, Family and
Medical Leave, and relief for the Midwestern
Floods.

1994 Agenda - Protecting the Economic Recovery and
continuing the progress we have made; resisting efforts by
narrow interests to backtrack; focusing on jobs and the
security agenda; and supporting the President's efforts to
speak to America's most profound values and ideals.
A. Fiscal Responsibility

1. We will fulfill our commitments under the 1993
Budget and Economic Growth Plan to keep faith with
the American people and control spending.
1995 Budget maintains the caps, continues the
largest downsizing of the Federal workforce in
history, includes 214 of 237 recommendations for
reinventing government, and asks Congress for new
reforms in the procurement process.
The biggest advance Congress can make to control
spending is passage of Health Care Reform.
Most important thing is to protect the recovery.
We will resist policies of contraction; we will
resist changes in the economic plan that produced
growth; we will resist fiscal changes that make
health care reform impossible; we will resist
gimmicks like the Balanced Budget Amendment.
Ideas like the President's Modified Line Item Veto
should move forward. We will consider
recommendations by the Kerrey Commission
consistent with our principles.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Economic Security - Ideas to create jobs, lift incomes
and improve skills so that people will have the
courage, confidence and the ability to embrace change.

B.

l. Jobs agenda.
Continue recovery
Clean Water Act.
National highway system.
High speed rail.
Housing authorization.
National information highway
Telecommunications Reform.
Defense Conversion
Reform of OSHA

a.
b.

d.
e.

h.

Job Training and Dislocated Workers2.
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a. Change unemployment system to reemployment
b. Extended unemployment and dislocated workers

3. New Economic Security Through a Continuing
Capacity to learn.
a. School to Work/Apprenticeships
b. Training and job location

4, Invest in the Skills of our Students/Goals 2000
5. Reforming Welfare

a. Empowerment Zones
b. EITC

State Waivers
D. Task Force Hard At Work
E. Call for Bipartisanship
F. (Note POTUS Promised Reform in 1993)

6. International Economics
a. GATT
b. Japan Framework
c Western Hemispheric Summit
d. Fall APEC
e. G-7 In Italy

HEALTH SECURITY
1. Congress should not take summer vacation without

passing a comprehensive health care bill that
provides universal coverage and benefits that can
never be taken away.

2. Let's work out particulars on a bipartisan basis,
within the principles laid out during September
22, 1993 speech.

3. This is about virtually everything we talk about -
- fiscal house in order, middle class, social
breakdown, global economy and trust in government.

PERSONAL SECURITY
1. Finish the Crime Bill
2. What can be done about violence - moral dimension

D.

Redefining National Security
1. Defense. Maintain a margin for safety, keep our

security commitments, respond to post-Cold War
threats, and maintain dual use technology for
strong civilian and defense industrial base. As
always, security depends on the quality of our
people: we have the finest.

E.

2. Reform foreign aid -- democracy, non-
proliferation, environmental preservation, free
markets.

3. A new partnership for peace that will draw the
Central and Eastern European countries toward our
community of security. This will help us build a
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stable environment in which the new democracies
and free markets of Eastern and Central Europe and
the former USSR can flourish.

4. Fighting backlash States like North Korea and
Libya. Urging China to comply with human rights
and non-proliferation policies to ensure
maintenance of MFN status. Russia
Denuclearization.

F. Foster trust in government.
1. Finish Lobbying Reform
2. Finish campaign finance reform
3. Finish Procurement reform

G. QUESTION MARKS

1. IMMIGRATION REFORM MUST BE INCORPORATED. HOW?

2. WHERE TO TREAT ENVIRONMENT ISSUES? SUPERFUND.
RCRA, SAFE DRINKING WATER. CLEAN WATER ACT.
WESTERN ISSUES.

Conclusion
The national government is finally addressing the problems
and needs of average Americans. We are putting our fiscal
house in order. We are raising living standards, and
advancing the values and security of mainstream communities.
And President Clinton -- by fighting for economic security,
health security, personal security, and a new definition of
national security -- is giving our people the confidence to
embrace a new world where the only constant is change. This
is our journey; it is the basis for an American renewal.
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MAJOR THEMES OF FY 1995 BUDGET

MAINTAINING BUDGET DISCIPLINE

o The FY 1995 budget will stick to the spending caps freezing spending at FY 1993
levels put in place by this year's reconciliation bill. By sticking to the caps, and with
other deficit reduction provided by the reconciliation bill, the deficit will drop from
an estimated $250 billion in FY 1994 to below $200 billion in FY 1995 (note: last
year the deficit for FY 1995 was projected to be $301 billion).

MAJOR CUTS

o Agriculture: -$1.0 billion

o Energy: -$1.5 billion

o 9 of 14 major agencies are cut below the FY 1994 enacted level

o Number of programs cut below FY 1994 levels: 219

o Number of programs frozen at FY 1994 levels: 142

o 100,000 personnel reduction by the end of FY 1995

MAJOR INVESTMENTS

Substantial investments are made in the following areas:

o Health

o Crime

o Jobs

o Children

o Technology

International Affairs

o Trade

o National Security

Attached is a very preliminary summary of the major investment programs.
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MAJOR THEMES OF FY 1995 BUDGET
_... Budget Authority .--Delta 1995 _

1993 1994 1995 Over 1994
HEALTH

Total Investment: +2.932 billion

Comprehensive health care reform providing universal
access is fully paid for outside the discretionary totals being
discussed. The foliowing health initiatives fall within these totals.

Ryan White. 348 579 672 +93
Immunizations (including vaccine purchase) 341 528 918 +390
Drugs® 12,102 12,069 13,432 +1,363

10,326 10,956 11,473 +517
Environment. 4,584 4,724 5,293 +569

CRIME

Total Investment: +3.059 billion

The FY 1995 budget will parallel the $22 billion 5 year funding
of the Senate crime bill providing 100,000 cops, immigration
enforcement, boot camps, Brady bill funding and drug courts.

Crime Bill 183 63 2,423 +2,360
Prisons 2012 2263 2766 +503
FBI and DEA 2604 2761 2817 +56
INS 978 1049 1138 +89
U.S. Attorneys 1295 1329 1380 +51

JOBS

Total Investment: +3.175 billion

Dislocated Workers 651 1,118 1,465 +347
Highways 18,157 19,725 20,088 +363
Job Corps 966 1,040 ,183 +143

Smali Business Development 347 195 325 +130
EDA 332 351 391 +40

CHILDREN

Total Investment: +2.891 billion

Head Start 2,776 3,326 4,026 +700
Goais 2000 105 700 +595

WIC 2,860 3,210 3,564 +354
School to Work 50 150 +100

Community Dev. Banks 104 +104
Mass Transit. 898 1613 2330 +717

One Stop Career Shopping 50 250 +200
Clean Water 1,944 1,839 2,300 +461
New Community Development 500 +500
Empowerment Zones (housing subsidies) 170 +170

Chapter tf 6,709 6,924 7,579 +655
National Service 575 862 +287

*double counts investments in crime and health

MAJOR THEMES OF FY 1995 BUDGET
Budget Authority - _ 1995_

1993 1994 1995 Over 1994
HEALTH

Total Investment: +2.932 billion

Comprehensive health care reform providing universal
acces is fully paid for outside the discretionary totals being
discussed. The foliowing health nitiatives fall within these totals

Ryan White. 348 579 672 +93
Immunizations (including vacine purchase) 341 $28 918 +390
Drugs* 12,102 12,069 13,432 +1,363

10,326 10,956 11,473 +517
Environment. 4,584 4,724 5,293 +569

CRIME

Total Investment: +3.059 bilion

The FY 1995 budget will parallel the $22 billion 5 year funding
of the Senate crime bill providing 100,000 cops, immigration
enforcement, bot camps, Brady bill funding and drug courts

Crime Bill 183 63 2,423 +2,360
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FBI and DEA 2604 2761 2817 +56
INS 978 1049 1138 +89
U.S. Attorneys 1295 1329 1380 +51

JOBS

Total Investment: +3.175 billion

Dislocated Workers 651 1,118 1,465 +347
Highways 18,157 19,725 20,088 +363

1831.040Job Corps 966 +143
Community Dev. Banks 104 +104
Mass Transit. 898 1613 2330 +717
Small Business Development 347 195 325 +130
EDA 332 351 391 +40
One Stop Career Shopping 50 250 +200
Clean Water 1,944 2,300 +461
New Community Development 500 +500
Empowerment Zones (housing subsidies) 170 +170

CHILDREN

Total Investment: +2.891 billion

Head Start 2,776 3,326 4,026 +700
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Chapter 1 6,709 6,924 7,579 +655
National Service 575 862 +287
WIC 2,860 3,210 3,564 +354
School to Work 50 150 +100

*double counts investments in crime and health



MAJOR THEMES OF FY 1995 BUDGET

TECHNOLOGY

Total Investment: + 1.423 billion

NIST
ARPA (DOD)
Aeronautics (NASA)
NSF
Information Highway
Energy Research

o

INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Total Investment: +665 million

Environment
Population Assistance
Multilateral Development Banks

TRADE

Total Investment: +104 million

OPIC
Trade and Development Agency
IMF
Exim

NATIONAL SECURITY

Total Investnent: +1.7 billion

Department of Defense (in billions)

1993

381
472
242

2,700

981

520
474
286

2,901
26

1,366

292
502

1,478

250.6

1995

935
575
357

3,090
78

1,961

450
585

1,902

19
42
100
700

252.2

Delta 1995_
Over 1994

Budget Authorit
1994

+415
+101
+71
+189
+52
+595

+158
+83
+424

+2
+2

+100

17
40

70

+1.7

MAJOR THEMES OF FY 1995 BUDGET
Budget Authorit Delta 1995

1993 1994 1995 Over 1994
TECHNOLOGY

Total Investment: + 1.423 billion

NIST 381 520 935 +415
ARPA (DOD) 472 474 575 +101
Aeronautics (NASA) 242 286 357 +71
NSF 2,700 2,901 3,090 +189
Information Highway 26 78 +§2
Energy Research 981 1,366 1,961 +595

INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Total Investment: +665 million

Environment 292 450 +158
Population Assistance 502 585 +83
Multilateral Development Banks 1,478 1,902 +424

TRADE

Total Investment: +104 milion

OPIC 17 19 +2
Trade and Development Agency 42 +2
IMF 100 +100
Exim 700 700

NATIONAL SECURITY

Total Investment: +1.7 billion

Department of Defense (in billions) 250.6 252.2 +1.7
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary
Internal Transcript December 22, 1993

TRANSCRIPT OF MEETING ON
STATE OF THE UNION SPEECH

The Oval Office

4:40 P.M. EST

MR. GEARAN: The purpose of this meeting is to go throughplans for the State of the Union address; go through the time line ofwhat we suggest for the preparation, how we would suggest laying itout, and then to get some feedback, early feedback, you might have on
thoughts on how we're going to prepare and any ideas you might have.

THE PRESIDENT: Did you get the note I sent you from Mary Hillfrom Concord, New Hampshire? The one that runs a little store inConcord? "In your State of the Union challenge us to do this, notthat; this, not that; this, not that." About 20 things in her littlehand-written --

MR. GEARAN: Well, David will outline this, but part of theplan is to ask an awful lot of people for ideas. We had thought ofArthur Schlesinger. But Mary Hill wasn't on -- (laughter) --

THE PRESIDENT: -- sits in the grocery store all day in New
Hampshire watching C-Span. All of a sudden, we're affecting realpeople.

MR. GEARAN: This is the time line that we've been talkingabout. Over Christmas you'll see all the past State of the Unionaddresses of the first year of several of the former Presidents; memoson ideas that David and Jody have been working together for next year,a legislative outline; outside submissions -- this is Schlesinger,McCullough, all that stuff.
THE PRESIDENT: We ought to go back to a lot of those people -

- Santel, all those people that were a part of our meeting.
MR. PODESTA: The other thing we'll do is kind of canvas theCabinet as well.
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MR. GEARAN: White House staff and Cabinet. John has sent out
a memo to the Cabinet members asking for specific ideas.

THE PRESIDENT: I think that's important.
MR. GEARAN: That can be forwarded to you over New Year's if

you want to receive it down there.
When we get back on the 4th we'll have a quick meeting to seeif you have any reaction to any of this stuff. On the 6th you'll geta preliminary either extended outline or, in fact, a draft.
THE PRESIDENT: That I can take with me?

MR. GEARAN: Well, hopefully that you could react to on the7th. So there's some guidance during the course of your trip. You
get back the 16th, but assuming fatigue and everything, by the 19th or20th then we could meet --

THE PRESIDENT: Fatigue?
THE VICE PRESIDENT: Unknown.

MR. GEARAN: So then we could go through final editing.
THE PRESIDENT: I like the time frame; I think it's fine.
MR. GERGEN: Mr. President, I think we need one person to take

charge of the day to day, pulling this together and making sure it all
happens, to get the pieces in. David Dreyer has prepared thisoutline. I think David ought to be -- Mack and I have talked aboutthis -- if he could run this on a day to day basis right through theprocess, probably work with the principal draft as well asparticipating on the draft. He worked with Jeremy on the health caredraft those last couple days. It worked out very well. I think it's
good to have him do that.

Jody has already been working with him on some aspects ofthis. I know a lot of other players are going to have views on it andwill be able to participate through that. Mack has asked me to sortof assume some sort of an overview, help look after the process as we
go through, which I am delighted to do. But I think David is the bestcandidate to do this.

Not at this session, but we'd like to have a chance sometimeto taik a little bit about drafter, the writer and how we can getthat. But we can do that another time. But David has already startedon this. If you want to talk about people we talked about and theprocess.
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MR. DREYER: I've been on the phone today -- I spoke toProfessor Carter. I have some other folks who George recommended --

Steve Carter out of Yale. So I have a sense of the people who were atthat meeting. What I'm asking them to do is to send us a memorandumaddressed to you before next Thursday when you go to Hilton Head thattalks about the master narrative for the speech --where we are, asense of history -- understanding that they're not aware of the budgetpriorities that are going to be driving some of the policies withinthe speech; some of the larger themes that theythink ought to be addressed by you in the speech.
You have an opportunity to see that. The senior staff wouldhave an opportunity to see that, and from that we would work off anoutline, and then the crude drafting would be given on the 6th of

January.
MR. GERGEN: And the people we're talking about we would drawfrom -- within the White House would be obviously by subject matter.Bruce Reed could take crime, for example; and Jeremy, working with

Tony, would take the national security element. We have the elementsof the program for next year. So we would draw from within the White
House, we would draw from the Cabinet, we would draw from the outsidethinkers as well as the consultants. So we would have fairly largeuniversal ideas that we were drawing from. And the individual
speechwriting staff would be asked to provide speech material so we
get passages and ideas from them as well. So we draw on their talentsas well. I don't think we ought to exclude them from the process;indeed, I think they can help to strengthen it.

So there would be a lot of folks involved in this. I don'tthink you have to read all this material. I think that's somethingthat can all go to David and we can work that within the staff. Butwe' l show you the things that are most interesting. There's noreason for you to read everything that comes in.
MR. LADER: Looking over the last couple of months, what are

some of the interviews or speeches you've done that you feel you wereat the form and in the substance that you'd like embraced in this, aswell? What should be reflected and incorporated in this sum?

THE PRESIDENT: Oh, I don't know. I think I was having thebiggest impact when I did the Memphis speech, the North Carolina
speech, the Yale speech at the reunion. Those are three that we sortof did in succession.

But I also think the -- it's a little -- it's not the rightform, probably, but I also think that entitlement speech had a lot of
good stuff in it, because it laid down a lot of markers. It sort offorced people to climb barriers. Just keep in mind, we're going tohave to deal with -- we may or may not have to deal with the State ofthe Union. There's a chance we'll have to -- you've got the balanced
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budget amendment issues. But I think what we need is an overarchingsort of theme and approach that, first of all, captures what we did doin this last year. That's the one thing Newstat said, -- said theState of the Union is so important because this is really the first
one you've got. The last one you could go way up in the polls but
they could take you right back down and arguing about it because youdidn't have a record. Now you've got a record. You can talk aboutwhat you actually did in the first year.

MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: You should probably also read yourBlumenthal interview. Not that you would use the language at all, butthe way you talked about things was a little different.
THE PRESIDENT: Do you want to put it out?
MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: The interview, not the story.
MR. DREYER: It's really good, very helpful.
THE PRESIDENT: Is it helpful?
MR. GERGEN: Yes, he thought it was very good.
THE PRESIDENT: That's good. We need all the help we can get.(Laughter.) We accept. Thank you very much.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: His piece this week was very good in theNew Yorker.
THE PRESIDENT: What was it about?
THE VICE PRESIDENT: He does that front piece on the

Washington column, right? It was just a broad overview. It must havebeen based in part on the interview.
MR. GERGEN: Let me tell you there's a possibility on this --

before we go further on the substance. And that is given theambitious nature of the agenda for next year and the fact that you'renot going to say very much in one speech about some of theseindividual initiatives, it may well be that we would want to have
accompanying this one or two days later a written State of the Unionfrom which the speech is a shortened version. But that would give youa chance to cover some of these topics and put things in a more
complete framework.

It would also allow your Cabinet officers to feel that you'vehonored their pet programs -- It gives you a chance to get more of thelaundry list out without having to say it and it gives everybody onedocument as a foundation for the year, what you're hoping to do forthe country that year. It gives you a chance to discuss foreignpolicy in more complete detail in one place. There are a lot of

4

budget amendment issues. But I think what we need is an overarchingsort of theme and approach that, first of all, captures what we did doin this last year. That's the one thing Newstat said, -- said theState of the Union is so important because this is really the first
one you've got. The last one you could go way up in the polls but
they could take you right back down and arguing about it because youdidn't have a record. Now you've got a record. You can talk aboutwhat you actually did in the first year.

MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: You should probably also read yourBlumenthal interview. Not that you would use the language at all, butthe way you talked about things was a little different.
THE PRESIDENT: Do you want to put it out?
MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: The interview, not the story.
MR. DREYER: It's really good, very helpful.
THE PRESIDENT: Is it helpful?
MR. GERGEN: Yes, he thought it was very good.
THE PRESIDENT: That's good. We need all the help we can get.(Laughter.) We accept. Thank you very much.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: His piece this week was very good in theNew Yorker.
THE PRESIDENT: What was it about?
THE VICE PRESIDENT: He does that front piece on the

Washington column, right? It was just a broad overview. It must havebeen based in part on the interview.
MR. GERGEN: Let me tell you there's a possibility on this --

before we go further on the substance. And that is given theambitious nature of the agenda for next year and the fact that you'renot going to say very much in one speech about some of theseindividual initiatives, it may well be that we would want to have
accompanying this one or two days later a written State of the Unionfrom which the speech is a shortened version. But that would give youa chance to cover some of these topics and put things in a more
complete framework.

It would also allow your Cabinet officers to feel that you'vehonored their pet programs -- It gives you a chance to get more of thelaundry list out without having to say it and it gives everybody onedocument as a foundation for the year, what you're hoping to do forthe country that year. It gives you a chance to discuss foreignpolicy in more complete detail in one place. There are a lot of



5

benefits. It's done occasionally. It's not frequently done, but itis done occasionally. We can think about that. I know that we don'thave to cross that bridge now.

If the budget message takes care of that, if the economic
report takes care of that, we wouldn't do it. I just think it's
something we can keep as an option.

Do you want to talk about themes or points or do you want to
get into that now? Do you feel up to that now? You've had a longday.

THE PRESIDENT: Had a long day. Those interviews were
exhausting when you do them right back to back.

Well, I do think there's a way that this whole thing has tosort of continue this idea that there's a partnership, there's sort of
a connection between me and the American people; and that we'rechallenging, but it's not as simple as Kennedy's rhetoric. Becausebasically he challenged them to do stuff and then didn't ask them to
do much beside join the Peace Corps and support his foreign policy.It was a different time, I'm not being critical. But it was adifferent sort of dynamic.

I think we're going to need to think through. It's so
important to have the right sort of mind-set in the country, the rightsort of attitude, the right sort of outlook in order for us to have
any shot at this health care debate. There are two things we need to
make sure we can do health care, it seems to me, is credibility thatwe're doing the right thing with the government --reducing the deficitand reinventing government, cutting spending and all this. And,therefore, we don't need the balanced budget amendment -- that sort ofmechanical thing.

And the second thing is -- I mean, apart from our ownstrategy, apart from our having a good plan, a good strategy, blah,blah, blah -- the second thing is the right sort of framework in thecountry's mind.

I mean, I always thought that I was able to get constantlyreelected in Arkansas because I convinced people that the only thingthat really mattered were schools and jobs and having a strategy forboth of them -- kids and the future, all that kind of stuff -- andthat once I defined what state government was about, it became veryhard for anybody else to come in. And even when I ran for a fifth
term, the only way they could have beat me was where I had high jobapproval rating, but low reelect because I'd been there so dad-gumlong. The only way they could have beat me was this give him a goldwatch theory-- he may be the best governor we ever had, but somebodyelse ought to do it. And they wouldn't do it, so that any time --

because I won the framework argument -- somehow we've got to get ina
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phrase or two, we have to control the way people think about it.
It's just like -- what's that phrase Moynihan uses all thetime? Not semantic positioning, but something like that. The best

example I know is, if in GATT whether we put As the World Turns on the
French television in the middle of the afternoon, if that becomes acultural issue, you're beat before you start. I mean, As the World
Turns is a product produced and commerced for the purpose of making
money. If it becomes the high culture of our country as opposed tothe high culture of their alternative version we're beat, because
surely you've got a right to protect your culture.

But that's the best argument I've heard lately. But I thinkthat somehow -- you try to do that within the health care debate with
things like security and all that, but I think we really have -- the
thing that made Reagan's deal last 12 years in part was not just thefact that it worked well at 1984 when he was reelected -- and the
economy was in pretty good shape in 1988 when Bush was elected -- theyalso had a language all their own which sort of fit the
predispositions of the American people to be skeptical of government,to believe taxes were bad, to believe that they would bring growth byrestraining government. And you've got to give them that.

So that if you looked at it -- it was very interesting.watched it. Because I was involved in '88 in a more dispassionate wayI could see it more clearly. But in the '88 election, the people haddecided that it was a good thing that Reagan's two terms were overbecause we couldn't stay with that sort of extreme version and now weneeded Reagan plus something. It needed to be Reagan plus whatever,be more active, government will do more.

MR. GERGEN: It was Reagan with a friendly face.
THE PRESIDENT: Yes. But it was Reagan plus question mark,and it was a race to fill in the blank. During the primary Bush wasgetting beat up, right? But he won. And Dukakis got beat up a littlebit, but not bad, and he was the New Democrat, the governor, thewhatever. So Dukakis defined Reagan plus. It was more money for

education, less money for defense; more money for jobs, less money fordefense; but don't waste any money, be tight with it, manage well,bring down the crime rate -- governor of Massachusetts, Massachusetts'miracle. He was Reagan plus.
Then Bush gives his speech -- and this is very importantbecause it was all characterized within the language that was set upin the Reagan era. That's the point I'm trying to make -- we haven't

won the language battle yet. Then Bush gives his great speech at theconvention and he says, I'm Reagan plus. I'm Reagan plus kinder,gentler, the environmental President, the education President; andDukakis is Reagan minus. He's Mondale, doesn't share your values,he's Willie Horton, he's whatever.



Well, so now -- one of the things they did to us was, with alot of people, they made us minus because of taxes or minus because ofthe stimulus or whatever. They had their rhetoric. Even though if
you poll the issue, we would win every issue. If you confine theissue and you called the representative sample and you describedfairly the stimulus plan and you described fairly the opposition tothe stimulus plan, you were very fair, we'd win by 20 points. If youdescribed the tax thing, you described the opposition to the taxthing, we'd win by 30 points. But it never came out that way in thenumbers. Why? I am convinced it was because the language of the
Reagan era still controlled the debate; that the framework is still inour mind that we look at these things through governmental screw up --

you know what I mean.

And I just really believe that they had five or six little
simple ideas that they plugged in there and made a little architecturein people's minds. And for a decisive majority of the people, that'sthe way that all the issues had to be squeezed through thatarchitecture.

I think I'm right about this. And I think we have begun, with
community and responsibility and all this stuff, we've begun to createa new architecture. But we have to be sensitive to it. And until we
do, we ain't gonna get this health care thing done, because you canwin all the specific debates and still, if it gets squeezed throughthe architecture, it's going to get dismantled. That's what I'mafraid of.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: If I could add a thought to that -- Ithink one reason they were successful in defining an architecture thathas endured as long as it has is that they provided something that wehave not yet really turned to because we don't naturally have a zestfor it; and that is a clear thematic explanation of what theopposition is trying to do. They did that very well.
I think that one of your advantages in delivering this Stateof the Union address is that you can not only play out youroverarching themes and your agenda -- and I don't think you should befearful of a litany kind of approach. I mean, you want to weave it into overarching themes. But I think that there's a difference betweenthe view outside the Beltway and the view inside the Beltway. Insidethe Beltway, there is a feeling that too many things are bad, and

maybe that's right. But I personally feel that one of the things thecountry likes is that we're trying to do a lot, we're taking a lot on.We're going to do it anyway, for God's sake. You might as well playto your strength and let them know what's in store, because I thinkthere are a lot of people who like that.
Now, where it comes to the other side, I think that one of themost powerful things a President can do is to define the opposition --
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paint them in a corner. And present a thematic explanation of whythey are so dead-set against the progress that you're proposing, thatyou're fighting for.
And in the same context, I want to come back to a buzz phrase

~- and there's a lot better, more elegant way to present this -- butthe whole idea that I referred to as "three yards and a cloud of dust"over and over and over again I'm convinced resonates out in the
country, because it gives them a way to understand why this is messyand difficult and hard, but results in real accomplishments.

See, from their standpoint, they see all this stuff going onconstantly and they can't make sense of it, but at the end of the dayyou win. At the end of the day things change. Laws are passed,they're signed, and programs are put into effect. And what in theheck is going on? The whole concept of "three yards and a cloud ofdust" plays into -- it gives them a way -- it explains that processand gives them a chance to say, the next time it happens, yeah, that'sjust Clinton grinding out yardage again. Just wait, it will come outfor the best. He'll win, you just wait. And it also plays into thesense that you're doing a lot, which they like. And if it's connectedto this other thought of why there's opposition, then it can connectthe two halves of what you're doing, what they're doing.
MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: It's not only that he's doing a lot, he'sdoing big things. Big things encounter big opposition.
THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, the process is painful anddifficult.
MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: The process is painful and slow, but it'sfor big results. If you can make people understand that, that willget to what you're -- I think what you're trying to do when you'rechanging the language. People have to understand that this is stuffthey haven't even contemplated before.
THE VICE PRESIDENT: I don't want to filibuster here, but Iwant to offer one thematic explanation. I think there is a way toconnect what you're doing and why they're opposing it to a values

theme, and come back to the whole concept of hope and optimism; and topaint them in a corner more in sorrow than in anger, that it'sunderstandable why they feel our country has lost its capacity toreach for greatness. It's understandable why, after all that we'vesuffered in the last so many years, why they would be so pessimisticabout our ability to reform health care, to reinvent government, to dothis. I kind of understand it, but they misjudged the character ofthe American people. And they underestimated our ability to do thesegreat things if we have the stamina and the persistence to keepgrinding it out.
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reasons that Reagan -- to go back to your point about the formula andthe people's mind, getting some mind-set -~ worked in part
ause they were phrases, but because the ideas captured andte ry, aa fee deep fee ing that the

country had lost its greatness and needéd to restore itself as anoptimistic people; and also, that people wanted to get government outof their lives. And there was that feeling then.
And I thinkthat Reagan rode in on a lot of those ideas andwasable to capture them rhetorically. But the ideas wére out there

and* the feelings were out there, and it seems to me that mood has now
Changed. And what has been working for you in the last two or threemonths is you're speaking much more successfully to the new mood. Andthat is that you are speaking to what people want, which is they nowwant to restore something within the country. They do want change,but they want to know that the change is going to be consistent withtheir values. They don't want somebody who's going to be sort of
doing it to them, they want to know somebody who's going to stand upfor their values and be consistent with them so they can trust thekind of change that you're proposing.

It seems to be the way you've been speaking in Memphis andelsewhere, you have spoken much more directly and authentically -- notonly authentically because it's coming from within you, but I think
you captured much more successfully where the country is. And what we
now need to do is keep refining and working on what you've beenbuilding up.

I think Phil's question is to that point. Take the speechesthat have been successful and work and build out on those themes.This is not a time to have a complete departure from what you've been
doing in the fall that's been working. This is time to build on thefall and try to weave out into the programs.

THE PRESIDENT: That's what I think. I think what we're doingis working. I mean, it's obviously working out there.
MR. LEDER: And that's why, building on the Vice President's

comments, I think showing the building blocks that are in placealready, demonstrating the competence of the principles of thisadministration has to be an important expressed and continuingsubliminal theme throughout the statement of vision for what you wantto accomplish. Not to assume that the American people necessarilygive you the credit for what, if they stop back and think, has been
accomplished in the past year, but tying that in to your connecting towhat Americans want and need right now.

MR. GERGEN: And to go back to the Vice President's point, Ithink where the Republicans are running out of gas, where they've beenhaving trouble recently -- the conservatives -- is instead of
government getting off your back, but it's the flip side of that is
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government doesn't seem to care, and people don't give a damn. If youhave a total laissez-faire sort of approach, it's one that lacks
compassion, that has this built-in class bias.

THE PRESIDENT: You know, my old DLC phrase was, we may wantthe government off our back, but we still want it on our side. Or byour side.
MR. MCLARTY: Right, support, but not impede, not intrude.
THE PRESIDENT: There was a great little portrait of the viewof health care from Quincy, Illinois, that was in the Wall StreetJournal where this 47-year old guy says, "I believe in government, Ijust don't trust them," which really shows you the sort of clash.Government's got to do this. If they don't do it nobody else will. I

know it and I need it, but they'll probably screw it up.
MR. GERGEN: I think our problem right now with health care isthat the opposition has been able to make it government on your back,government too dominant. We need to get it back over to sort of

reframing the health care debate. We're losing the framing argumenton the health care debate right now because the opposition has beenable to paint it as --

MR. MCLARTY: What I hope will happen -- maybe it's too muchto expect that all this will connect -- but what I hope will happen,even on health care, is people will somehow process, they told me thiseconomic was bad, they told me my taxes were going up. Well, the
economy's better, by mortgage is down, I just got my tax forms andthey're not going up. It's the same people saying the same thingabout health care, and I know intuitively that we need to do somethingabout it. That's what I hope it will all connect. That may be a dotthat won't quite make it all the way around the track.

MR. DREYER: There's one way, though, you can make it explicitand that's where the value -- In response to Mack, where The NewYorker interview I think is really useful -- this also responds towhat the Vice President said -- is that there was a discussion in theinterview about whether the economic recovery could be used as apolitical tool. First, to say if you try to do something like Penny-Kasich to eat up too much of the savings, where if you try to reversethe economic plan through change in the retroactivity you're messingwith the economic recovery. And you don't want to do that.
But also, if you make the case for the economic recovery and

you talk about the criticism of the economic plan at its genesis,you're, in essence, making the point that Mack wants to make, which isthey're also going to lie about health care, but if they're ascredible on health care as they were on economics, let's go on healthcare.
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The point about the master narrative that Dave mentionedraises me to ask the question, do you feel you've run the course on
security? Because if you haven't, that has so far been the mostresonant theme -- that ties together what people are feeling in theirlives, that is best representative of the program, particularly fornext year.

THE PRESIDENT: I do, and the only thing I would say to you is
we had a Cabinet lunch at Blair House -- which, by the way, I stillthink we should do more of. We ought to do that once a month anyway,Just unstructured. It was great.

But when we did that, Lloyd and some of the others wereworried that security made us look like status quo, hunker-downprotectionists. And what I think you have to do is you always have to
say that security gives you the courage to change and the ability to
make change your friend. Don't misunderstand me, I'm not talking --

the new American security is not a security that is associated withtotal stability or no change or the status quo or a life of ease. Itrequires a rigor, a willingness to change, but you have to have thebuilding blocks of security in place -- safe streets, health care,basic education.
MR. SPERLING: I think security is a great theme if somebodysaid take health care and crime and the economy and come up with onetheme that fits that -- I think security is great. But I really don'tthink it should be the main word out there. I think what'sdistinguished you in the minds of the American people is that you'reyoung and it's pro-growth and it's change. And it's the notion of a

pro-growth dynamic presidency.
And I think we need a phrase that reflects that kind of

energy. And I think security is virtually the opposite of that
phrase. And I would like to see something more uplifting and dynamic.

MR. LADER: Mr. President, if I might take the liberty, I'mnot convinced that you at this time are the President who should bespeaking of security in that sense in the way that will resonate best.There are other ways in which you are perceived that plays upon yourstrengths and your persona in a way that perhaps -- as you'resuggesting -- speaks much more directly to Americans.
THE PRESIDENT: Well, I agree with that. The thing that madethe security thing work in the two speeches that I gave in Carolinaand at Yale at the reunion was that I talked about ail the changes weneed to make -- and that why were people resisting the changes? Whywere they fighting it? Why couldn't they make change their friend?Because they had been ravaged by insecurities, some of which wereunavoidable and some of which were. And we had to deal with the onesthat were avoidable and give them safe streets, health care andeducation.



12

I'm not suggesting we do it, but we have to figure out what to
do about it.

MR. MCLARTY: Yes, somehow you've got to do both. It's alittle bit like a cut-invest -- deficit-investment program. Because Ithink somehow people have to feel enough security or comfort in you --

I mean, you can't unsettle with pro-growth and change. You've got tofind the right balance, which you do a pretty extraordinary job doing.
THE PRESIDENT: By the way, cut and invest -- that's not a baddescription for -- this time. Didn't wash so well last time because

we had taxes
MR. SPERLING: As we were saying, you say certain things that

Capture people. And the question is, will the thing that capturespeople be something like embracing the future, embracing change, andsecurity. These things are things we need to do to embrace the futureand change -- or will security be the word that people remember?
If it was something like these are the foundations to embracethe future and change -- whatever the phrase is.
MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: I don't know that this President canembrace. (Laughter.)
MR. SPERLING: -- you're preparing for the 21st century.You're not there underscoring security, though the themes are stillthere.
THE PRESIDENT: I agree with that. That's what I got electedto do.

MR. PODESTA: I think, stylistically -- the Vice President'spoint -- the main image is one of a little roughness. And we need to
capture that and make it ours; make that a plus, not a minus.

THE PRESIDENT: It's going to be what?
THE VICE PRESIDENT: Three yards and a cloud of dust.Activism is a messy process, but we know how to do it and we know howto do it well.
MR. PODESTA: And get results.
MS. SEIDMAN: As Mack says, we're not City Corp.
MR. MCLARTY: You never thought I'd say something like that.

George has gotten to be pro-business. I mean, it's working.(Laughter.)

12

I'm not suggesting we do it, but we have to figure out what to
do about it.

MR. MCLARTY: Yes, somehow you've got to do both. It's alittle bit like a cut-invest -- deficit-investment program. Because Ithink somehow people have to feel enough security or comfort in you --

I mean, you can't unsettle with pro-growth and change. You've got tofind the right balance, which you do a pretty extraordinary job doing.
THE PRESIDENT: By the way, cut and invest -- that's not a baddescription for -- this time. Didn't wash so well last time because

we had taxes
MR. SPERLING: As we were saying, you say certain things that

Capture people. And the question is, will the thing that capturespeople be something like embracing the future, embracing change, andsecurity. These things are things we need to do to embrace the futureand change -- or will security be the word that people remember?
If it was something like these are the foundations to embracethe future and change -- whatever the phrase is.
MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: I don't know that this President canembrace. (Laughter.)
MR. SPERLING: -- you're preparing for the 21st century.You're not there underscoring security, though the themes are stillthere.
THE PRESIDENT: I agree with that. That's what I got electedto do.

MR. PODESTA: I think, stylistically -- the Vice President'spoint -- the main image is one of a little roughness. And we need to
capture that and make it ours; make that a plus, not a minus.

THE PRESIDENT: It's going to be what?
THE VICE PRESIDENT: Three yards and a cloud of dust.Activism is a messy process, but we know how to do it and we know howto do it well.
MR. PODESTA: And get results.
MS. SEIDMAN: As Mack says, we're not City Corp.
MR. MCLARTY: You never thought I'd say something like that.

George has gotten to be pro-business. I mean, it's working.(Laughter.)



13

THE PRESIDENT: Gosh, Sperling -- until the last day, until herecovered his juices, was a regular conservative.
THE VICE PRESIDENT: I think that the main differencephilosophically between us and our opponents is our confidence that weas a nation can actively shape our future with confidence, withsuccess, with a key awareness of the dangers of unattended

consequences of activism. And we can do it well. Look at what wehave accomplished in the first year. Based upon that, trust us tocontinue this process of shaping our future.
Those who want to stand in the way understandably arepessimistic about whether this can be accomplished, because so manymistakes have been made in the past. But we are different. We've

proven it already. And we'll continue to prove it to you. We're
doing this for you.

This is about the state of the Union, but it's also about thestate of your family and your community, your house, yourneighborhood. We got in this because you asked us to take on thesechallenges. We're fighting for you. We're working with you to shapeour future. We're getting some results, and we need your help tocontinue. Don't listen to the pessimists.
Now, I think that the fulcrum is necessarily governmentitself. We used to lose all these megadebates because of the deep,abiding skepticism about the instrument of government itself. The keyto winning that argument is to drive home the message that we're doingit differently, we're doing it better, we're doing it moreeffectively.
In David's outline there are several references to thereinventing government thing. I think you have an opportunity torestate philosophically some of the principal themes of the wholereinventing government thing, going back as far as the campaign book,and say, we're fighting for these things and we are doing itdifferently and more effectively.
MR. GERGEN: I think that's absolutely right. I think nowthat you've gotten your -- I think people now take you much moreseriously as a person who's trying to change things, lining upproblems, and dealing with them. But you may want to start shiftingfairly soon, whether it's in this speech or sometime, what you want toget accomplished -- what kind of country you want by the end of thecentury, to enter the next century.
It's clear now by the end of the century you want Goals 2000in place. You want to have every child prepared to go to school,every child is getting first-rate education. You want every childimmunized. You want everybody to have universal health care in thiscountry. You want to have the welfare system changed. I mean, there
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are so many things you want to have done now by the end of the
century, and indeed, given a second term, that's where you going tobe. You're going to be the President who ushers in the next century.

At some point, we need to start getting that lined up.Because I think people have a sense of that's where you're going, andthat's your deadline -- to transform the country. It's what I thinkwould give people a lot of sense about we've got a goal like going tothe moo

MR. MCLARTY: This is not totally different -- it's such alarger stage, but it's not totally different from where you were inArkansas and what you did. It's really the journey, the destination.It's a huge world stage here. But it's the same preacher/teacherPresident here. I think it's what you got to do.
THE PRESIDENT: You got to figure out what we're going to sayabout national security, and how it's going to --

MR. DREYER: It's going to be a big theme.
THE PRESIDENT: It needs to be a big part of the speech,especially since I will have just come back from Russia and the VicePresident went there, we're doing all this other stuff --
THE VICE PRESIDENT: Middle East peace --

MR. LADER: -- the answer which your thinking on which mightbe very helpful to this group -- how would you at this moment addressthese issues in a way so that traditional Democratic constituenciesfeel that you are turning the back on the Democratic party, that the
new Democrat is not their President as well. How are you reconcilingsome of these reinventing, preparing for the next century things withthe very traditional Democratic party interests?

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I think if you stay with a lot of thiswork and family community rhetoric, it helps you. I mean, we've got alot -- it was a great article in the L.A. Times or someplace on how wewere fighting the quiet war on poverty that nobody noticed showingall the stuff we've done through Head Start and WIC and the tax
system. So this guy is out there trying to help those folks. They'rejust not talking much about it.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: I've got another contribution to make ifI could, and I apologize for saying so much in this, but another themethat I'd like to suggest that's relevant to this particular point isthe idea of sustainable solutions -- not quick fix, flash-in-the-panpolitical payoff solutions, but sustainable solutions that areintended to last. Now, I think that there is a very subtle, but verypowerful generational message that you as President can convey evenmore powerfully than you could as a candidate.
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You know, people understand a lot of these things just interms of their own lives, and their own life cycle. They know thatthe generation now in its middle 40s with kids that are in elementaryschool and high school -- the whole concept of generativity -- theidea that people our age are naturally consumed with notions of what
we can do to prepare the way for our kids to come into a life that'snot all messed up by just quick, greedy kind of things that are donefor the present moment only.

And to convey this idea that all of this slow, steady progressshaping our future, making things better, making government work well,and an instrument of positive change -- is for the purpose of lasting,sustainable improvements that are not going to go away. Just ashealth care can't be taken away this progress on education and stuffhas to be done in a way steadily, slowly, with difficulty but forlasting improvements. And that fits with David's focus on the year2000 as well.
MS. SEIDMAN: I think the next step might be for -- you mightwant to look more carefully at the memo that David wrote and send outyour notes on it which would help give them direction. The otherthing is that he's doing a list. They're going to send out a memo topeople that have helped us before.

END

For Immediate Release October 12, 1993

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
AT UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA

Chapel Hill, North Carolina
THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. Thank you. Thank youvery much, President Spangler, President Friday, Chancellor Hardin, mygood friend, Governor Hunt, and other distinguished platform guests,ladies and gentlemen.
I must say I have thought for a long time about what it mightfeel to be in a vast crowd of North Carolinians and have them do

something besides root against one of my athletic teams from Arkansas.(Laughter. )

I began to think of this moment in August when I was onvacation, and I spent an evening with a person who used to be one of
your great sons, James Taylor. (Applause.) And I asked him to singCarolina in My Mind, so that I could begin to think about what this
day might mean to all of us.

Five other presidents have come to this great university to
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America to change, with the desperate need for us to reestablish the
security that most of us took for granted when we were children, with
the need to rebuild the American community, I say to you, my fellow
classmates, we have much to do. Yale gave us the tools to do itwith. We owe it to the rest of the country because of our success to
share what we know and what we can give to the future so that we canenter the next century with the American Dream alive and the American
family strong.

Thank you, and God bless you all.

THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary
Internal Transcript

December 16, 1993

INTERVIEW OF THE PRESIDENT
BY THE NEW YORKER MAGAZINE

The Oval Office

2:10 P.M. EDT

QPresidents' biographies, presidential studies. And I wonder from thatwhether it's been helpful in seeing problems as you've gone throughthis early period, or whether you feel like you're reinventing thewheel? Or is that too broad?

I know you've done a lot of reading of former

THE PRESIDENT: No, no. I would say in terms of
learning kind of some rules of the road and remembering the basic
things that make for successful leadership and, hence, successfullife, I think it's been very helpful. If I read the Truman biography,for example, or the biography of Woodrow Wilson, which I'm just tryingto finish now, or any of the others you inevitably --particularly if
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America to change, with the desperate need for us to reestablish the
security that most of us took for granted when we were children, with
the need to rebuild the American community, say to you, my fellow
classmates we have much to do. Yale gave us the tools to do itwith We owe it to the rest of the country because of our success to
share what we know and what we can give to the future so that we canenter the next century with the American Dream alive and the American
family strong

Thank you, and God bless you all
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you read those as President, you begin to put yourself in the positionof the person at the time. And you realize that a lot of the kinds of
dilemmas are similar and that you have to be. So you learn thingsabout the importance of finding your voice as President, speaking to
the American people and how words are more important than you ever
imagined them to be. You learn about what you -- how you should dealwith your advisors, how you have to keep other open lines of
communications. You learn a lot of those general things.

But then there are some times which have more parallelsto this one. I mean, the period right after the second world war is
not unlike this period in the sense that we are almost being called onto make a new world. And the problems in the world today really arenot being very well addressed by the institutions and arrangementsthat are there.

On the other hand, I think to some extent this is a timewithout precedent in the experience of the United States. We have bigproblems at home. With the collapse of the Soviet empire, the Cold
War is over, but it's still a chaotic and difficult world. There's an
exciting global economy, but it is absolutely plagued by globalrecession and the inability of wealthy countries to create jobs. Wehave quadrupled the national debt in 12 years without doing anythingto increase investment here at home very much. And yet, because ofthe size of the deficit, aggravated by the new enthusiasm by Congressto do something about it, after years of letting it go the other way,our Capacity to invest publicly in things is somewhat limited.

And I think the other thing that is unprecedented in a
period of profound change like this is we're dealing with a presidency
-- and you see this in other Western countries, too --where change is
made more difficult by the information revolution, the information
explosion, and 30 years of increasing cynicism about government,people in public life. So that combination of factors, I think, iswithout historical precedent.

Q
I brought for you, about the sequencing of presidents. It's by a Yalepolitical scientist. He points out how, sort of in historical time,that nature of presidencies is partly shaped; and he does types ofPresidents. And where you fit in all this is, just in historical
time, quite apart from who you might be, is this is the time forinnovation. It follows George Bush's, what he would call,disjunction, a failure to articulate.

I've been reading a book, which I'll give you, which

But I feel that this innovation runs up against the
problem of the politics of preemption -- all these things bearing down
on you, namely the legacy of the Reagan fiscal policy and the kind ofpolitics that's been unleashed by it. And it strikes me you're inthat vise between the need for innovation, your own desire for it andthis force of preemption.

THE PRESIDENT: Well --

Q I'll keep talking, you can eat more.
THE PRESIDENT: No, there's plainly something to that.
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In the last year where we had, by any conventional standards, enormouslegislative success and began to turn the economy around and began toturn the whole theory of Reaganomics on its head. We were able to getabout two-thirds of the new investments that I recommended, what byhistoric terms, was a modest budget for aggressive new investment
except in certain important areas. So there's no question that that's
a real problem, and it's going to continue to plague us.

On the other hand, I believe that the only way you canwork your way through it is to make the changes that you can make, andin the process try to create a new reality. That is we have to fend.off the efforts of people who, many of whom were in the Congress while
we quadrupled the deficit, who now see that we've got it going in theright direction for a change and have decided that the real answer isto try to solve the problem overnight which would be deflationary andwhich would undermine our ability to make the kinds of investmentsthat are necessary to adjust to this world we are living in.

Q Yes, I think you are really in the situation where
you need to articulate a response to that, although -- I mean, I don'tsee a way out of it.

THE PRESIDENT: I mean, I think we've done -- I don'tthink the deficit is unemployment. As I said when I went to Bryn Mawrlast week, the ability to bring down interest rates and keep them downand have growth without inflation and to begin to build a job base inthe country again is all related to our having a credible budgetarypolicy with real discipline.
On the other hand, a lot of these things -- the balancedbudget amendment requiring balancing by 1999-2000, and a lot of theimplicit arguments behind Penny-Kasich -- the aggregate impact ofthose things would be to risk contraction and reversion to recessionat a time when the global economy is very fragile anyway, andcertainly undermine our ability to build in to this economy the kindof flexibility and investment that is necessary for a modern economyto grow. For example, to have the kind of retraining system that

ought to accompany the unemployment system; to have the kind ofdefense conversion programs that really offers the promise of havinglong term benefits out of all those defense investments in the early"80s, just to name two things.
And I could name a dozen more, but those are just two.There has to be some sense of balance here. It's almost as if

Congress for a long time, under two Republicans who talked againstgovernment, were more than happy to let the deficit explode. I comein with a plan to really bring it down and to do something abouthealth care costs, which would require them to take some really toughstands, and instead a lot of people say now, well, they haven't done
enough on the deficit. Yes, they've done more than anybody else everhas. Yes, they've done more than has been done in the last 12 years.But we insist on doing more even if it -- never mind the consequences.

I think that you can't turn the deficit reduction intothe holy grail of American politics. It is important as a part of astrategy, but it is not the ultimate objective. The ultimateobjective should be to grow jobs and incomes, stability for the
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American people. That is what gives us the personal securitynecessary to stay engaged in the world, to reach out in trade and inother ways, and that's what gives us the money to continue to do the
things we need to do.

Also, just one final point, ultimately the deficitreduction movement could be self-defeating if it's so tight as tothrow us back into recession because it will slow our revenue growthmore and --

Q I think the greatest political thing you've gotgoing for you is this recovery to use against that.
THE PRESIDENT: Yes. That's what I keep talking about.The policy we are pursuing is working. Why mess it up?
Q See, but I also think, as a political resource -- Iwant to get back to my question -- but as a political resource, what

you have that you didn't have in the beginning is you have your firstyear. And the whole country has gone through that; the whole countryhas made the decision to do this. There have been some beneficialresults. It's a first step. It's hardly completed, and all of thisjeopardizes risks, threatens this. I just think the recovery is avery powerful tool, and this experience of the American people havinggone -- making the decisions to have brought about the recovery.
THE PRESIDENT: They did make those decision, too. Andit was very hard for them.

Q Yes, that's right. And there's a -- that's right.
'I want to talk about the relationship between policy andyour voice which I think you are really beginning to explore. BecauseI think that there was a danger in the beginning that the whole agendathat was developed in exile, if you will, political exile during theRepublican era might be sort of jeopardized and thrown overboard inthe battle for deficit reduction.
THE PRESIDENT: I agree with that. The problem was thatuntil I had some sort of deficit reduction plan, given the budget thatI found and the fact that the deficit was raging out of control, Idon't think we would have had the credibility inside or outsideCongress to pursue the rest. So we had to do that. But the real --the other problem I had had nothing to do with the deficit reductionplan. It was -- except that that was what preoccupied us -- and thatis that a president deeply involved in passing his own -- if thereform you seek requires Congress to assent ~- that is, you might beseeking to change foreign policy in a different time or a presidentmight just be seeking to do things on his own with the executivebranch and would take within limits whatever budget Congress gave himand whatever reforms were or weren't passed.
But if what you seek to do requires you to drive thingsthrough the Congress and requires your personal involvement to do it,then you risk losing the larger voice, the larger issues with theAmerican people, because every night they see what change you've madein this bill or what group met with on that proposal. So you just get
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nibbled to death.
And one of the things that I underestimated was the

profound importance of continuing to speak about the larger issues, to
show people that all this -- it may look like making sausage, but it's
taking us to the larger goal. And I think I suffered some loss of
support and some increasing national confusion earlier in my term bynot being able to keep lifting it up. And it's harder to lift it when
you are enmeshed with the Congress. But if you want to change the
country, you have to have a Congress to help you.

Q I'll say two things. I think it's very hard to riseabove the legislative wear and tear, and you get defined by it. Andthe other thing is that in different systems, that is the job of a
prime minister. But a president is a different office. It requiresyou to do exactly what you said, to speak to this larger picture.There were some things that happened, though, that I think were verylimiting like the caps, the imposition of the caps.

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, that was tough. But they were therebefore I got there.
Q Yeah, but there were some new discretionary caps puton, right?
THE PRESIDENT: Yes.
Q That was very tough, don't you think?
THE PRESIDENT: They were very tough. And last year wecould get a lot of the investment I wanted within the so-called cap byjust simply cutting other spending. But every year there's less andless room for that. So that's a big challenge. And also, I thinkthere's a limit to how much more you can cut defense now, bothpolitically and substantively. I mean, we've cut it a whole lot. Andunless the Congress is willing to seriously deal with this entitlementissue -- and one of the interesting things to me is you have people onthe one hand saying, don't cut Medicare and Medicaid, but don't douniversal health coverage.
But no one ever proposed to cut Medicare and Medicaid.Medicare and Medicaid is going up to three times the rate ofinflation. We thought we maybe we could get it down to twice the rateof inflation. But a lot of the -- but I think that's another issuethat I've got to get to Congress to come to grips with -- that ifwe're going to have public investment and deficit reduction, andthere's a limit to what we can do with defense, we cannot cut it belowa certain point, then we have got to have health care costs broughtunder control. And that means you've got to deal with these -- but

you can't do it by just shifting costs to the private sector orshifting massive costs on the middle class sector. So you've got tohave health care reform.
In the end, I'm convinced that there's no such thing as asilver bullet in a budget this tough, but that's a very importantthing. And it's a very important issue, I think, to restore thecredibility of the Congress, too -- proving they can take a complex
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issue like that and work through it and come to a success.
Q There's some theory about -- in a study of

presidents that, Richard Newstat among them -- he talks about howthere's virtually a finite amount of power that a president has andthat he should husband it, not use it up. And what struck me about
your presidency is that it's a complete refutation of that idea. And
you came in with a mandate that was a plurality, not a majority. You
had some difficult majorities -- margins in the Congress. There were
some difficult events, and yet you were able to invent politicalCapital. So I think that there's this organic ~- there's an organicprocess that comes from learning how to use the office and how tocreate presidential power.

THE PRESIDENT: I think if you have a static situation,if you will, where the course of the country is pretty well fixed and
you want to do a few things and they know you'll be there for four oreight years and then you won't be around anymore, there's a sense inwhich your political capital is limited -- And to some extent, thoserules apply to everyone.

For example, one way to fritter away your politicalcapital here is to spend a lot of time putting a lot of energy on
Congress to do trivial things, or asking a lot of people repeatedly todo things that are plainly against their own interest without beingable to appeal to the larger public interest without -- unless theyreally see that they're contributing to the country's interest. Andthat applies to everyone. So to a certain extent, it's true.

On the other hand, in a dynamic time, when everyonesenses deep down inside that changes have to be made, and when mypresidency i& a product of that sense -- the desire to get the economygoing again, to get the country back together again, to move thingsagain -- even a president without a majority mandate coming in, if thepresident has a disciplined, aggressive agenda that is clearly in theinterest of the majority of the American people, I think you cancreate new political capital all the time because you have access tothe people through the communications network. And that's one of the
good things about the information.

If people sense that something needs to be done and youcan reach them either in an organized or a general way, and you have
energy and sort of an inner determination that keeps you at the task,I think you can recreate political capital continuously throughout thepresidency. I have always believed that.

Q I just want to remark on this. One of the thingsthat has most impressed me is your own personal resilience and staminaand how that is a political factor. And it is not a tangible factor,but it is a political factor. I mean, are you self-conscious --

you're self-conscious of that, yes?
THE PRESIDENT: I tell people around here all the timethat if you just -- everybody just get up and dress out and show upfor the game, you're going to win some. I mean, I just keep trying toremind everybody here, even in the toughest times, that if what youwant to do is right, if you have a noble goal, and if you are honest
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and straightforward, and you will just work with incredible diligenceand keep your ears open so that you can learn from the mistakes, inthe end, your efforts are more likely to be successful than not,because in the end, the reason these things work is because they'reneeded. History calls for certain movements, and particularly in thelife of a democracy like this from the grass roots up, because theyare needed. So I really believe there's something to be said for
having this sort of dogged perseverance that has been remarked on inthe past, because nobody ever promised me or anyone else it should be
easy. Change is difficult to do. If it were easy it would happen ofits own accord.

I mean, if things that ought to be done were all thatself-evident in terms of what should be done and how to do it, wewouldn't need much of a political system.
Q That's totally contrary to what you're about.
THE PRESIDENT: I mean, I think it -- but it's hard, it's

always going to be hard. That's all I'm pointing out. If you doanything significant, it's always going to be hard because the reasonthings don't change is because there are either interests or habitsthat are adverse to things that people know at one level ought to bedone.

I had a family doctor in here today -- I had all thesedocs in here today, representing 300,000 different doctors and eightdifferent health care organizations endorsing the health care plan.And this one guy is a doctor in a town of 7,500 in Mississippi -- andhe says, "You know," he said, "I just can't believe you did this." Hesaid, "Most politicians would never fool with an issue as complicatedas health care because," he said, "even if what you're trying to do isright, there's just so much room for argument about how you're tryingto do it." And he was really smart. He said, "I -~

Q What do you think?
THE PRESIDENT: I said that I thought the purpose of thepresidency, at a time of change, where there are real problems, was toforce the attention of the country and the Congress on those kind ofproblems. But to do it with enough humility to know that somethingthat big and that complex required you always to be willing toreexamine exactly how you would achieve certain goals. But that'swhat I believe this job is all about.
I mean, if we're not going to -- if the people who cometo work here in the White House every day are not committed to facingthe serious problems of the country at a time of historic change andopportunity around the world, after 12 years of exploding debt andreduced investment, 20 years of stagnant wages, 30 years of familydecline, what is the purpose of being President?
I don't mean to demean the honor of the office. It's anenormous honor to hold the office and to live in the White House andto be the symbol of this country, that is a great honor. It is anenormous honor just to sort of go through the day-to-day routine andnave the responsibility of being Commander in Chief. But it is not
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the reason you should run for or be President. If every day is notseen aS an opportunity and a solemn obligation to sort of push these
changes, then I should not hold this office. I feel very stronglyabout it. And I think that you have to be willing to go throughperiods of misunderstanding and periods of unpopularity and periods ofconfusion, as long as you have that sort of little compass, and as
long as you're humble enough to know that you might be wrong and
you've got to be able to listen.

Q During your vacation, was that a period in which youthought about a lot of things, or what?
THE PRESIDENT: The first two or three days, I was soexhausted, I didn't think about much of anything. I'd been workingawful hard. But it gave me a chance to kind of recharge my batteriesand get my congenital optimism back up, and to sort of put it inalarger context.
When I was on vacation, I really decided that we wereright to fight as hard as we did for the tough things early and totake the blows that were necessary; that the mistakes that I had madewere mistakes that we could clearly correct and didn't reflect on thecharacter or the intelligence of the President or anybody in the WhiteHouse, and didn't in any way undermine the correctness of the generalcourse we were on, but had to do more with operational things. And Idid decide that I had -- as you intimated earlier --sort of lashedmyself too closely to the detail work of the administration and theCongress. Some of that is necessary if you have to personally lobbythe pass.
Q I think you have to do all that.
THE PRESIDENT: You have to do it, but you have to findanother way to speak to the country, and I determined that I would tryto do that.
Q You came out of the vacation doing that, starting atthe interfaith breakfast.
THE PRESIDENT: The interfaith breakfast, the Memphisspeech, the North Carolina speech, the speech I gave at Yale at myreunion -- law school reunion. Some of them have not received a lotof notice, but some of them did.
Q This is taking an issue on violence that has a lotof political potential for ugliness, because we've seen it in the pastand we see it in other countries.
THE PRESIDENT: It still does here. I mean, it does.It's scary.
Q I just think it's crucial to take it on.
THE PRESIDENT: I think dealing, though, with theviolence issue, the whole crime and violence issue -- is a way ofuniting the American people if it's done right. And then making themsee that there is this core that is eating at us, as related to all
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these other things I want to face. Because when you take it and youstart working out, you can start with the whole issue of personalsecurity and the crime bill and the Brady Bill and the SALT weaponsban and all that, but pretty soon you have to face the whole issue ofthe implications of the family breakdown and the economic collapse of
Many of these areas, and whether the schools are functioning properly,and why there are no jobs for these folks.

And you have to deal, then, with a lot of these othermatters that I ran for President to address. But if you start withthis sort of core of common values and the desire of people to besecure in their homes, their persons and their lives and to seechildren brought up in safety, you can work from that back to a lot ofthese other issues in ways that people can understand it, that breakthem out of these little boxes in their minds that -- their liberal-conservative boxes, or their Democrat-Republican boxes, or theirgovernment-private sector boxes, they can just sort of think aboutthese things whole, I think, if they start.
Q Yeah, see I think it's all towards -- I even thinkof security, even though it's an end in itself, it's also a means,because security is simply another word for order. And it strikes methat the larger goal -- and this is not the right phrase to use inpolitics -- but it's civil society, and it's connected to all thesethings that you're talking about.
THE PRESIDENT: Well, one thing that struck me a fewmonths -- I never really thought about it in those terms until I wasable to get past the economic plan. I started thin king about what wewere going to do about crime and violence and how that related to whatI wanted to do about health care, how that related to what I wanted todo about giving every American the opportunity for lifetime educationand training. And what struck me was that without a certain level ofsecurity, people's lives are not ordered enough and they are notpersonally self-confident enough to undertake the changes that arenecessary to triumph in the world we're living in, in the world towardwhich we're moving.
Because we're living in an environment, a sort ofpermanent sweeping change, in which the only security -- security issomething normally that's positioned against change, you know? Well,the ultimate security for people economically is going to be theembrace of change and the ability to deal with it and to find richnessand diversity in life and new and different opportunities, even thoughthere will be some disappointments along the way and all thesedisjunctures that could happen.
People can't get to that point if they think theirstreets are unsafe, their kids are not safe, their schools don't work,there won't be an opportunity for them to learn a new skill and theycan lose their health care for their kids tomorrow. And that's why Ithink that if you want change, decide that you want people to change,I think you have to give them a certain base level of security ifthey're willing to assume a certain level of personal responsibilityfor their own conduct, the conduct of their family, then they ought tobe able to have a higher level of personal safety and access to healthCare and access to education.
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Q It occurred to me -- thinking about the way you talkabout responsibility, which I find very beneficial -- that there'sanother word, which connects politically; and that's self-government,which is personal and yet broader and deep. It goes back to thefounders.
THE PRESIDENT: It's really true.
Q Yes, it's about self -- if we're not able to governourselves, how can we govern our country? But that's what I thinkyou're appealing to.
THE PRESIDENT: I agree with that. I hadn't thoughtabout it that way, but I think you're right.
Q Well, I hadn't thought about it until I thoughtabout what you were saying.
THE PRESIDENT: I read one of the sermons that JesseJackson's been giving lately -- talking to people about violence. Andhe made an argument that he said, look, all these kids, by the timethey get out of high school have watched 18,000 hours of television,listened to 22,000 of radio, been to school 11,000 and, if they'relucky, spent 3,000 hours in church or in parenting education programs.And he said, we have to learn -- he didn't use the word self-

governance -- but he said all of us have to learn other ways ofresolving our differences and dealing with our frustrations. And Ithink that's true. I mean, there is nothing I can do for someone whowon't do that. There's nothing any President can do for someone whowill not exercise the internal discipline to make the efforts thathave to be made and also to refrain from doing some things that youhave to refrain from. And I think that's why I keep trying to talkabout this crime and violence in ways that challenge people in everycommunity in our country to try to personally engage these youngpeople before it's too late for them.

Q I also think that acting collectively on things like
-- I'm not changing the subject -- on things like health care is alsoan illustration of self-governance, as well.

THE PRESIDENT: I do, too. That's what I challenged NewtGingrich about the other day. He said I had this socialist healthcare plan, how terrible it would be. And I said, look, we got 39million people without health insurance. We tried it your way. Wehad the most -- allegedly the most private, although it's also themost bureaucratic health care system in the world, of any advancedcountry and we've got 39 million people without insurance. Anybodycan use their insurance at the drop of a hat. The costs are goingthrough the roof. And they're largely not going through the roof toprovide more and different and better health care with more anddifferent better people.
Q I also think that -- just as a point in there -- Ithink that when you talk about the uninsured, you should connect it tothe people who are insured, as well, because I think there are largerissues involved here politically, but also in reality. And the issues
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are that if the people who are -- if the uninsured are not insured,those who already are insured will not -- they can be uninsured at
some moment -- and the question here is larger than simply security.It's a question of liberty and freedom, because you feel free to
pursue what you need to pursue, do what you need to do in your life.I think there's a liberty question, as well.

THE PRESIDENT: There are a lot of people who are notfree to change their -- , a lot of people. And almost no one is inaposition -- I guess if you work for a government and you don't everhave to leave a job, you can say with some conviction that you'llnever lose your health insurance. If you're in the military, you can
Say with some conviction -- because they have our biggest health -- --

you'll never lose your health care. If you work for the biggest ofcorporations, because they're always slimming down all the time, howcan you know for sure that you won't be slimmed down? And now withthe government, we're doing -- we're sort of reinventing ourselves andwe're going to try to lay people off through attrition, not just let
anybody go if they don't want to go.

But, still, it ought not to depend on whether you happento be with a big outfit whether you've got health care insurance.
Q I just think if the whole political focus is on theuninsured, that's them. I mean, just think, it's easy then to say,well, you know, I've got mine.
THE PRESIDENT: People have to understand. We've triedto do a couple of events -- I want to do some more -- where wefeatured people who were like upper-middle people who lost theirhealth insurance; just so people can understand that it could happento anybody.

Q That's right.
THE PRESIDENT: I'm not sure. My instinct is that peoplehave figured that out. I understand that.
Q I think it's a liberty question for people, and ithas to be -- see, I'm just thinking about how you steal things awayfrom the conservatives and the Republicans. One is the self-

government thing, as opposed to -- because everyone's going to sayyou're a socialist. Well, what you're interested in is self-
government. And the other -- and then this other aspect -- I mean,I'm just figuring things out as we're talking. Another aspect is whatwe're just talking about here, about the uninsured. It's a libertyquestion, because they always use a liberty question as a question ofindividualism versus the state. But if through this collective action
-- acting together -- this exercises self-government, we can provideliberty -- provide the conditions for liberty -- which I believe thereare.

THE PRESIDENT: I like that. I'm going to work on that abit.
Q Yeah. I think there's a lot of play in this, iswhat I'm saying.
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THE PRESIDENT: I like it.
Q Let me talk to you about something else. I know

you've expressed some envy of President Kennedy for having a veryclear enemy in the past, and politics today, being more diffuse, andso on. But I think it's possible that -- well, there's good news andbad news, and it's all in one. It's Zhirinovsky. And it's not simplyan isolated figure, it's the rise in the former Soviet bloc, andpotentially in the West of an authoritarian populism, is what I'llcall it. I think that's the new enemy.
THE PRESIDENT: That's also what you have in the MiddleFast.
Q Yes. I just heard from someone at the Russian

Embassy who is a friend of mine who came by, who said that Zhirinovskyis subsidized in part by the Iraqis.
THE PRESIDENT: That would be great to find out.
Q Yes, that's what he told me.

THE PRESIDENT: Did you hear that?
MR. DRYER: No.

THE PRESIDENT: I'll tell you later.
Q He said Iraqis and Libyans. He said they're workingon it.
THE PRESIDENT: But I think -- I think there is a -- Ithink it's a combination of living in a world without moorings,without psychological and principled moorings, and where a lot of goodpeople are in economic free fall. And it's both. And if you notice,his appeal was to both. I mean, he had a certain sort of economicsecurity platform which was to slow the rate of privatization, keepthe subsidies up, support the army better. "I will make your economiclife better." And then he had this whole "I'll make you proud to be aRussian again; the crowd that's in there have debased and demeaned usand we're going to be proud again." "We're going to do it withdiscipline and exercise of our power."
He even said -- he said, "What I'm going to do is goingto be real bad, but it will be good for Russia." Bad for otherpeople, good for us. In the end, that's a loser. Heck, if we alltake that attitude -- but I think that is a real danger all across theworld as well as here, that authoritarian populism -- that's a goodphrase for it.
I think it's quite remarkable, actually, that all theseWestern elections, and all of the alienations here that basically youhad some candidates that were more protectionist than others win, butthere's almost been nobody win in the advanced countries who didn'thave a more sort of progressive outlook and a more humane outlook.
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Q But all of this is percolated; that's the danger. I
mean, and it could -- they're all at 20 percent, they're 20
percenters. But you never know, given a worsening or something.

THE PRESIDENT: Well, when there is a widespread beliefthat things are always getting worse, it's fertile ground for that.
And that's why I think -- I was sort of examining yesterday, after oneof my interviews, just shooting the bull with the guys around herewhether -- what to make of this fellow from Syracuse who has writtenthat book about --

Q Thomas Patterson's book.
THE PRESIDENT: Yes -- the changing nature of presscoverage.
Q I have a lot of thoughts on that.
THE PRESIDENT: Well, at one level, I think he's plainlyright. On another level -- I was thinking about this the other day; I

was reading Reese's Kennedy book -- I'd like to think it's becausewe're all good folks around here, and I think they basically are. But
we would never consider some of the abuses of power that wereconsidered routine not very long ago. And part of it may be that --

Q Like some of the Cuban stuff or --

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. Well, or some of the FBIsurveillance or just -- and, of course, now we've made politicalassassination illegal, which I think is a good thing. But I thinkthat this increased press oversight and this sort of drenching pressenvironment we live in, in a funny way may have at once achieved inone of its goals, which is to make our politics more honest and open,and at the same time undermine the objective of the goal, which is tomake the American people know that our politics are more honest andmore open and, therefore, some of our people can be trusted. It's areal double-edged sword.

Q Yes. Well, I think -- I just want to transcend thepress here, because I think that there's a lot to say about the press.I don't want to say it now, but I think --

THE PRESIDENT: You say it; I don't want to say it.(Laughter. )

Q Yes, I'm not going to say it. But what I am goingto say is that by articulating certain things, you can set in motion alarger movement of which -- and the press, which has relegated toitself a kind of monopoly position of articulation, can easily beoverridden when there is such a movement, that leadership can helpcatalyze.
Moving in on me, huh?

THE PRESIDENT: Well --

Q I'll ask you two quick questions, all right?
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THE PRESIDENT: Yes.
Q Some people have criticized you for undiscipline;yet, I know that there is a lot of discipline in the goals that are

being pursued. How do you -- I mean, you're late. I mean, you have
some personal habits that people find undisciplined. I mean, what do
you think about this business?

THE PRESIDENT: I think it's a legitimate criticism, butit's small D and big D.

Q Yes.
THE PRESIDENT: This has been an incredibly disciplinedadministration in terms of the relentlessness and the focus with which

we have pushed ourselves toward the goals that we brought here, that I
brought here and others did. And if that were not true, we wouldn'thave the best record with Congress in the last 40 years. And eventhat may be an understatement in the first year. I mean, when youlook at the degree of difficulty, for example, of the objectives we've
put out as compared with the Eisenhower first year. So I think you'dhave to say there's a lot of discipline in that way.

Q And Eisenhower didn't have many goals.
THE PRESIDENT: I think where I can legitimately beCriticized is that from time to time I try to do too much at one time,get overscheduled, and that makes me not only late, but it also -- ifthe president or if the team is too overworked and exhausted, thenthey may be working hard, but they're not working smart anymore, andthat also reflects a lack of discipline. So that, ultimately, theprocess that' you follow can undermine -- the little D can underminethe big D. So it's a very legitimate criticism. But, by and large,this administration is now much more prompt than it was six months

ago, and much more ordered in the decision-making process.
And at least I and I think maybe some of the people whowork here are not quite so frantic in the hours we put in. I mean,now is a weird time because we're doing all of these Christmasreceptions and everything. But I really have tried to -- we've triedto get ourselves better organized.
I think what happened early on here was, we spent moretime in the transition worrying about what our product would be, whowould be in the Cabinet and all that sort of stuff, and how our

processes would work, starting in the White House and emanating outinto the administration, with the result that we got a lot done, weworked like crazy, but we weren't organized enough and I was too latetoo often.
But now, by and large, when we're off schedule now, it'salmost because some new element entered in and there was a real goodreason. By and large, the thing is proceeding at a more disciplinedpace than it did before.
Q How do you think you would do if you had Johnson'sMajorities and surpluses?

MORE
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THE PRESIDENT: Well, if I had the same level of intense
support from the Democrats in those numbers than we had this time, Ithink we could more the country much more rapidly. But I still thinkwe're changing things. I still think that it's moving. We just haveto make up for what we don't have in money and numbers withdetermination.

The one thing I'm worried that the country -- I hopethe country will leave in place those members of Congress that votedfor change. I mean, there's a lot of evidence that the voters,because there's so much focus in the news on process, the Democratsthat oppose me and how they oppose me get a lot more publicity thanall the Democrats that made possible all of these successes.
So I'm afraid as we head toward the midterm elections,there's some -- a substantial part of the public that may believe thatit doesn't matter whether they vote for somebody that says they agreeor disagree because the Congress is going to hang it up anyway. Andthat's just not true.
Q I think this is determined by the politics that isgoing to happen in the next quarter, say -- this period. And I thinka lot of that depends on how you use the recovery as a politicalweapon.

THE PRESIDENT: Try to do a better job? I wanted to makesure it was well underway. You don't want to overclaim because it cancome back and bite you. But I do think it's well underway.
Yes.

Thank you, Mr. President.
THE PRESIDENT: Thanks. This was fun.
Q Yes.
THE PRESIDENT: I enjoyed it.
Q We'll do it again.
THE PRESIDENT: Sorry I ate my lunch, but I was feelingkind of weak.

Q Well, I'm glad you ate your lunch. I'm sorry Iinterrupted you. You didn't finish it. I've got a present for you.I've got a Christmas present. It's not wrapped, but I've got apresent for you. It's the book I was telling you about. Justpublished this year. It's really interesting.
THE PRESIDENT: I wonder when he took this picture.
Q It looks like a Reagan Oval.
THE PRESIDENT: Must have been, because Bush didn't havethis desk.
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Q Yes. It's really interesting how time and
sequencing determines what's possible, and how the politics play out.I found this really suggestive. It's totally unreviewed, but it'sreally good.

THE PRESIDENT: When did it come out?
Q This year.
THE PRESIDENT: Why don't you write a review on it?
Q I might mention it in this article.
THE PRESIDENT: Yes. Maybe we can get this fellow's booksold some more.

Q Yes. All right.
THE PRESIDENT: Give him a Christmas present.
Q Hope to see you around.
THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. I really appreciate it.
Q see you around.

END2: 55 P.M. EST

THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary
(Memphis, Tennessee)

For Immediate Release November 13, 1993

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
AT TOWN HALL MEETING

Olivet Baptist Church
Memphis, Tennessee

1:20 P.M. CST

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you for that wonderful welcome.Thank you for your sign about NAFTA. (Laughter and applause.) Ididn't give it to her, I promise. (Laughter. )

Reverend Whalen, it's wonderful to be in your church, andI thank you for hosting this town hall meeting. Last year ReverendWhalen accepted my invitation to come to Arkansas to the Governor'sMansion, and to meet with me about a number of the problems you'll be
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The U.S. Capitol
Washington, DC
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THE PRESIDENT: My fellow citizens, today we celebrate
the mystery of American renewal. This ceremony is held 'in the depth
of winter, but by the words we speak and the faces we show the world,
we force the spring -- a spring reborn in the world's oldest
democracy that brings forth the vision and courage to reinvent
America.

When our Founders boldly declared America's independence
to the world and our purposes to the Almighty, they knew that America
to endure would have to change; not change for change sake, but
change to preserve America's ideals: life, liberty, the pursuit of
happiness.

Though we marched to the music of our time, our mission
is timeless. Each generation of Americans must define what it means
to be an American.

On behalf of our nation, I salute my predecessor,
President Bush, for his half-century of service to America.
(Applause.) And I thank the millions of men and women whose
steadfastness and sacrifice triumphed over depression, fascism and
communisn.

Today, a generation raised in the shadows of the Cold
War assumes new responsibilities in a world warmed by.the sunshine of
freedom, but threatened still by ancient hatreds and new plagues.
Raised in unrivaled prosperity, we inherit an economy that is still
the world's strongest, but is weakened by business failures, stagnant
wages, increasing inequality and deep divisions among our own people.

When George Washington first took the oath I. hava just
sworn to uphold, news traveled slowly across the land by horseback
and across the ocean by boat. Now, the sights and sounds of this
ceremony are broadcast instantaneously to billions around the world.
Communications and commerce are global. Investment is mobil.
Technology is almost magical. And ambition for a better life is now

universal.
We earn our livelihood in America today in peaceful

competition with people all across the Earth. Profound and powerful
forces are shaxing and remaking our world. And the urgent question

This new world has already enriched the lives of
millions of Americans who are able to compete and win in it. But

to cankrupt our enterprises great and small; when the fear

ae our friend and not ourkee SWeour c2n axe

harder eae tess: when cthers cannot workwhen most ceotie are wor
at all; when the cost of heaith care devastates families and

ae mes > freedom; and whene -
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millions of poor children cannot even imagine the lives we are
calling them to lead, we have not made change our friend.

We know we have to face hard truths and take strong
steps, but we have not done so; instead, we have drifted. And that
drifting has eroded our resources, fractured our economy and shaken
our confidence. Though our challenges are fearsome, so are our
strengths. Americans have ever been a restless, questing, hopeful
people. And we must bring to our task today the vision and will of
those who came before us.

From our Revolution to the Civil War, to the Great
Depression, to the Civil Rights Movement, our people have always
mustered the determination to construct from these crises the pillarsof our history.

Thomas Jefferson believed that to preserve the very
foundations of our nation, we would need dramatic change from time to
time. Well, my fellow Americans, this is our time. Let us embraceit. (Applause. )

Our democracy must be not only the envy of the world but
the engine of our own renewal. There is nothing wrong with America
that cannot be cured by what is right with America. (Applause.) And
so today we pledge an end to the era of deadlock and drift, and a new
season of American renewal has begun. (Applause.)

To renew America we must be bold. We must do what no
generation has had to do before. We must invest more in our own
people, in their jobs and in their future, and at the same time cut
our massive debt. And we must do so in a world in which we must
compete for every opportunity. It will not be easy. It will requiresacrifice, but it can be done and done fairly. Not choosingsacrifice for its own sake but for our own sake, we must provide for
our nation the way a family provides for its children.

Our Founders saw themselves in the light of posterity.
We can do no less. Anyone who has ever watched a child's eyes wander
into sleep knows what posterity is. Posterity is the world to come
-- the world for whom we hold our ideals; from whom we have borrowed
our planet; and to whom we bear sacred responsibility.

We must do what America does best: offer more
opportunity to all and demand more responsibility from all.
(Applause.) It is time to break the bad habit of expecting something
for nothing from our government or from each other. Let us all take
more responsibility not ohly for ourselves and our families but for.
our communities and our country.

To renew America, we must revitalize our democracy.
This beautiful Capitol, like every capitol since the dawn of
civilization, is often a place of intrigue and calculation. Powerful
people maneuver for position and worry endlessly about who is in and
who is out, who is up and who is down, forgetting those people whosetoil and sweat sends us here and pays our way. (Applause.)

Americans deserve better. And in this city today there
are people who want to do better. And so I say to all of you here,
let us resolve to reform our politics so that power and privilege no
onger shout down the voice of che people. 'et us put aside persona

so that can feel the rain and see the of
America. let us resolve maxe our government a place for what
Franklin Roosevelt called bold, persistent experimentation -- a
government for our tomorrows, not our yesterdays. Let us give this
Capitol back to the people to whom it kelongs. (Applause.)

wee

To renew America we must meet challenges abroad as well
e. a clear retween nat
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foreign and what is domestic. The world economy, the world
environment, the world AIDS crisis, the world arms race -- they
affect us all. Today, as an old order passes, the new world is more
free but less stable. Communism's collapse has called forth old
animosities and new dangers. Clearly, America must continue to lead
the world we did so much to make.

While America rebuilds at home, we will not shrink from
the challenges nor fail to seize the opportunities of this new world.
Together with our friends and allies, we will work to shape change,
lest it engulf us. When our vital interests are challenged or the
will and conscience of the international community is defied, we will
act -- with peaceful diplomacy whenever possible, with force when
necessary.

The brave Americans serving our nation today in the
Persian Gulf, in Somalia, and wherever else they stand are testament
to our resolve. But our greatest strength is the power of our ideas,
which are still new in many lands. Across the world, we see then
embraced and we rejoice. Our hopes, our hearts, our hands are with
those on every continent who are building democracy and freedon.
Their cause is America's cause.

The American people have summoned the change we
celebrate today. You have raised your voices in an unmistakable
chorus. You have cast your votes in historic numbers. And you have
changed the face of Congress, the presidency and the political
process itself. Yes, you, my fellow Americans, have forced the
spring.

Now, we must do the work the season demands. To that
work, I now turn with all the authority of my office. I ask the
Congress to join with me. But no President, no Congress, no
government can undertake this mission alone.

My fellow Americans, you, too, must play your part in
our renewal. I challenge a new generation of young Americans to a
season of service; to act on your idealism by helping troubled
children; keeping company with those in need; reconnecting our torn
communities. There is so much to be done -- enough, indeed, for
millions of others who are still young in spirit to give of
themselves in service, too.

In serving, we recognize a simple, but powerful truth.
We need each other, and we must care for one another. Today, we do
more than celebrate America. We rededicate ourselves to the very
idea of America, an idea born in revolution and renewed through two
centuries of challenge; an idea tempered by the knowledge that, but
for fate, we, the fortunate, and the unfortunate, might have been
each other; an idea ennobled by the faith that our nation can summon

from its myriad diversity the deepest measure of unity; an idea
infused with the conviction that America's long, heroic journey must

go forever upward. (Applause. )

And, so, my fellow Americans, as we stand at the edge of
the 21st century, let us begin anew with energy and hope, with faith
and discipline. And let us work until our work is done. The
Scripture says, "and let us not be weary in well-doing, for in due
season we shall reap if we faint not." From this joyful mountaintop

- of celebration we hear a cali to service the valley. We nave
we the _ meow inaawn "he tramcets

own way, and with God's be we must answer the cail.
Thank you and God bless you all. (Applause.)

END 2:6 P.M.
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Thank you for being here today. A better future for your generation
a better life for all who will work for it- is what this campaign is about.

But I come here today convinced that your future - the very
future of our country, the American Dream - is in peril. This country is in trouble. As
I've traveled around this country, I've seen too much pain on people's faces, too much
fear in people's eyes. We've got to do better.

This month, I visited with a couple from New Hampshire named
David and Rita Springs. He's a chemical engineer by training; she's studying to be a lab
technician. They told me that a month before his pension was vested, the people who
ran his company fired him to cut their payrolls. Then they turned around and sold the
company and bailed out with a golden parachute while David Springs and his family
got the shaft.

Last week, at a bowling alley in Manchester, I met a fireman who
was working two jobs and his wife who was working 50 hours a week in a mill. They
told me they were worried that even though both of them were working like this and
their son was a straight-A student, they still wouldn't be able to afford to send him to
college because of the rising cost of college education and because they were too well-
off to get government help.

At a breakfast in a cafe in New Hampshire, I met a young man
whose 12-year-old child had had open-heart surgery, and now no one will hire him
because they cant afford his health insurance.

The families I met are from New Hampshire, but they could be
from anywhere in America They're the backbone of the country, the ones who do the
work and pay the taxes and send their children off to war. They're a lot like people I've
seen in Arkansas for years, living with the real consequences of our national neglect.
These are the real victims of the Reagan Revolution, the Bush Succession, and this
awful national recession.

During this administration, the economy has grown more slowly
and fewer jobs have been created than in any administration since WorldWar II.
People who have jobs are working longer hours for less money: peaple who don't are
looking harder to find less, Middle-class people are paying more for health care,
housing, education and taxes, when government services have been cut.

And as these hard-working midd e class families to theirtoon

President to make good on his promises. his answer ta them is: Tough luck, lhe
your

fauit. Go buy a house or a car.
Just this week, George Bush said we dont need a plan to end this

recession - that if we wait long enough, our problems will go away. Well, hes right
about that part: If he doesn't have a plan to turn this country around by November of
1992, we're going to lay George Bush off, put America back to work, and our problems
will go away.

We need a President who will take responsibility for getting this
country moving again. A President who will provide the leadership to pull us together
and challenge our nation to compete in the world and win again. .

Ten years ago, America had the highest wages in the world. Now
were 10th, and falling. Last year, Germany and Japan had productivity growth rates
three and four times ours because they educate their people better, invest more in
their future, and organize their economies for global competition, and we dont.

'We need a

President who
will take
responsibility
for getting this

country moving
again. A
President who
will provide the

leadership to

pull us together
and challenge
our nation to

compete in the

world and win

again."
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¢ A President who will revolutionize government to invest more in
the future:

¢ A President who will encourage the private sector to organize in
new ways and cooperate to produce economic growth;

A President who will challenge and lead America to compete and
win in the global economy, not retreat from the world.

That's how we'll turn this country's economy around, recapture
America's leadership in the world and build a better future for our children. That's
how we'll show the forgotten middle class we really understand their struggle. That's
how we'll reduce poverty and rebuild the ladder from poverty to the middle class. And
that, my friends, is why I'm running for President of the United States.

Our first responsibility under this New Covenant is to move quickly
to put this recession behind us. Last week, I released a plan for what I would do right
away to help working people and get the economy moving again. I'd not only extend
unemployment benefits, as Congress and the President have finally done, but I'd push
through a middle-class tax cut, an accelerated highway bill to create 40,000 to 45,000
new construction jobs over the next six months, and an increase in the ceiling on FHA
mortgage guarantees so half a million families could pump up the economy by buying
their first home. I do think good credit card customers should recéive a break from the
18 and 19 percent rates of banks, which have cut the rates the customers get paid on
their deposit accounts. And I'm proud to say that four of the ten banks charging the
lowest credit card rates nationwide are in my state.

I would also make sure federal regulators send a clear signal to the
financial community not to call in loans that are performing, and not to fear making -

good loans to local businesses.
But even if we did all those things tomorrow, it wouldn't change

the fundamental challenge of the 199()s. We need to get out of this recession, and
soon. But we also need a long-term national strategy to create a high-wage, high-
growth, high-opportunity economy, not a hard-work, low-wage economy that's sinking
when it ought to be rising.

Tt doesn't have to be that way. [ believe we can win again. In the
global economy of the 1990s, economic growth wont come from government
spending. It will come, instead, from individuals working smarter and learning more,
from entrepreneurs taking more risks and going after new markets, and from
corporations designing better products and taking a longer view. We're going to
reward work, expand opnortunity, empower neonle, and we are doing to win again,

There are two reasons whv miduie-class people today are working
harder for less pay. First, their taxes have gone up - but that's only 30 percent of
their problem. The other 70 percent is Americas loss of economic growth and world
economic leadership.

If we're going to turn this country around, we've not only got to
liberate ordinary people from unfair taxes, we've got to empower every American with
the education and training essential to get ahead.

Let me make this clear: Education is economic development. We
can only be a high-wage, high-growth country if we are a high-skills country. Ina
world in which money and production are mobile, the only way middle-class people
can keep good jobs with growing incomes ts to be lifetime learners and innovators.
Without world-class skills, the middle class will surely continue to decline. With them,
middle-class workers will generate more Mgh-wage ichs in America in the 90s.

Empowering everybody begins with oreschool for every child who
needs it. nd fully funding Head Starr. ft inet:des a natenal examination system to
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push our students to meet world-class standards in core subjects like math and

science, and an annual report card for every state, every school district and every

school to measure our progress in meeting those standards.

Empowerment means training young people for high-wage jobs,

not dead-end ones. Young Americans with only a high school education make 25

percent less today than they would have 15 years ago. In a Clinton Administration we'll

have a national apprenticeship program that will enable high school students who

aren't bound for college to enter a course of study, designed by schools and local

businesses, to teach them valuable skills, with a promise of a real job with growing

incomes when they graduate.
Empowerment means challenging our students and every

American with a syste of voluntary national service. In a Clinton Administration we

will offer a domestic GI Bill that will say to middle-class as well as low-income people:

We want you to go to college and we're glad to pay for it, but you've got to give

something back to your country in return. As President, I'll ask Congress to establish a

trust fund out of which any American can borrow money for a college education, so

long as they pay it back either as a small percentage of their income over time or with

a couple of years of national service as teachers, police officers, child care workers-

doing work our country urgently needs. The fund would be financed with a portion of

the peace dividend and by redirecting the present student loan program, which is

nowhere near as cost-effective as it should be. This program will pay for itself many

times over.
But in an era when what you can earn depends largely on what you

can learn, education can't stop at the schoolhouse door. From now on, anyone who's

willing to work will have a chance to leam. In a Clinton Administration, we'll make

adult literacy programs available to all who need it, by working with states ta make

sure every state has a clear, achievable plan to teach everyone with a job to read, to

give them a chance to earn a GED, and wherever possible, to do it where they work. In

Arkansas we had 14,000 people in adult education programs in 1983. Today we have

over 50,000. By 1993, we'll have over 70,000. Every state can do the same for a modest

cost with a disciplined plan and a flexible delivery system.

And we will ensure that every working American has the

opportunity to learn new skills every year. Today, American business spends billions of

dollars on training- the equivalent of 1.5 percent of the costs of their payrolls- but

70 percent of it goes to the 10 percent at the top of the ladder. In a Clinton

Administration, we'll require employers to offer every worker his or her share of those

training dollars, or contribute the equivalent to a national training fund Workers will

get the training they need, and companies will learn that the more you train your

workers, the more your profits increase.

We need special efforts to empower the poor to work their way out

of poverty. We'll make work pay by expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit for the

working poor and by supporting private and public partnerships to give low-income

entrepreneurs the tools to start ew businesses, through innovative institutions like

Shore Bank in Chicago and its rural counterpart, the Southern Development

Bancorporation in Arkansas. We've got to break the cycle of dependency and put an

end to permanent dependence on welfare as a way of life, by really investing in the

development of poor people and giving them the means, the incentives and the

requirement to go to work.

Finally, empowering working Americans means letting them keep

more of what they earn. Ronald Reagan and George Bush raised taxes on the middle

class. I'm going to cut them. In a Ciinton Administration, well cut income tax rates on



the middle class: An average family's tax bill will go down 10 percent, a savings of $350
a year. And the deficit won't go up - instead those earning over $200,000 a year will
pay more, though still a smaller percentage of their incomes than they paid in the '70s,
not to soak the rich but to return to basic fairness.

Besides empowering citizens, we must lead a revolution in
government so it becomes an engine of opportunity again, not an obstacle to it. Voters
who went to the polls in this month's elections sent us a clear message: People want
more for their money. The experts in Washington think that is a contradiction. But I
think the experts are wrong and the people are right. People want a better deal from
government, and they'll get it in a Clinton Administration.

Too many Washington insiders of both parties think the only way
to provide more services is to spend more on programs already on the books in
education, housing and health care. But ifwe reinvent government to deliver new
services in different ways, eliminate unnecessary layers of management and offer
people more choices, we really can give taxpayers more services with fewer
bureaucrats for the same or less money.

Every successful major corporation in America had to restructure
itself to compete in the last decade, to decentralize, become more entrepreneurial, give
workers more authority to make decisions and offer customers more choices and
better products.

That's what we're trying to do in Arkansas- balancing the budget
every year, improving services and treating taxpayers like our customers and our
bosses, because they are. Arkansas was the first state to initiate a statewide total quality
management program. We've dramatically reduced the number of reports the
Department of Education requires of school districts, slashed bureaucratic costs in the
Department of Human Services and put the money into direct services that help real
people, and speeded up customer services in the Revenue Department. We measure the
job placement rate of graduates from vocational-technical programs, and if a program
can't show results we shut it down.

So I know it can be done. But let us be clear: Serious restructuring
of government for greater productivity is very different from the traditional top-down
reorganization plans that have been offered over the last 20 years, including in this
campaign. Those require a lot of time and energy and generally leave us with more of
the same government, not less.

What I am proposing is hard, unglamorous work. It will require us
to reexamine every dollar of the taxpayers' money we spend and every minute of time
that the government puts in on business. !t wil! require us to enlist the energies of
front-line public servants who are often as frustrated as the rest of us with
bureaucracy. And ifwe do it in Arkansas, which has among the lowest taxes in the
country, imagine how much more important and productive it will be at the federal
level. In a Clinton Administration we'll make government more effective by holding
ourselves to the same standard of productivity growth as business and insisting on
three percent across-the-board cuts in the administrative costs of the federal
bureaucracy every year.

Ifwe're going to get more for our money, we ought to have a
federal budget which invests more in the future and spends less on the present and the
past. As President, I'll throw out last year's budget deal, which brought us the biggest
deficits in American history and the fastest-growing spending since World War II. In
its place, I'll establish a new three-part federal budget: a past budget for interest
payments: 2 present budget for spending on current consumption, and a future budget
for investments in things that will make us richer,
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Today the federal government spends only nine percent of the

budget on investing in the future- in education, child health, environmental

technology, infrastructure and basic research. We'll double that in a Clinton

Administration. We'll begin to finance the future budget by converting resources no

longer needed for national defense to the investments needed to rebuild our economic

security and by controlling health care costs.

We can bring the deficit down over.time, but only if we control

spending on current consumption programs by tying overall increases to real revenue

increases, not estimates. I propose to limit overall increases in the consumption

budget to increases in personal income, so that the federal budget can't go up any
faster than the average American's paycheck. Making Congress and the President live

by this rule will cut the deficit drastically in five years, in a dramatic budget reform.

Finally, ifwe're serious about reinventing government, we must
reinvent the way we deliver health care in this country. We spend 30 percent more

than any other country on health care and do less with it. For many Americans, the

rising cost of health care and the loss of it is the number one fear they face on a daily
basis. Thousands ofAmerican businesses are losing jobs because health care costs area
30 percent handicap in the global marketplace. Two-thirds of the strikes today are

about health care, and no matter how they come out, both sides lose. We are the only
nation in the world that doesn't help control health care costs.

We could cover every American with the money we're spending if
we had the courage to demand insurance reform and slash health care bureaucracies,
and if we followed the lead of other nations in controlling the unnecessary spread of

technology, stopping drug prices from going up three times the rate of inflation, and

forcing the people who send bills and the people who pay them to agree on how much
health care should cost. We don't need to reduce quality; we need to restructure the

system. And no nation has ever done it without a national government that took the

lead in controlling costs and providing health care for all.
In the first year of the Clinton Administration, Congress and I will

deliver quality, affordable health care for ail Americans.
These changes are vital, but American workers and American

businesses are going to have to change too; the private sector is where the jobs are

created. Many of the most urgent changes cannot be legally mandated, but we know

they're overdue after a decade in which the stock market tripled and average wages
went down.

Old economic arrangements are holding America back. It's time for

a revolution in the American workplace that will radically raise the status uf the

American worker and tear down the Berlin Wall between labor and management.
It's been years since the U.S. could outproduce the rest of the world

by treating workers like so many cogs in a machine. We need a whole new

organization of work, where workers at the front lines make decisions, not just follow
orders, and entire levels of bureaucratic middle management become obsolete. And we

need a new style of management, where front-line workers and managers have more

responsibility to make decisions that improve quality and increase productivity.
Dynamic, flexible, well-trained workers who cooperate with savvy,

sensitive managers to make changes every day are the keys to high growth in

manufacturing and in the service sector, including government, education and health

care, areas where productivity growth was very weak in the 1980s.

Everyone will have to change, but everyone will get something in

return. Workers will gain new prosperity and independence, but theyll have to give up

non-productive work rules and rigid job classifications and be more open to change.
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Managers will reap more profits but will have to manage for the long run, train all
workers and not treat themselves better than their workers are treated. Corporations
will reach new heights in productivity, growth and profitability, but CEOs will have to
put the long-term interests of their workers, their customers and their companies
first.

We should restore the link between pay and performance by
encouraging companies to provide for employee ownership, profit-sharing for all
employees, not just executives. And executives should profit when their companies do.
We should all go up or down together. We'll say to America's corporate leaders: No
more taking bonuses for yourselves if you don't give bonuses to everybody. And no
more golden parachutes if you don't make good severance packages available for your
workers.

It's wrong for executives to do what so many did in the '80s.«
Executives at the biggest companies raised their pay by four times the percentage their
workers' pay went up and three times the percentage their profits went up. It's wrong
to drive a company into the ground and have the boss bail out with a golden parachute
to a cushy life.

The average CEO at a major American corporation is paid &5 times
as much as the average worker. And our government today rewards that excess with a
tax break for executive pay, no matter how high it is, or whether it reflects increased
performance. If a company wants to overpay its executives to perform less well, and
underinvest in the future, it shouldn't get any special treatment from Uncle Sam.

If a company wants to transfer jobs abroad and cut the security of
working people, it shouldn't get special treatment from the Treasury. In the 1980s, we
didn't do enough to help our companies to compete and win in a global economy. We
did too much to transfer weaith away from hard-working middle-class people to the
rich without good reason and too much to weaken our country with debt that wasn't
invested in America. That's got to stop. There should be no more deductibility for
irresponsibility.

I believe in business. I believe in the marketplace. I believe that the
best jobs program this country will ever have is economic growth. Most new jobs in
this country are created by small businesses and entrepreneurs who get little help
from the government.

Too oiten, especially in this environment, banks and other
investors won't take a chance on good ideas and good people. I want to encourage
small business people and entrepreneurs. In a Clinton Administration, we'll offer a tax
incentive to those who take risks by starting new businesses and Jeveloning new
techno ogies. Instead of offering a capitai gains tax cut for the weaithy who wiil churn
stocks on Wall Street anyway, well put forth a new enterprise tax cut that rewards
those with the patience, the courage and the determination to create new jobs. Those
who risk their savings on new businesses that create most of the jobs in the country
will receive a 50 percent tax exclusion for gains held more than five years.

And [ want to encourage investment here in America in other ways
- by making the R&D tax credit permanent, by taking away incentives for companies.
to shut down their plants in the U.S. and move their jobs overseas, and by offering a

targeted investment tax credit to medium and small-size businesses who'll create new
jobs with new plants and equipment.

Finally, we owe American workers, entrepreneurs and industry a

pledge that all their hard work will not go down the drain.
We must have a nutionul strategy to compete and win in the global

economy. The American people arent protectionists. Protectionism is just a fancy

é
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word for giving up; we want to compete and win. That is why our New Covenant must

include a new trade policy that says to Europe, Japan and our other trading partners:

We favor an open trading system, but if you won't play by those rules, we'll play by

yours. That's why we need a stronger, sharper "Super 301" bill as the means to enforce

that policy.
I supported fast-track negotiations with Mexico for a free trade

agreement, but our negotiators need to insist upon tough conditions that prevent our

trading partners from exploiting their workers or by lowering costs through pollution
to gain an advantage. We should seek out similar agreements with all of Latin America,
because rich countries will get richer by helping other countries grow into strong

trading partners.
We also need a new energy policy to lower the trade deficit, +

increase productivity, and improve the environment. We must rely less on imported oil

and more on cheap and abundant natural gas, and on research and development into

renewable energy resources. We must achieve European standards of energy efficiency
in factories and office buildings. That will free up billions of dollars to invest in the

American economy.
Ifwe want to help U.S. companies keep pace in the world economy,

we need to restore America to the forefront, not just in inventing products but in

bringing them to market. Too often, we have won the battle of the patents but lost the

war of creating jobs, profits and wealth. American scientists invented the microwave,
the VCR, the color TV and the memory chip, and yet today the Koreans, the Japanese
and other nations make most of those products.

The research and development arm of the Defense Department did

a great job of developing products and taking them to production because we didn't

want them produced overseas. We should launch the civilian equivalent- an agency
to provide basic research for new and critical technologies and make it easier to move

these ideas into the marketplace. And we can pledge right now that for every dollar we

reduce the defense budget on research and development, well increase the civilian

R&D budget by the same amount. We should commit ourselves to a transitional plan
for converting from a defense to a domestic economy in a way that creates more high-
wage jobs and doesnt destroy our most successful high-wage industrial base, and with

it the careers of many thousands of our best scientists, engineers and workers.

We must do all these things and something more. The economic

challenges we confront today are not just a matter of statistics and numbers. Behind

them are real human beings and real human suffering. ! have seen the pain in the

faces of unemployed workers in New Hampshire, policemen in New York and Texas,

computer company executives in California, middle-class people everywhere. They're
all showing the same pain and worry I hear in the voices of my own people in

Arkansas, including men and women I grew up with who played by the rules and now

see their dreams for the future slipping away.
That's why we're offering a new radical approach to economics.

Economics as if people were really important. If we offer these hard-working families

no hope for the future, no solutions to their problems, no relief for their pain, then

fear and insecurity will grow, and the politics of hate and division will spread. Ifwe do

not act to bring this country together in common cause to build a better future, David

Duke and his kind will be able to divide and destroy our nation. Our streets will get
meaner, our families will be devastated, and our very social fabric - our goodness and

tolerance and decency as a people- will be torn apart.
The politics of division which the Republicans have parlayed into

the Presidency will turn on even them. George Busn has forgotten the warning of our



greatest Republican President, Abraham Lincoln: A house divided cannot stand.
Lincoln gave his life for the American community. The Republicans have squandered
his legacy.

I want to be a President who will unite this country. This morning,
here at Georgetown, the Robert Kennedy Human Rights Award ceremony was held.
Twenty-six years ago, when I was President ofmy class here, Robert Kennedy accepted
our invitation to come to Georgetown to give a speech. In the following year, he gave a

very different description ofwhat American politics should be all about. And I would
like to read that to you today and ask you how long it's been since you heard an
American President say and believe these things:

"Each time a man stands up for an ideal or acts to improve the lot
of others or strikes out against injustice, he sends forth a tiny ripple of hope, and
crossing each other from a million different centers of energy and daring, those ripples
build a current that can sweep down the mightiest walls of oppression and resistance."

That is the spirit I seek to bring to the Presidency. The spirit of
renewal of America. I believe with all my heart that the very future of our country is on
the line. That is why these are not just economic proposals. They are the way to save
the very soul of our nation.

This is not just a campaign. This is a crusade to restore the

forgotten middle class, give economic power back to ordinary people, and recapture
the American Dream. It is a crusade not just for economic renewal but for social and
spiritual renewal as well. It is a crusade to build a new economic order of
empowerment and opportunity that will preserve our social order and make it possible
for our country once again to make the American Dream live at home and to be strong
enough to triumph abroad.
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THE New COVENANT: RESPONSIBILITY ANO________REBLHE AMERIEAN-COMMUUStPY
GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY, WASHINGTON, D.C.

OCTOBER 23, 1991

Thank you ail for being here today. You are iiving in revoiutionary
times. When [ was here, Amertca sougnt to contain communism, not roll it baci Most
respected academics held that once a country "went Communist" the loss of freedom
was permanent and trreversiole. Yet in the last three years, we ve seen the Berlin Wailcome down, Germany reunitied, all of Eastem Europe abandon communism, a coup inthe Soviet Union fail and the Soviet Union itself disintegrate, liberating the Baltics anaother republics. Now the Soviet Foreign Minister ts trying to help our Secretary ofState make peace in the Middle East. And in the space of one year, Lech Walesa andVaclav Havel both came to this city to thank America for supporting their quest forfreedom. Nelson Mandela walked out of a jail in South Africa he entered before {
entered Georgetown in 1964. He now wants a Bill of Rights like ours for his country.We should be ceiebrating. All around the worid, the American
Dream - political freedom. market economics, national independenceascendant Everything your parents and grandparents stood for from World War II onhas been rewarded.

Yet were not celebrating. Why? Because our people fear that while\ the American Dream reigns supreme abroad, it is dying here at home. We're losingand wasting opportunities. The very fiber of our nation ts breaking down.
Families are coming apart, kids are dropping out of school,drugsand crime dominate cur streets. ryAndrdurid leaders Nereé in Washington doingnothing to turn America around. Our political system rotates between being the buttof jokes and the object of scom. Frustration produces calls for term limits from voterswho think they can't vote incumbents out, resentment produces votes for David Duke

- not just from racists, but from voters so desperate for change, theyll support themost anti-establishment message, even from an ex-Klansman who was inspired byAdolf Hitler. We've got to rebuild our political life together before demagogues andracists and those who pander to the worst in us bring this country down. .

People once looked to our President and Congress to bring us
together, solve problems, and make progress. Now, in the face of massive challenges,our government stands discredited, our peopiedisillusioned.Theresaholeinourpolitics where a sense of common purpose used to be.

The Reagan-Bush years have exalted private gain over publicobligations, special interests over the common good, wealth and fame over work and
family. The 1980s ushered in a gilded age of greed. selfishness, irresponsibility, excessand neglect.

Savings and loan crooks stole billions of dollars in other people'smoney. Pentagon contractors and HUD consultants stole from the taxpayers. Many bigcorporate executives raised their own salaries when their companies were losingmoney and their workers were losing their jobs. Middle-class families worked longerhours tor less money and spent more on health care, housing, education and taxes.
Poverty rose. Many inner-city streets were taken over by crime and drugs, welfare anddespair. Family responsibility became an oxymoron for deadbeat fathers who weremore likely to make their car payments than pay their child support.

And government, which should have been setting an example, waseven worse. Congress raised its pay and guarded its perks while most Americans were
11
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working harder for less money. Two Republican presidents electea on a cromuse of
'iscal responsibility advanced budget policies that more than tripled the nauonail debt.
Congress went along with that. too. Taxes were lowered on the wealthiest people
whose incomes rose, and raised on middle-class people whose incomes fell.

And through it all, millions of decent. ordinary people who worked
hard. played by the rules and took responsibility for their own actions were falling
dehind, living a life of struggle without reward or security. For 12 years, the forgotten
middle class watched their economic interests ignored and their values run into the
ground. In the 1980s, nothing illustrates this more clearly than the fact that charitable
giving by middle-class families went up as their incomes went down, while charitable
giving by the wealthiest Americans went down as their incomes went up.
Responsibility went unrewarded and so did hard work. It's no wonder so many kids
growing up on the street think it makes more sense to join a gang and deal drugs than
to stay in school and go to work. The fast buck was glorified from Wall Street to Main
Street to Mean Street.

To turn America around, we need a new approach founded on our
Most sacred principles as a nation, with a vision for the future. We need a New
Covenant, a solemn agreement between the people and their government, to provide
apportunity for everybody, inspire responsibility throughout our society and restore a
sense of Community to this great nation. A New Covenant to take government back
trom the powertul interests and the bureaucracy and give this country back to

ordinary people.

More than two hundred years ago, our founders outlined our first
social compact between government and the people, not just between lords and kings.
More than a century ago, Abraham Lincoin gave his life to maintain the Union that
compact created. Sixty years ago, Franklin Roosevelt renewed that promise with a New
Deal that offered opportunity in return for hard work.

Today we need to forge a New Covenant that will repair the
damaged bond between the people and their government and restore our basic values
- the notion that our country has a responsibility to help people get ahead. That
citizens have not only the right but a responsibility to rise as far and as high as their
talents and determination can take them, and that we're ail in this together. We must
make good on the words of Thomas Jefferson, who said, "A debt of service is due from
every man to his country proportional to the bounties which nature and fortune have
measured to him."

Make no mistake- this New Covenant means change ... change in
our party, change in our national leadership and change in our country. Far away from
Washington, in your hometowns and mine, people have lost faith in the ability of
government to change their lives for the better. Out there, you can hear the quiet,
troubled voice of the forgotten middle class, lamenting that government no longer
looks out for their interests or honors their values- like individual responsibility,
hard work, family, community. They think their government takes more from them
than it gives back, and looks the other way when special interests only take from this
country and give nothing back. And they're right.

This New Covenant can't be between the politicians and the
established interests. It can't be just another back-room deal between the people in
power and the people who keep them there. This New Covenant can only be ratified by
the people in the 1992 election. That is why I'm running for President.

Some people think it's old-fashioned to talk like this. Some people
even think I am naive to suggest that we can restore the American Dream through a
covenant between people and their government. But I believe with all my heart after

wortinus
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i years of work as Governor, working every day to create opportunity and jobs and
'mprove education and deal with all the proolems that we ail know so mucn about-
delieve that the only way we can hoid this country together, and move boldly forward
into the future, 1s to do it together with a New Covenant.

Over 25 years ago, Professor Carroli Quigley taught in his Western
Civilization class nere at Georgetown that the defining idea of our culture in general
and our country in particular is "future preterence, the idea that the future can be
better than the present. and that eacn of us has a personal. morai responsibility to
make it $0.

I hope they still teach that lesson here. and I hope you believe it,
because Idont think we can save America without it.

In the weeks to come, [ will come back to Georgetown and outline
my plans to rebuild our economy, regain our competitive leadership in the world,
restore the forgotten middle class, and reclaim the future for the next generation. Iwill put forth my views on how to promote our national security and foreign policy
interests after the Cold War. And I will tell you in clear terms what I believe the
President and the Congress owe the people in this New Covenant for change.

But I can teil you. based on my long experience in public life, there
will never be a government program for every problem. Much of what holds us
together and moves us ahead is the daily assumption or personal responsibility bymillions of Amencans from all walks of life. { can promise to do a hundred.different
things for you as President. But none of them wii] make any difference unless we ail do
more as citizens. And today, 1 want to talk about the responsibilities we owe to
ourselves, to one another, and to our nation.

It's been 30 years since a Democrat ran tor President and asked
something of all the American people. I intend to challenge you to do more and to do
better.

We must go beyond the competing ideas of the old political
establishment: beyond every man for himseif on the one hand, and the right to
something for nothing on the other.

We need a New Covenant that wiil challenge all our citizens to be
responsible. The New Covenant will say to our corporate leaders at the top of the
ladder: We'll promote economic growth and the free market. but we re not going to
help you diminish the middle class and weaken the economy. We'll support your
efforts to increase profits and jobs through quality products and services, but we're
going to hold you responsible to be good corporate citizens. too.

The New Covenant will say to people on weifare: We're going to
provide the training and education and health care you need, but if you can work,
you've got to go to work, because you can no longer stay on welfare forever.

The New Covenant will say to the hard-working middle class and
those who aspire to it We're going to guarantee you access to a college education, but
if you get that help, you've got to give something back to your country.

And the New Covenant will challenge all of us in public service. We
have a solemn responsibility to honor the values and promote the interests of the
people who elected us, and if we don't, wedon't belong in government anymore.

This New Covenant must begin here in Washington. The New
Covenant will literally revolutionize government and fundamentally change its
relationship to peopie. People don't want some top-down bureaucracy telling them
what to do anymore, That's one reason they tore down the Berlin Wail and threw out
the communist regimes in Eastern Europe and Russia. Now. the New Covenant will
challenge our government to change its way of doing business, too. The American
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people need a government that works at a price they can atford,
The Republicans have been in charge of the government tor 12

14

years. They've brought the country to the bnnk of bankruptcy. Democrats who want
the government to do more- and I'm one of them- have a heavy responsibility to
show that we're going to spend the taxpayers money wisely and with discipline.

I want to make government more efficient and more etfective bv
zliminating unnecessary layers of bureaucracy and cutting administrative costs. and by
giving people more choices in the services they get, and empowering them to make
those choices. Thats what we ve tried to do in Arkansas- balancing our budget everv
year, Improving services, and treating taxpayers like our customers and our bosses,
giving them more choices in public schools. child care centers and services for the
elderly.

The New Covenant must challenge Congress to act responsibly.
And here again. Democrats must lead the way. Because they want to use government
to help people, Democrats have to put Congress in order. Congress must live by the
laws it applies to other workplaces. No more midnight pay raises. Congressional pay
shouldn't go up while the pay of working Amentcans is going down. Let's clamp down
on campaign spending and open the airwaves to encourage real political debate instead
of paid political assassination. No more bounced checks. No more bad restaurant
debts. No more tixed tickets. Service in Congress is privilege enough.

We cant go on like this. We have to honor, reward and reflect the
work ethic, not the power grab. Responsibility is for everybody, and it begins here in
the nations capital.

The New Covenant will also challenge the private sector. The most
irresponsible people in the 1980s were those in business who abused their position at
the top of the totem pole. This is my message to the business community: As
President, I'm going to do everything I can to make it easier for your company to
compete in the world, with a better trained workforce, cooperation between labor and
management, fair and strong trade policies and incentives to invest in America's
economic growth. But I want the jetsetters and the feather bedders of corporate
America to know that if you seil your companies and your workers and your country
down the river, youll get called on the carpet. That's what the President's bully pulpit
is for.

All of you who are going into business, it is a noble endeavor. It is
the thing that makes this country run. The private sector creates jobs, not the public
sector. But you have to know that the people with the responsibility in the private
sector should think it's simply not enough to obey the letter of the law and make as
much money as you can. It's wrong for executives to do what so many did in the
1980s. The biggest companies raised their pay by four times the percentage their
workers pay went up and three times the percentage their profits went up. It's wrong
to drive a company into the ground and have the chief executive bail out with a golden
parachute to a cushy life.

The average CEO at a major American corporation is paid about
100 times as much as the average worker. Compare that to two countries doing much
better than we are in the world economy. In Germany it's 23 to 1, and in Japan, which
just completed 58 months of untrammeled economic growth, it's 17 to 1. Our
government today rewards that excess with a tax break for executive pay,-no matter
how high it is. That's wrong. If a company wants to overpay its executives and under-
invest in the future, it shouldn't get any special treatment from Uncle Sam. If a
company wants to transfer jobs abroad and cut the security ofworking peorie, it
shouldn't get special treatment from the Treasury. In the 1980s, we didn't do enough



ta help our companies to compete and win in a global economy. We did too mucn to
transter wealth away from hard-working middle-class people to the rich without good
reason. That's got to stop. There snould be no more deductibility for irresponsibility.

The New Covenant will also challenge the hard-working middle-
class families of America. Their challenge centers around work and education. I know
Amencans worry about the quality of education tn this country and want the best tor
their children. The Clinton Administration wiil set high national standards based on
international compeution for what everybody ought to know. and a national
examination system to measure whether they re learning it. [t's not enough to put
money into schools. We need to challenge the schools to produce, and we ve got to
Insist on resuits.

I just came from Thomas Jefferson Junior High School here in
Washington, and the principal of that school, Vera White, [ think is here with me
today. I've been to that school three times in the last five years. That school is in a
building that was build when Grant was President. They have the plaster models of the
Jefferson Memorial in the school auditorium. But every time I've been in that schooi,
you could eat lunch off every floor in the school. There is a spirit of learning that
pervades the atmosphere. Almost everyone in the school comes from an ordinary
family in Washington- it's almost 100 percent minority. In several years that scnooi
has won the National Math Councils competition. going all the way to the finals for
junior high school performance in math. Every time I go there I'm just overwhelmed
by the spirit that exists at Thomas Jefferson Junior High School. The teachers and the
principal dont make excuses for the problems that the kids bring to the classroom:
they open those kids to a brighter worid. We need more of that.

But we also have to recognize that teachers can't do it all. We must
challenge all parents and children to believe all children can learn. And here is the
biggest challenge of all: Too many American parents raise their kids to believe that
how much they learn depends on the IQ that God gave them and how much money
their family makes. Yet in the countries we are competing against for the future,
children are raised to believe that how much they learn depends on how hard they
work, and how much their parents encourage them to learn.

The New Covenant will challenge students of America to stay in
school. Students who drop out of school or fail to learn as much as they can are not
just letting down themselves and their families. They're failing their communities.
because from that point on, chances are they're subtracting from society, not adding
to it. In Arkansas, weve tried to enhance responsibility for students by saying that if
they drop out for no good reason, they lose the privilege of adrivers license.

The New Covenant means new challenges for every young person. I
want to establish a system of voluntary national service for ail Americans. In a Clinton
Administration, well put forth a domestic GI Bill thatwill say to the middle class as
well as low-income people: We want you to go to college, we'll pay for it. it will be the
best money we ever spent, but you've got to give something back to your country in
return. As President, I'll set up a trust fund out ofwhich any American can borrow
money for a college education, so long as they pay it back either as a smail percentage
of their income over time orwith a couple of years of national service as teachers.
police officers, child care workers- doing work our country desperately needs.

And education doesn't stop in school. Adults have a responsibility
to keep learning so they can stay ahead of the competition, too. All of us are going to
have to work smarter in the years to come. That will require new forms of cooperation
in the workplace between management and workers, and a continuing effort to move
toward high-performance work organizations.

"In a Clinton
Administration.
we'll do
everything we
can to break th:

cycle of

dependency
and help the

poor climb out
of poverty."
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There § a special cnailenge tn the Nev 2nant for the voung men

and women wio live in Americas most troubled urbanrc.. 2rhoods. There are
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children. like those I met in Chicago and Los Angeles, who IN fear of being forced

to join a gang or getting shot going to and from school.

Many of these young people believe this country has ignored them

for too long, and they're right. Many of them think Amenca unrairiy blames them tor

every wrong in our society - for drugs, crime. poverty, the breakup of the family and

the breakdown of the schools - and theyre right. They worry that because their face

1s of a different color. their only choice in life is jail or weifare or a dead-end job. that

being a minority in an inner city is a guarantee of failure. But theyre wrong - and

when I'm President. I'm going to do my best to prove theyre wrong.
I know these young people can overcome anything they set their

mind to. I believe America needs their strength, their intelligence, and their humanity.

And because I believe in them and what they can contribute to our society, they must

not be let off the hook. All society can offer them is a chance to develop their God-

given abilities. They have to do the rest. Anybody who tells them otherwise is lying -

and they know it.

As President. I'll see that they get the same deal as everyone else:

Theyve got to play by the rules, stay off drugs, stay in school and keep out of the

streets. Theyve got to stoo having children if theyre not prepared to support them.

Governments dont raise children. People do. And for those young people who do get
into trouble, well give them one chance to avoid prison, by setting up community
boot camps for first-time non-violent offenders- where they can learn discipline, get
drug treatment if necessary, continue their education, and do useful work for their

community. A second chance to be a first-rate citizen.
The New Covenant must be pro-work. That means people who

work shouldn't be poor. In a Clinton Administration, well do everything we can to

break the cycle of dependency and help the poor climb out of poverty. First, we need to

make work pay be expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit for the working poor,

creating savings accounts that make it easier for poor people even on welfare to save. |

support micro-enterprise grants for those who want to start a small business. At the
same time. we need to assure all Americans that they'll have access to health care

when they go to work.
The New Covenant can break the cycle of welfare. Welfare should

be a second chance, not a way of life. In a Clinton Administration, we're going to put
an end to welfare as we know it. 1 want to erase the stigma of welfare for good by

restoring a simpie, dignified principle: no one who can work can stay on welfare

forever.

We'll still help people who can't help themselves, and those who

ne... education and training and child care. But if people can work, theyll have to do

so. We'll give them ail the help they need for up to two years. But after that, if theyre
able to work, theyll have to take a job in the private sector, or start earning their way
through community service. That way, we'll restore the covenant that welfare was first
meant to be: to give temporary help to people who've fallen on hard times.

If the New Covenant is pro-work, it must also be pro-famiiy. That
means we must demand the toughest possible child support enforcement. We need an

administration thatwill give state agencies that collect child support full law
enforcement authority, and find new ways of catching deadbeats. In Arkansas, we

passed a law this year that says if you owe more than a thousand dollars in child

support, we're going to report you to every credit agency in the state. People shouldn't
be able to borrow money before they take care of their children.

"Today we
need to forge a

New Covenant
that will repair
the damagea
bond between
the people and

their

government and

restore our
basic values."



Finally, the Presiaent has the greatest responsipility ot ail - to
dring us together, not drive us apart. For 12 years, this President ana his predecessorhave divided us against eacn other- pitting rich against poor, black agaist white,women against men- creating a country where we no longer recognize that we're allin this together. They have profited by fostering an atmosphere of blame and denialinstead of building an ethic of responsibility. They had a chance to bring out the bestin us and instead they appealed to the worst in us.

Nothing exemplifies this more clearly than the battle over the Civil
Rights Act of 1991. You know trom what I've already said today that I can t be for
quotas. fm for responsibility at every turn. That bill is not a quota bill. When the Civil
Rights Act was in place from 1964 to 1987, I never had a single employer in my state
say, "It's a quota bill." We need rules of workplace fairness for the 70 percent of newentrants in our workforce who will be women and minorities in the decade of the '90s.That's what that bill is for.

Why does the President refuse to let a civil rights bill pass? Becausehe knows that the people he is dependent on for his electoral majority- white,
working-class men and women, mostly men- have had their incomes decline in the1980s and they may return to their natural home. to someone wio offers ther real
opportunity. And so he ts dredging up the same old tactic that the Hard Right hasempioved in my part of the country, in the South. since [ was a child. When everythinggets tight. and you think you re going to lose those peopie, you find the mosteconomically insecure white people, and you scare the living daylights out of them.

That is wrong. This President turned away John Danforth. who.
shepherded Clarence Thomas nomination through the Senate. John Danforth beggedhim for a civil rights bill. He said no. He turned away the Business Roundtable; an
organization of corporate executives, largely Republican, who said we need a civil
rights bill. He said no. And today in the press it's reported that he turned away his ownminority leader in the United States Senate, Senator Bob Dole, who wanted a civil
rights bill.

This man does not want a bill. He wants an issue to drive a stakeinto the heart of America, and it's wrong. And I won't let him get away with it.
I pledge to you that Im nat going to let the Republicans get awaywith this cynical scam anymore. A New Covenant means it's my responsibility and the

responsioility of every American in this country to fight back against the poiitics ofdivision and bring this country together.
After all, that is what's special about America. We want to be part ofa Nation that's coming together. not coming apart. We want to be part of a communitywhere peopie look out for each other, not just for themselves. We want to be part of anation that brings out the best in us, not the worst. And we believe that the only limitto what we can do is what our leaders are willing to ask of us and what we are willingto expect of ourselves.

Nearly sixty years ago, in a famous speech to the CommonwealthClub in the final months of his 1932 campaign, Franklin Roosevelt outlined a newcompact that gave hope to a nation mired in the Great Depression. The role of
government, he said, was to promise every American the right to make a living. Thepeople's role was to do their best to make the most of it. He said: "Faith in Americademands that we recognize the new terms of the old social contract. In the strength of
great hope we must all shoulder our common load."

That's what our hope is today: A New Covenant to shoulder ourcommon load. When people assume responsibility and shoulder that common load,they acquire a dignity they never knew before. When people go to work, they

tifa company
wants [Oo

overpay ils

execuuves ang
under-invest in

me tuture, if

shouiant get
anv soectal
treatment trom
Uncle Sam."
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rediscover a pride that was lost, When fathers pay their child support. thev restore a
connection that thev and their children need. When students work harder. they find
out they all can learn and do as weil as anyone else on Earth. When corporate
managers put their workers and their long-term profits ahead of their own paychecks,
their companies do well, and so do they. When the privilege of serving 1s enough of a
perk for people in Congress, and the President finally assumes responsibility for
Amentca's problems, well not only stop doing wrong, we Il begin to do what is right to
move America forward.

And that is what this election is really all about - forging a New
Covenant of change that will honor middle-class values, restore the public trust. create
a New sense of Community, and make America work again. Thank vou.
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A New COVENANT FOR,AMERICAN, SECURITY

GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY, WASHINGTON, D.C.
OECEMBER 12, 1991.0

time of great change, enormous opportunity and uncertain peril. At a time when
Americans wanted nothing more than to come home and resume lives of peace and
quiet, our country had to summon thewiil for a new kind ofwar-

- containing an
expansionist and hostile Soviet Union which vowed to bury us. We had to find ways to

totalitarian challenge to liberal democracy.
Thanks ts.the unstinting courage and sacrifice of the American

people, we were able.to win that ColdWar. Now we've entered a New era, and we need a
new vision and the strength to meet a new set of opportunities and threats. We face

democracy, free markets and growth at a time of great change.

Given the problems we face at home. we do have to take care of our

We can't allow this false choice between domestic policy and
fore gn to hurt our country and our economy. Our President has devoted his

result, we're drifting in the longest economic slump sinceWorldWar IL, and,
reaction to that, elements in both parties now want America to respond to the collapseof communism and a crippling recession at home by retreating from the worid.

gusstions. 1 supported his efforts to kick Saddam Hussein out of Kuwait. I think he did
a masterful job in pulling together the victoriousmulti-lateral coalition. 1 support hisdesire to pursue peace talks in the Middle East. I agreewith the President that we
can'ttum our back on NATO. And I supported giving the administration fast-track
authority to negotiate a sound and fair free trade agreementwith Mexico.

Butut the President.seems.to political stability and his

democracyand economic growth, he often does things I disagree with. For example,his close pesscaal tics vnth foreign leaders helped forge the enalition against Saddam

his urge to personally broker a deal has led hi:n to take public positionswhich mayundermine the ability of the Israelis and the Arabs to agree on an enduring peace.If the aftermath of the Cold War, wen a Presidentwho

"The detense ¢

freedom and
the promotion
of democracy
afound the
world aren't

Merely a

reflection of ou

deepest values:
they are vital to
our national

I was born nearly half a century ago at the dawn of the ColdWar, 2

the economies of Europe and Asia, encourage a worldwide movement toward
independence and vindicate our nation's principles in the world against yet another

'nterests."the today that we faced in 1946 to build aworld of security,

:

Anyone running for President rightnow Republiwan or
ty have to provide a vision for securitythisnewera. tis

hope to 86 today :

we

cal
own peopls and their needs need remember the central lesson of the

ba teSoviet Union collapsed from the inside
never defeated ther on the field of

economic. political and
:

Make no mistake: Foreign and domestic policy inseparable in
world, Ifwe're not strong at can't lead theworld we've done so much

to.make. And if we withdraw from theworld, itwill hurt us economically at home.

timeand Energy to foreign concerns and ignored dire problems here at home. As a

in

I have agreed with President Bush on a number of foreign policy

personal relations with foreign leaders over a coherent policy ofpromoting freedom

Hussein, byt alsn Jed 'sim te sidewith China's after the democraic
of students.The President forced Iraq out of Kuwait, but as son as the war> He seemed soconcerned with the stability of the area that hewaswilling to

leave the Kurds to an is rightfully seeking peace in theMiddle East, but
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BUG ISMOL LO resist Change, Dut to snape ILThe President must articulate a vision ofwhere we're going:The President and hisadministration have yet to meet that test -to define the requirements of U.S.

Retreating from the world or discounting its dangers is wrong for
the country and sets back everything else we hope to accomplish as Democrats. The
defense of freedom and the promotion of democracy around theworld aren't merely a
reflection of our deepest values; they are vital to our national interests. Global
democracy means nations at peace with one another, open to one another's ideas and
one another's commerce.

The stakes are high. The collapse of communism is not an isolated
event; its part of a worldwide march toward democracy whose outcome will shape the
next century. If individual liberty, political pluralism and free enterprise take root in
Latin America, Eastern and Central Europe, Africa, Asia and the former Soviet Union,
we can look forward to a grand new era of reduced conflict, mutual understanding and
economic growth. For ourselves and for millions of people who ek to live in freedom
and prospenty, this revolution must not fail.

And yet, even as the American Dream is inspiring people around

feo .
national security after the Cold

theworld. Americaj rdehines; by economic weakness
Certaim_vision.

We face two great foreign policy challenges today. First, we mustdefine a new national security policy that builds on freedom's$ vietory in the Cold War.The communist idea has lost its power, but the fate of the peoples who lived under itand the fate of the worid will be in doubt until stable democracies rise from the debrisof the Soviet empire.
we must forge a new economic policy to serve ordinaryAmericans by launching a new era of global growth. Wemust tear down the wall inour thinking between domestic and foreign policy.

We need a coherent strategy that enables us to lead the worldwehave done so much to make, and that supports our urgent efforts to take care of ourown here at home. We cannot do onewithout the other,

leaders and America's allies to work together to build a safer, more prosperous, moredemocratic world.
The strategy of American engagement I propose is based on four

key assumptions about the requirements of our security in this new era:
¢ First, the collapse of communism does notmean the end of

danger. A new set of threats in
restructure our defenses, to keep our guard up.

¢ Second, America must regain its economic strength to maintainour position of global leadership. While military powerwill continue to be vital to ourNationa! security, its utility is declining relative to economic power. We cannot affordto go on spending too much on firenower and too little on brainpower.¢ Third, the irresistible power of ideas rules in the Information
Age. Television, cassette tapes and the fax machine helped ideas to pierce the BerlinWall and bring it down.

* Finally, our definition of security must include common threatsto all people. On the environment and other globalissues. our very survival dependsupon the United States taking the lad
Guided by these assumptions, wemust pursus three ciear

No national

security issue 1s

more urgent
than the

question ot who
will control the
nuciear
weapons and

technology o1
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We needa for American Security xfter the ColdWara set of rights and responsibilities that will challenge theAmerican people,American

ven less stable world will force us, we
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objectives: First, we must restructure our military forces for a new

:

era. Second. wemust work with our allies to encourage the spread and consolidation of democracyabroad. And thirdpeFrrast reestablish America's Teaderstripat-home and inthe world:-

When Americans elect a President. they select a Commander inChief. They want someone they can trust to act when our country's interests are
threatened. To protect our interests and our values, sometimes we have to stand and
fight. That is why, as President. I pledge to maintain military forces strong enough to
deter and when necessary to defeat any threat to our essential interests.

centers too narwly on the size of the
military budget. But the real questions are, what threats do we face, what forces do we
need to counter them, and how must we change?

We can and must substantially reduce our military forces and
spending, because the Soviet threat is decreasing and our allies are able to and shouldshoulder more of the defense burden. But we still must set the level of our defense
spending based on what we need to protect our interests. First let's provide for a
strong defense. Then we can taik about defense savings.

At the outset of this discussion, I want to make one thing clear:The worid is stil rapidly changing. The world we look out on today is not the sameworld we will see tomorrow. We need to be ready to adjust our defense projections tomeet threats that could be either heightened or reduced down the road.
Our defense needs were clearer during the ColdWar, when it was

widely accepted that we needed enough forces to deter a Soviet nuclear attack, todefend against a Soviet-led conventional offensive in Europe and to protect other.American interests, especially in Northeast Asia and the Persian Gulf. The collapse ofthe Soviet Union shattered that consensus, leaving uswithout a Clear benchmark for
determining the size or mix of our armed forces.

However, a new consensus is emerging on the nature of post-ColdWar security. It assumes that the gravest threats we are most likely to face in the yearsahead include:
© First, the spread ofdeprivation and disorder in the former SovietUnion, which could lead to armed conflict among the republics or the rise of a

e

fervently nationalistic and aggressive regime in Russia still in possession of long-rangenuclear weapons.
* Second, the spread ofweapons ofmass destruction, nuclear,chemical and biological, as well as the means for delivering them.
© Third, enduring tensions in various regions, especially theKorean peninsula and the Middle East and the attendant risks of terrorist attacks onAmericans traveling orworking overseas.
* And finally, the growing intensity of ethnic rivalry and separatistviolencewithin national borders, such as we have seen in Yugoslavia, India and

elsewhere, that could spill beyond those borders.
To deal with these new threats, we need to replace our ColdWarmilitary structure with a smaller, more flexible mix of capabilities, including:
Nuclear deterrence. We can nucleararsenals through negotiations and other reciprocal actions. But as an irreducibleminimum, we must retain a survivable nuclear force to deter any conceivable threat.

© Rapid deployment. We need a force canahle of projecting powerquickly when and where it's needed. This means the Armymust develop amore mobilemix ofmechanized and armored forces, The Air Fores emphasize tactical airpower and airlift, and the Navy and Manne Corps mustmaintain sufficient carrer and

Without
growth abroad,
our own

economy
cannot thrive."
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* Second, the spread ofweapons ofmass destruction, nuclear,chemical and biological, as well as the means for delivering them.
© Third, enduring tensions in various regions, especially theKorean peninsula and the Middle East and the attendant risks of terrorist attacks onAmericans traveling orworking overseas.
* And finally, the growing intensity of ethnic rivalry and separatistviolencewithin national borders, such as we have seen in Yugoslavia, India and

elsewhere, that could spill beyond those borders.
To deal with these new threats, we need to replace our ColdWarmilitary structure with a smaller, more flexible mix of capabilities, including:
Nuclear deterrence. We can nucleararsenals through negotiations and other reciprocal actions. But as an irreducibleminimum, we must retain a survivable nuclear force to deter any conceivable threat.

© Rapid deployment. We need a force canahle of projecting powerquickly when and where it's needed. This means the Armymust develop amore mobilemix ofmechanized and armored forces, The Air Fores emphasize tactical airpower and airlift, and the Navy and Manne Corps mustmaintain sufficient carrer and

Without
growth abroad,
our own

economy
cannot thrive."
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bbb AAS bebe We also Need Strong speciai ¢ ons:
forces to deal with terrorist threats

Technology. The GulfWar proved that the superior t: _.ningt of
our soldiers, tactical air power, advanced communications, space-based surveillance.
and smart weaponry produced a shorter war with fewer American casualties. We must
maintain our technological edge.

o Better intelligence. In an era of unpredictable threats, our
intelligence agencies must shift from military bean-counting to a more sophisticated
understanding of political, economic and cultural conditions that can spark conflicts.

To achieve these capabilities, I would restructure our forces in the
following ways:

First, now that the nuclear arms race finally has reversed course.
its time for a prudent slowdown in strategic modernization. We should stop
production of the B-2 bomber. That alone could save $20 billion by 1997.

Since Ronald Reagan unveiled his "Star Wars" proposal in 1983.
America has spent $26 billion in futile pursuit of a foolproof defense against nuclear
attack. Democrats in Congress have recommended a much more realistic and
attainable goal: defending against very limited or accidental launches of ballistic
missiles. This allows us to proceed with R&D on missile defense within the framework
of the ABM treaty- a prudent step as more and more countries acquire missile
technology.

At the same time, we must do more to stop the threat of weapons
ofmass destruction from spreading. We need to clamp down on countries and
companies that sel) these technologies, punisn violators and work urgently with all
countnes for tough. enforceable international non-proliferation agreements.

Although the President's plan does reduce our conventional force
structure, 1 believe we can go farther without undermining our core capabilities. We
can meet our responsibilities in Europe with less than the 150,000 troops now
proposed by the President, especially as the Soviet republics withdraw their forces
from the Red Army. We can defend the sea lanes and project force with 10 carriers
rather than 12. We should continue to keep some U.S. forces in NortheastAsia as Jong
as North Korea presents a threat to our South Korean ally.

To upgrade our conventional forces, we need to develop greater air
and sea lift canacity production of the C-17 transport aircraft. But we
should end or reduce programs intended to meet the Soviet threat. Our conventional
programs. like the newAir Force fighter and the Army's new armored systems, should
be redesigned to meet regional threats.

The administration has called for a 21 percent cut in military
spending through 1995, based on the assumption, now obsolete, that the Soviet Union
would remain intact. With the dwindling Soviet threat, we can cut defense spending by
over a third by 1997,

Based on calculations by the Congressional Budget office, my plan
would bring cumulative savings of about $100 billion beyond the current Bush pian. If
favorable political and military trends continue, and we make progress on arms
control, we may be able to scale down defense spending still more by the end of the
decade. However, we should not commit ourselves now to specific deeper cuts ten
years from now. The world is changing quickly, and we must retain our ability to react
to potential threats.

Also, we must not forget about the real people whose liveswill be
turned upside down when defense is cut deeply. The government should look out for
its defense workers and the communities they live in. We shouid insist on advanced

'We must be

strong at home
to lead ana
maintain global
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notification and heip communities plan for a transition from a defense to a domestic

economy. Thirty-one percent of our graduate engineers work for the defense industry.
They and other highly skilled workers and technicians are a vital national resource at a
time when our technological edge in a world economy must be sharper than ever
hegore. I have called for a new advanced research agency- a civilian DARPA- that
could help capture for commercial work the brilliance of scientists and engineers who
have accomplished wonders on the battlefield. a

Likewise, those who have served the nation in uniform cannot be

dumped on the job market. We've got to enlist them to help meet our many needs at
home. By shifting people from active duty to the National Guard and reserves. offering
early retirement options, limiting re-enlistment and slowing the pace of recruitment,
we can build down our forces in a gradual way that doesn't abandon people of proven
commitment and competence.

Our peopie in uniform are among the most highly skilled in the
areas we need most. We need to transfer those human resources into our workforce
and even into our schools, perhaps 411 part by using reserve centers and closed bases
for community-based education and training programs.

The defense policy [ have outlined keeps America strong and still
yields substantial savings. The American people have eared this peace dividend
through forty years of unrelenting vigilance and sacrifice and an investment of
trillions of dollars. And they are entitled to have the dividend reinvested in their
future.

Finally, America needs to reach a new agreementwith our allies for
sharing the costs and risks of maintaining peace. While Desert Storm set a useful
precedent for cost-sharing, our forces still did most of the fighting and dying. We need
to shift that burden to a wider coalition of nations ofwhich Americawill be a part. In
the Persian Gulf, in Namibia, in Cambodia and elsewhere in recent years, the United
Nations has begun to play the role that Franklin Roosevelt and Harry Truman
envisioned for it We must take the lead now in making their vision real- by
expanding the Security Council and making Germany and Japan permanent members:
by continuing to press for greater efficiency in U.N. administration: and by exploring
ways to institutionalize the U.N.'s success in mobilizing international participation in
Desert Storm.

One proposal worth exploring calls for a U.N. Rapid Deployment
Force that could be used for purposes beyond traditional peacekeeping, such as
standing guard at the borders of countries threatened by aggression: preventing
attacks on civilians; providing humanitarian relief: and combatting terrorism and drug
trafficking.

In Europe, new security arrangements will evolve over the next
decade. While insisting on a fairer sharing of the common defense burden, we must
not turn our back on NATO. Until a more effective security system emerges, we must
give our allies no reason to doubt our constancy.

As we restructure our military forces, we must reinforce the
powerful global movement toward democracy.

U.S. foreign policy cannot be divorced from themoral principles
most Americans share.We cannot disregard how other governments treat their own
people, whether their domestic institutions are democratic or repressive, whether they
help encourage or check illegal conduct beyond their borders. This does notmeanwe
should deal only with democracies or that we should try to remake theworid in our
image. But recent experience from Panama to Iran to Iraq shows the dangers of
forging strategic relationships with despotic regimes.



It should matter themselves. Democracies

don't go to war with each other. The French andBritistrhave nuclear weapons, but we
govern

don't fear annihilation at their hands. Democracies don't sponsor terrorist acts against

each other. They are more likely to be reliable trading partners, protect the global

environment and abide by international law
Over time, democracy is a stabilizing force. It provides non-violent

means for resolving disputes. Democracies do a better job of protecting ethnic.

religious and other minorities. And elections can help resolve fratricidai civil wars.

Yet President Bush too often has hesitated when democratic forces

needed our support in challenging the status quo. I believe the President erred when

he secretly rushed envoys to resume cordial relations with China barely a month after

the massacre in Tiananmen Square: when he spurned Yeltsin before the Moscow coup:

when he poured cold water on the Baltic and Ukrainian aspirations for self-

determination and independence: and when he initially refused to help the Kurds.

The administration continues to coddle China, despite its

continuing crackdown on democratic reforms, its brutal subjugation of Tibet. its

irresponsible exports of nuclear and missile technology, its support for the homicidal

Khmer Rouge in Cambodia. and its abusive trade practices. Such forbearance on our

part might have made sense during the Cold War, when China was a counterweight to

Soviet power. But it makes no sense to play the China card now, when our opponents
have thrown in their hand.

Israel and its Arab antagonists to the negotiating table. Yet I believe the President is

wrong to use public pressure tactics against Israel. In the process, he has raised Arab

expectations that he'll deliver Israeli concessions and fed Israeli fears that its interests

will be sacrificed to an American-imposed solution. .

We must remember that even if the Arab-Israeli dispute were

resolved tomorrow, there would still be ample causes of conflict in the Middle East:

ancient tribal, ethnic and religious hatreds; contro! ofoil andwater, the bitterness of

the have-nots toward those who have: the lack ofdemocratic institutions to hold

leaders accountable to their people and restrain their actions abroad: and the

terntorial ambitions of Iraq and Syria. We have paid a terrible price for the

administration's earlier policies of deference to Saddam Hussein. Today, we must deal

with Hasez Assad in Syria, but we must not overlook his tyrannical rule and

domination of Lebanon.
We need a broader policy toward the Middle East that seeks to limit

the flow of arms into the region, as well as the materials needed to develop and deliver

weapons ofmass destruction: promotes democracy and human rights; and preserves
our strategic relationship with the one democracy in the region: srael.

And in Africa as well, we must align Americawith the rising tide of

democracy. The administration has claimed credit for the historic opening to

democracy now being negotiated in South Africa, when in fact it resisted the sanctions

policy that helped make this hopeful moment possible.
Today, we snould concentrate our attention on doing what we can

to help end the violence that has ravaged the South African townships, by supporting
with our aid the local structures that seek to mediate these disputes and by insisting
that the South African government show the same zeal in prosecuting the perpetrators

of the violence as it did in the pastwhen pursuing the leaders of the anti-apartheid
movement. The administration and our states and cities should only relax our

remaining sanctions as it becomes clearer that the day of democracy and guaran' ad

individual rights is at hand. And when that day does dawn, must be prepared to

In the Middle East, the administration deserves credit for bringing
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PEF:
extend our assistance to make sure that democracy, once gained, is not lost there.

An American foreign policy of engagement for democracy will
and our Values. Here's we should do:

"We must
devise and
Pursue sonar yl

policies that
serve the needs
of our people
by uniting us at
home and

restoring
America's
greatness in the
world."

First, we need to respond more forcefully to one of the greatest
security challenges of our time, to help the people of the former Soviet empiredemilitarize their societies and build free political and economic institutions. Congresshas passed $500 million to help the Soviets destroy nuclear weapons, and for
humanitarian aid. We can do better. As Senator Sam Nunn and Representative Les
Aspin have argued, we should shift money from marginal military programs to this kevinvestment in our future security. We can radically reduce the threat of nuclear
destruction that has dogged us for decades by investing a fraction ofwhat wouldotherwise have to be spent to counter that threat. Ang, together with our C-7 partners,we can supply the Soviet republics with the food and medical aid they need to survivetheir first winter of freedom in 74 years. We should do ail thatwe can to coordinate aidefforts with our allies, and to provide the best technical assistance we can to distributethat food and aid.

No national security issue is more urgent than the question ofwhowill control the nuclear weapons and technology of the former Soviet empire. Thoseweapons pose a threat to the secunty of every American, to our allies, and to the
republics themselves.

I know it may be bad polities to be for any aid program. But we oweit to the people who defeated communism, the people who defeated the coup. And weowe it to ourselves. A small amount spent stabilizing the emerging democracies in theformer Soviet empire today will reduce by much more the money we may have tocommit to our defense in the future. And itwill lead to the creation of lucrative newmarkets which mean new American jobs. Having won the ColdWar, wemust not nowlose the peace.
© We should recognize Ukraine's independence, aswell as that ofother republics who make that decision democratically. Butwe should link U.S. andwestern non-humanitarian aid to agreements by the republics to abide by ail arms

agreements negotiated by Soviet authorities, demonstrate responsibilitywith regard tonuclear weapons, demilitarize their economies, respectminority rights, and proceedwith market and political reforms.
* We should use our diplomatic and economic leverage to increasethe material incentives to democratize and raise the costs for those who won't. Wehave every right to condition our foreign aid and debt relief policies on demonstrable

progress toward democracy and market reforms. In extreme cases, such as that ofChina, we should condition favorable trade terms on political liberalization and
responsible international conduct.

* We need to support evolving institutional structures favorable tocountries struggling with the transition to democracy and markets, such as the new
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, whosemission is to rebuild thcsocieties of Central and Eastern Europe. We are right to encourage the EuropeanCommunity to open its doors to those societies, perhaps by creating an affiliate statusthat carries some but not all of the privileges ofmembership.

We shouiw encourage pnvateAmerican investment in the formerSoviet enmpire. The Soviet republics, after all, are rich in human and natural resources.One day, they and Eastern Europe could be lucrative markets for us.
¢ We should regard increased funding for democratic assistance asa legitimate part of our national security budget. We shouid support groups like theNational Endowment for Democracy, which work openly rather than covertly to
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promote democratic pluralism and free7rates bead Twouia encourage both the

Agency for International Development and theU.S: Information Agency to channel

:

More of their resources to promotingdemocracy.Andjust as Radio Free Europe and
the Voice of America helped bring the truth to the people of those societies, we should
create a Radio Free Asia to carry news and hope to China and elsewhere.

¢ Finally, just as President Kennedy launched the Peace Corps 30

years ago, we should create a Democracy Corps today that will send thousands of

talented American volunteers to countries that need their legal, financial and politica!
expertise.

Our second major strategic challenge is to help lead the world into
a new era of global growth. Any governor who's tried to create jobs over the last decade
know that experience in international economics is essential and that success in the

global economy must be at the core of national security in the 1990s.

Without growth abroad, our own economy cannot thrive. U.S.
exports of goods and services will be over a half-trillion dollars in 1991 - and 10

percent of our economy. Without global growth, healthy international competition
turns ail too readily to economic wartare. Without growth and economic progress,
there can be no true economic justice among or within nations.

I believe the negotiations on an open trading system in the GATT
are of extraordinary importance. And I support the negotiation of a North American
Free Trade Agreement. so long as it's fair to American farmers and workers, protects
the environment and observes decent labor standards.

Freer trade abroad means more jobs at home. Every $1 billion in
U.S. exports generates 20,000 to 30,000 more jobs. We must find ways to help
developing nations finally overcome their debt crisis, which has lesseneu weir capacity
to buy American goods and probably cost us 1.5million American jobs.

We must be strong at home to lead and maintain glotial growth.
Our weakness at home has caused even our economic competitors to worry about our
stubborn refusal to establish a national economic strategy that will regain our
economic leadership and restore opportunity for the middle class.

creditor country to the world's largest debtor nation- now owing theworld $405
billion? When we depend on foreigners for $100 billion a year of financing, we're not
the masters of our own destiny.

I spoke in my last lecture about how we must rebuild our nation's
economic greatness, for the job of restoring America's competitive edge truly begins at
home. I have offered a program to build the most well-educated andwell-trained
workforce in theworid and put our national budget to work on programs thatmake
Amenca richer, not more indebted.

Our economic strength must become a central defining element of
OUPNatori Puucy. We urgafize to compete and win in the global
economy. We need a commitment from American business and labor towork together
to make world-class products. We must be prepared to exchange some short-term
benefits- whether in the quarterly profit statement or in archaicwork rules- for
long-term success.

The private sector must maintain the initiative, but government
has an indispensable role.A recent Department of Commerce report is awake-up call
thatwe are falling behind our major competitors in Europe and Japan on emerging
technologies thatwiil define the high-paying jobs of thefuturelike advanced
materials, biotechnology, superconductors and computer-integrated facturing.

I have mentioned a civilian advanced research projects agency to

+

How can we lead when we have gone from being the world's largest
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wOTK Closely with the private sector, so that its priorities are not set bv governmentalone. We have nundreds of national laboratories with extraordinary talent that haveut the United States at the forefront of military technology. We neea to reorient theirMission. working with private companies and universities, to advance technologiesthat will make our lives better and create tomorrow $ jobs.
Not enough of our companies engage in export - 'ust 15 percentat our companies account for & percent of our exports. We have to meet our

oMpetitors efforts to Neip smailer- and medium-sized businesses identity and gain
1oreign marKets.

And most important. government must assure that international
competition Is fair by insisting to our European, Japanese and other trading partnersthat uf they won ¢ play by the rules of an open trading system, then we will play bvtheirs.

We have no more important bilateral relationships than ouralliance with Japan, a relationship that has matured from one of dependency in the1950s to one of partnership today. Our relationship is based on ties of democracy, butas we cooperate, we also compete. And the maturity of our relationship allows
American Presidents, as I wiil. to insist on fair play. As we put our own economichouse in order, Japan must open the doors of its economic house, or our partnersnipwill be imperiled with consequences for ail the worid.

Now we must understand, as we never have before, that ournational security ts largely economic. The success of our enigagement in the worid
depends not on the headlines it brings to Washington politicians, but on the benefits itbrings to hard-working middle-class Americans. Our "foreign" policies are not reallyforeign at all.

When greenhouse gas emissions from developed nations warm theatmosphere and CFCs eat away at the ozone layer, our beaches and farmlands and
people are threatened, When drugs flood into our country from South America andAsia, our cities suffer and our children are put at risk. When a Libyan terrorist can goto an airport in Europe and check a bomb in a surtcase that kills hundreds of peopie,our freedom 1s diminished and our people live in fear.

So let us no longer define national security in the narrow militaryterms of the Cold War. We can no longer afford to have foreign and domestic policies.We must devise and pursue national policies that serve the needs of our people byuniting us at home and restoring Americas greatness in the world. To lead abroad, aPresident of the United States must first lead at home.
Half a century ago, this country emerged victorious from an all-consuming war into a new era of great challenge. It was a time of change, a time fornew thinking, a time forworking together to build a free and prosperous world, a timefor putting that war behind us. In the aftermath of that war, President Harry Trumanand his successors forged a bipartisan consensus in America that brought security andprosperity for 20 years.

Today we need a President, a public and a policy that are not
caught up in the wars of the past- not World War IJ, not Vietnam. not the Cold War.What we need to elect in 1992 is not the last President of the 20th century but the firstPresident of the 21st century.

This sonng, when the troops came home from the Persian Gulf, wehad over 100,000 peopie at a welcome home parade in Little Rock. Veterans came fromall across the state- not just those who had just returned from the Gulf, but men andwomen who had served in World War II, Korea and Vietnam. I'll never forget howmoved I was as I watched them march down the street to our cheers and saw the



"Even as the
American
Dream 1s

inspiring people
around the
worid, America
is on the
sidelines, a
military giant
crippled by
economic
weakness and
an uncertain
vision.

Vietnam veterans finally being given the honor they deservedall along. The divisions
we have lived with for the last two decades seemed to fade away amid the common
outburst of triumph and gratitude.

That is the spirit we need as we move into this new era. As
President Lincoln told Congress in another time of new challenge, in 1862:

"The dogmas of the quiet past are inadequate to the stormy
present. The occasion is piled high with difficulty, and we must rise with the occasion.
As our case is new, so we Must think anew, and act anew. We must disenthrall
ourselves, and then we shall save our country. Fellow citizens, we cannot escape
history."

Thank you very much.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary
Interna Transcript January 4, 1994

TRANSCRIPT OF
STATE OF THE UNION PREPARATORY MEETING

The Oval Office

4:00 P.M. EST

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, what are we going to do?

MR. LADER: Your reactions to the briefing book that you were
given, your thoughts, your direction. There is a bit of an outline.
David Dreyer has been commandeering this week's efforts and has
something of an outline for you to react to and then for you to just
forward to these brains whatever you want carried out.

Do you have an outline?
THE PRESIDENT: I don't know how you write a speech by

committee. I never haD 10 people write a speech. So what are we
going to do? And what should we do in this meeting?

MR. DREYER: Here's a suggestion. Based on the consultations
that we've been having on staff and the outreach that we did to the
outside advisors to the Cabinet, I put a suggested outline together
that is based on the idea of a master narrative for the speech.

THE PRESIDENT: By the way, the memo you sent me, essentially,
I agree with it. I think of the stuff you sent me to read, I read it
all. This (all following names spelled phonetically) Schwenninger's
piece was good. But, basically, it's what I've been saying for the
last seven or eight years. I thought the Carter piece was pretty
good. It had some stuff in it that we needed. I thought Holum was
good.

And I thought -- I personally thought that Sandel's piece was
good -- and I thought the way he had it structured was good. And I
thought what Galston and Reed said was excellent because it was more
to the point of what we've been doing.

The Cabinet stuff I had different opinions about, just
generally. I think that there's a lot of specific stuff that's quite
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good. I thought Peter Edelman's thing about violence is quite
important.

I read it. There's a lot of stuff that's really good. I
think the real trick is deciding just how much we can accomplish in a
speech But I think a lot of it is making sure we've got our story
out about what's happened so far.

MR. LADER: The current thought, you realize, is to have a
written State of the Union for the next day or two. But there would
be a written piece as well that would be more of a litany of specific
programs and actions that are pliant. This could be more thematic.

THE PRESIDENT: I think, again, trying to use this to describe
the world we're living in is important -- sort of a vision thing. But
I think you have to say what we've done in the last year you've got
to lay that marker down. And then we have to describe where we're
going in ways that -- I think the principal political challenge,
looking forward, is to rekindle the energy of the health care debate,
and to describe our plan in ways that meet some of the principal
opposition to it, but basically to try to box the debate into our
principles: universal coverage and preventive and primary care and
all that kind of stuff. I mean, I think that's the one specific nub
we have to deal with. We can litanize all the other things we want to
say, but I think by then we will have had a full year -- including
this last trip -- so we'll be able to say some important things
generally about the world and then put the record of the last year in
it and I think it will be good.

I do think it gives us a real chance to put some markers down
about what we did in ways that people can recall.

MR. DREYER: I thought there was strategic agreement among the
memos that we were seeing that while it's important to do that, that
that shouldn't be seen as a dominant part of the speech -- that
there's a lot of new business, in essence, to be done. Now, what the
members of the economic team are doing is they're trying to quantify a
lot of the achievements.

THE PRESIDENT: But don't forget that's what they did -- don't
forget what Newstat told us when the Presidential Scholars came; and
remember that he studied the presidency more closely than most of
these people and knows who gets elected and gets re-elected and why.
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to be laid in there. It doesn't have to be a lot of it. It can be
three paragraphs. But it's got to be stuff that we know -- Stan
Greenberg did a survey which shows you that huge numbers of the
American people believe that a lot of the stuff we did was very, very
important.

So I agree that it can't be the focus of the speech. But if
we don't put it in there, we're making a huge mistake.

MR. DREYER: Right, I don't think anyone has recommended that.
One of the things that struck me in the memos is how often,
particularly the outside advisors, turn and return to the theme of
renewal. And that that represented the good jumping-off point for the
story line tying all the speech together. That throughout the
nation's history when we face a challenge, we have, in essence,
recreated and renewed ourselves on the basis of internal principles.
And that the great paradox of your coming to Washington was at a time
when a, we had triumphed in the wake of the Cold War and b, there were
new challenges upon us.

A lot of our strength in a lot of different areas was
depleted, had made it more difficult to adapt to the challenges of
this day. And that our mission right now is to go through a period of
renewal, just as we have with prior parts of American history, in
order to equip us to meet the challenges of our time, to prepare
ourselves for the 21st century, to provide the opportunity at home and
the leadership abroad that we are summoned to do in this particular
era.

That we begin -- this is a journey -- that we begin that
process of renewal in 1993, and that this is an opportunity in
describing your achievements to also talk about the roughness -- the
Vice President's notion of "three yards and a cloud of dust": the
fact that sometimes it loses a humanizing way of describing you and
your leadership traits in making it a plus. That sometimes it may
have been a little messy, but the point is that we move the ball
forward in a variety of areas -- economy first and then whatever list
is agreed upon.

THE PRESIDENT: I think you ought to say that because that's
because change is difficult. I don't think you should --that's why
you ought to say that.

MR. DREYER: And then that 1994 is a year of moving ahead, if
you will, on the renewal agenda. And, because you're going to be
coming back from a trip, that you want to lead with foreign policy.
That would also be unexpected. It would confound some of the
expectations of people who think you're disinterested and may treat it
with 147-word brush-off that it received in February. And that you
can talk about foreign policy challenges that you dealt with while you
were over there, and the fact that the major accomplishment among many
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in '93 was the elevation of international economics to a centerpiece
of your foreign policy; and that that would lead you into economic
renewal with economic policies you're going to be doing in '94,
renewal of the social contract, challenging people for opportunities,
there's going to be responsibility to do health care, to do the
education and training piece and to do welfare reform.

To then speak about renewal in terms of the frayed bonds of
community -- crime, violence and values. And, finally, to talk about
renewal in terms of restoring faith in public institutions and
restoring faith in democracy to surmount these challenges that we're
facing here. And that would be the basic architecture of the speech.

THE PRESIDENT: That's okay. But I think -- say again,
when it's all over, 1994 is over, we're looking back on it instead of
forward of it, we're going to get scored based on whether we passed
health care or not. And that's how we're going to get scored. You
know, whether you like it or not, I mean, that's it.

And we're going to pass the crime bill and we're going to passall those education bills we're going to advocate. And we're going to
pass a campaign finance reform bill which will be -- which the expertswill say in advance over the President, and which everybody can say is
not what it ought to be, and that we all know that in all matters of
political reform, the press is never satisfied, anyway. So they will
not permit the people to be enthusiastic about campaign reform of any
kind, or any political reform. So the only ones we can win on are the
ones that we can advertise in one-liners, like Congress now has to
live under the same laws it passes and the American people. If they
pass that, that's a winner. Or, we all lobby and it has to be
disclosed, or you know, whatever -- they do that. You get some good
one-liners.

All this pathos about the political reform and the way we're
going to restore people's confidence in the system is through stuff we
Can control -- reinventing government and producing results for
people. Because we learned this on the ethics thing -- nothing we
ever do, the press will not permit the American people to be excited
about it, or to believe it. We can shoot every third Senate staffer,
and they would say, well, they left two-thirds of them standing.
(Laughter.)

I'm just telling you, it's just in the nature of the dynamics.
So the scorecard is going to be, are we going to get this done or not?
So this whole sense of renewal, responsibility, community, everything,
we have got to make another gangbusters argument to galvanize health
care. I told Hillary -- I called her before she came over here today.
I went to the CIA and they had over 1,000 people there in the building
to shake hands with me. And I spent, I don't know, 30 or 40 minutes
shaking hands with them. They only talked to me about two things.
They said stuff about how much they liked what we were doing or said,
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say hello to Hillary or something like that -- personal stuff -- and
they talked about health care. So that little thing we did yesterday,
as small as it was -- I guess it was on the network news last night --it got through. It got through. It registered on there. That was
the only specific thing people raised to me as I went through that
crowd. Nothing else.

But there is this real lag where -- Phil Gramm obviously
thinks that this thing has no legs because everybody can figure out
some specific thing about it they don't like, so he can stand up and
say, well, the President wants everybody to have the same health care
package General Motors employees have, but we just can't afford it.
So they can beat us if they get to stay at that level of abstraction,
and we really need to think through exactly how we're going to present
the argument for -- I have no problem with the general themes and the
arguments, and I absolutely believe we have to talk about what we did
in the last year as a predicate to remind people we can get things
done and we're chug-a-lugging, and that's what the American people
want.

The other problem I think you have -- a much more minor
problem -- is what to say about and how to position the welfare reform
issue here in the speech. And, of course, Bob, I think you're doing
with some work on that, and Carol and whoever else is working on --

what's going to be what we're going to say about that.
So I think whatever we say in this framework, the renewal

thing, that's fine, because that's thoroughly consistent with what
I've been saying since I started running for President. And whatever
we say needs to be an easier, simpler, clearer thing that is 100
percent consistent with the framework of the New Covenant speeches at
Georgetown 1991. It's got to be, because that way you're not running
away from it, you're running toward it. But I see that as our biggest
problem, is what kind of argument to make on health care and how to
make it.

MR. BOORSTIN: Mr. President, one that occurs to me, which is
the most recent argument that Cheney and others have been making on
the right is that there is no health care crisis in America.
Following Bill Krystal's argument is --

THE PRESIDENT: What's his argument?
MR. BOORSTIN: He basically has denied that there's any --

that's the line. He's put out a memo saying don't do it. And
Cheney's followed.

THE PRESIDENT: And those people have it?
MR. BOORSTIN: Yes. Everybody's got it, there's only 10

percent of the population who worry about it. And I think that if we
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went very strong at that argument -- I don't think we have to use the
word "crisis," but if we went very strong on that notion that they are
denying that it exists, they don't understand what you feel, that we
might be able to get somewhere in terms of setting a marker up. And
we have to paint them, as far as I'm concerned, away from Chaffee and
into Graham-Nickles, Cheney and Krystal into that corner, or otherwise
move.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: I think that's right. I think they've
made a strategic mistake arguing that there is no crisis. And many of
them have avoided that line. And to catch them up on the most extreme
statement is, I think, smart.

MR. BOORSTIN: They can be characterized -- they have
characterized us as government, government, government. And now we
have a real chance to, right before the debate, get them.

THE PRESIDENT: I think you have to go back to that
government, government, government thing, too, and some of that DLC
language that we're expanding opportunity, not government, and then
talk about how we're not -- I mean, it's not a government. That's why
I like the guaranteed private insurance. that's why I like --the way
I did it that I thought was pretty effective at Renaissance Weekend, I
said there are some simple questions here: which one of these things
does the most to reduce second-guessing of the doctor-patient
relationships? Which one of these plans does the most to reduce
paperwork, which one of these plans provides the largest number of
choices for patients and for their doctors and other health care
providers.

We've got to put the questions out there, because if they just
get to do the labels without the questions, they get away with murder.
Anyway, I think my own judgment is that that's going to be -- the rest
of this stuff we can adopt -- there's some very good stuff in here,
and we could adopt one or two or three different approaches. We can
put some of the community stuff, the crime and violence stuff in
there. We know how to do it and we can do it right. You can balance
security and change and any kind of renewal, and you can do a lot of
this stuff. We can work through all that labeling stuff. It's worth
working through it, it's a lot of time, but in the end we'll come up
with something that works.

But I think the most significant thing we have to do is to
jump-start this health care thing, because it's going to be our best
opportunity. We'll have the largest number of people paying the most
amount of attention than any other thing that we're going to do in the
next six months.

So how we do it, I think we really need to think through what
will make the biggest impression on Congress; what will make the
biggest impression on the people; how can we recharacterize what we
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want; how can we refute our adversaries, like what you said.
Those are the thing I think we really need -- because we know

we can say a lot of stuff that sounds good and that I can say it with
great passion and they'll go off the charts on the applause meter, but
we also know that these speeches tend to have a short half-life, no
matter how good they are.

So that's the other thing I'd like to say to you is that we'll
be in here after the speech and we'll all be happy and we'll all be up
and my numbers will be high and the applause meters or whatever, those
things will be good, almost like they were the other two times I
talked to Congress. But what we need to think about is how can we
structure this thing on health care primarily but also on these other
issues so that we move quickly -- we get our agenda going -- we move
quickly on crime; we move quickly on the education bills; we get them
out of the way; we get major focus on the committee deliberations on
health care.

In other words, I think this speech ought to be designed -- I
know you can't overload it, but it ought to be written in such a way
that there is a strategy that stems right out of the speech and not
just for two weeks but for six months, and that every week there's
something that piles on top of what went before that you can reference
back to the State of the Union speech. So you really are telling the
American people here's what we did last year and here's what we're
going to do next year.

And I agree, you've got to have the right themes and all that
kind of stuff because some people can remember it better. But I think
how we make these arguments on health care and how it legitimizes and
gives energy and force to what we then do a week after that and a
month after that and three months after that I think is important.

MR. LADER: I'm sorry that Stan isn't here, Mr. President,
because he has said several times over the course of the meetings that
we've had that perhaps we should introduce or get the leadership to
introduce a resolution that by the end of '94 we will achieve health
care reform. And I'm wondering if there's something symbolic we want
to lay out in the speech --

THE PRESIDENT: That's the kind of thing we need to explore
and whether -- we should run that by Mitchell and the Speaker and
Gephardt and all those people. I don't know about --

MR. SPERLING: We picked it up and we dropped it. And I'm
just --

MR. GERGEN: -- resolution early that many people by the end
of '94 have health care and make it universal -- get that principle
established early --
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THE PRESIDENT: It would be like the reconciliation resolution

THE VICE PRESIDENT: I'm not saying it couldn't work --another
way you can do the same thing is to repeat what you said in the last
State of the Union by challenging them not to leave here until it's
finished. It was one of those occasions where the Republicans tried

and make it universal and make them stand up that night --

to stay in their seats while everybody else --

MR. GERGEN: I think where you can get them to stand up,
Kchallenge them to stand up those who are for health care this year,

THE VICE PRESIDENT: This is a bipartisan commitment to you
and the American people.

If I could suggest a bridge between this three yards and a
cloud business and the economy on the one hand and health care on the
other -- spinning off of your challenge -- suggestion that you've got
to tell them what you've done, this quote in The Wall Street Journal
this morning that I pointed out to you -- it was a column by Peter
Pascel, is that how he pronounces his name -- where he says, you know,
there are a lot of questions about what's going on with the economy,
but actuallly those of us who have been so critical with Clintonomics
have to recognize there's an intellectual challenge here. If he is so
wrong, why do we feel better? Why are things getting better?

Now, as I said earlier, I think we ought to react to that
statement the way sharks react to blood in the water. That is a
revealing manifestation of self-doubt on the right wing that we are
running. In this fashion: think back, ladies and gentlemen of the
Congress, to a year ago. We had been through years of triple-dip,
however you want to characterize it: fairly, incredibly, no growth,
and we laid out an ambitious plan and we asked you -- and you can also
reinforce the partnership with Congress theme and you give the
Democrats running this year some credit for making the tough decision.
And we face relentless attacks from people who said they don't know
what they're doing, and they have on direction. This will never work.
The naysayers, those who are afraid of change, all that stuff.

But we just kept going and kept charging at the line and kept
making slow, steady progress. And try to create the memory of all the
hard work that has gone into this and know look where we are. We just
had the highest number of new home starts in the history of this
country. And you try to create the impression that, in fact, you do
know what you're doing. And those who were so opposed to it and
opposed to change, the opponents of change were wrong. And they're
not -- and now some of them are saying maybe we have to reconsider.
welcome that. That's the spirit of America, finally giving into
change.
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But now we're in the exact same situation once again. The
opponents of change are saying about health care, you don't know what
you're doing. This is too ambitious. You can't do this. This is too
much change. The country can't absorb it -- hang in there with us,
keep fighting and let us resolve that next year at this time when we
reconvene in this place that we'll have more to cheer about.

THE PRESIDENT: I like that. Let me just say, in that regard
that maybe that the quickest way to go through last years achievements
in a sense of renewal, a category is to take those things that we know
from Greenburg's latest survey, the American people thought were
really important, or which had a real constituency and thank the
Congress for the change embodied in all of them because what you're
laying -- I want to start, the other thing I want to do is to send a
clear message to those people that stuck with us that we know that
1994 is an election year, we know we're asking them to vote for health
care in an election year and that we want to lay the foundation for
their reelection. And I believe the yes's versus the no's, you know,if this does stay popular and the economy is in pretty good in
November, that all the people that said yes to these twelve things
that Greenburg's survey showed are real important to the voters are
going to be in a lot better shape than those that said no to them.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Can I add one other thing on that exact
point? This same column said, darn it, it looks like the Democrats
has dodged the bullet in 1994. In 1995 too, but watch out in 1996,
that's what they're saying. Well, take the positive side to that, it
seems to me that it's fair to say to these people in the Congress,
those of you who had the courage to make these tough votes, the
improvements going to continue. Lay out a marker inviting the people
to judge whether or not the economy continues to improve through 1994.
Make that an explicit test that they use when they go into the voting
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THE PRESIDENT: We've been the no box.

MR. GERGEN: Yes --

THE PRESIDENT: I am confident that's how we can avoid the
major losses of midterm -- just run the nos up, show the no signs.
Our crowd -- we're the yes crowd; we said yes to America, they said no
to America. You don't have to agree with every decision we've made,
but how -- who can you say that we were wrong to do these things and
just reel those six things off to the most popular in each
congressional district. I was in the yes crowd -- are you going to

America's future. That's what I think they ought to be running on in
94,

reward the no crowd? -- want to go back to no in America? Say yes to

And if they've got a good economym, being able to say, I took
the tough vote for the economic plan, and I said yes, yes, yes, yes.
And this person running against me, he represents a crowd that said,
no, no, no, no. You decide.

MR. SPERLING: I think in terms of defining them also, too,
the notion that we are the optimists -- and what this is about is you
believe we can fix everything bad -- something right about America.
They kind of think, the Krystols, what they're really saying is they
don't think we can make things better. They're the pessmists, we're
the opmtimists.

The other thing is there are a million arrows that will get
fired -- have already been fired at us at health care and a million
more arrows. And the only possible way to have a generic way of
defining it is I think they have to be like the special interests.
It's amazing to me that like doctors take shots at us and it's
portrayed as it's another hole in our plan, another lack of support.
And I think one thing that was pretty good after the last State of the
Union, at least for a couple months was it was kind of hard to
criticize the deficit reduction plan. We kind of elevated that as
being a sense of national purpose. People who were against it were
narrow -- some way of setting so that when people see the criticisms
coming on health care, they're looking to see if they have a financial
interest -- status quo.

MR. GERGEN: I think to the degree you can more and more cast
your opponents not as Republicans but as opponents of change -- that
doesn't make it partisan anymore -- you can have a bipartisancoalition for change that gets above the partisan labels. And I think
that helps to put the special interest into that other category.

The other thing, even if you go through themes, it's obvious
that what happens at the end of one of these speeches is people make a
judgment not just about programs, but they make a judgment about the
person, about you. That's what we want to have in line, what memory
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they bring out about you, what sense they have about you. And I think
what we're building on is a sense of starting -- you seemed to be
gaining strength in the fall, that you were lining up problems and
solving them. Even if people disagreed with the solutions they were
saying, at least he has the courage to face up to them. And I think
to the degree that people have a sense that you're trying to move the
country out of the wilderness, they will admire what you're doing even
if they may disagree with a particular solution. And that in itself
gives you momentum on a lot of different fronts and it's worth trying
to keep that in mind as we go through this process.

THE PRESIDENT: I had a sentence in that talk I gave down at
Renaissance Weekend about problems faced and problems deferred. And I
think there needs to be something about that in there. There needs to
be something about how we have taken on the problems and that walking
away from them is not an option. We tried it that way and it didn't
work very well.

But again, I recommend that we really give a lot of thought to
the specific -- we used in the health care theme -- not just run some
numbers up on that mike, but how it repositions the debate for the
months afterward. Because we ran the numbers up on the economic
program last time, but somehow they came right back on us on the taxes
even though we tried. And of course they will here. But there's -- I
just want to make as much of it as I can.

I know these things have a short half-life, but insofar as you
can have a game plan that flows out of it where you can show the press
we're writing about this and we're describing it in one week and in
one month and three months later, you're more likely to have the
storied spinning your direction, I think, in that way. And to capture
that ground and hold it. And I kind of think we got a better chance
in the health care debate to do that than we did in the budget debate,
because in the budget debate we were still very much dealing with a
country and a press who saw these things in the categories of the last
12 years -- who looked through those lenses.

Spee cy
1

MRS. CLINTON: I think it would be useful to try to kind of do
a run-through of preemptive arguments. I mean, I keep thinking back
to the economic speech. Would it have been more successful and more
strategically positioned if you had anticipated what the attacks would
have been, so that people were hearing them from you and you were ina
sense defanging them before they could get out.

I mean, one of the strategic mistakes in retrospect that was
made in the economic speech was calling for them to come up with more
spending cuts. I mean, that was a great line, when you turned on them
and all of that. But strategically it was a terrible mistake. It was
a wonderful applause line, and it gave you a lot of credibility for
being quick and we all thought it was terrific. But in retrospect it
gave them the club that they then could turn around and beat you over
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-- we keep asking for more spending cuts and you won't give them to
us.

And I think if you can kind of think through what the major
arguments would be, and going back to what Bob said, and we know some
of the no-nothings and do-nothings don't believe there is a problem;
don't agree with Medicare. We know we can kind of paint them in a
corner. And then if we can kind of take the four or five major
arguments and characterize them in a preemptive way. And I think that
would be one of the ways you could strategically position the speech,
and I think it would help you. Because then you could say, well,
remember, I told you they were going to say that. And then you have a
kind of affirmative response as soon as they start in.

THE PRESIDENT: You know, that's not a bad idea.
MRS. CLINTON: For example, if -- you've got the obvious ones

about socialism and no problem and all that, all of which are great
and I think should be positioned. And we ought to think of some
folksy kind of metaphorical way of characterizing them. I don't think
they'd call it socialism when their mother needs Medicare and that's a
government program. There are ways of linking all this up. And then
some of you think the way ought to fund health care is by taxing the
health benefits of the 100 million Americans who already have it.
Well, I'm not here to be in favor of a middle class tax cut.

And that's really what -- there are ways of taking each of the
major building blocks of the opposition and characterizing them. That
will then help us do what we have been unsuccessful with so far which
is shifting the burden so that they have to start justifying. The
reporters are not smart enough or well-educated enough on the other
plans to even know the questions to ask. So, people get up and they
spout this rhetoric and call themselves Clinton -- or whatever theycall themselves, and people just nod and then they go on to attacking
us because we've laid it all out there.

And some will say that we should pass health care but not tell
you what the benefits are, that we should leave that for a national
board to decide whether you're going to get care when you go to the
hospital or whether your mammogram will be paid for. That's not the
kind of health care I want for my family. I think we could just
really do a good job of taking those three or four things and then
putting them on the defensive.

That might be something to think about.

THE PRESIDENT: I do think if there aren't too many of them --

if there are like four, there is a chance that we will inoculate
ourselves a bit. Because we really didn't inoculate ourselves much
last time.
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MR. LADER: On health care -- to what degree do you want to
devote any of this, or how much of this, to crime and violence and to
some of the Memphis themes?

THE PRESIDENT: Oh, I think it has to be in there. Oh, I
think it has to be in there. And I think it has to be in the
beginning of what we are looking forward to. We've begun to come
together as a people. We've begun to honestly discuss these things.If we don't -- we're all in this together -- all that stuff I always
said and the Memphis stuff. And then you talk about the crime bill,
what's in it and what we still have to do beyond the crime bill. And
then -- I think that's all very important. It should come, in a way,
before that because you can argue that the health care thing is about
responsibility and opportunity and economic health and community and
everything else. Swat vert

I don't want the whole thing to be a health care speech. I'm
just telling you that when you're talking about next year's agenda,it's a practical matter that's what the fight will be over and that's
where we'll be judged. Because we'll get a crime bill fairly early.
We'll get the education bills fairly early. Don't you think at the
latest it'll be 90 days that we get them both?

MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: Probably, yeah. Ninety days, sure.

MR. GERGEN: I think you have touched in here on three issues,
health care being one of the three centerpieces for this year. But I
would imagine it would be health care, crime and jobs. If you can
deal with those three issues successfully, a lot of people feel very
strongly --

THE PRESIDENT: But on the crime issue, I think we've got to
do it the way I did it in Memphis. We've got to make part of the
larger -- people cannot -- we know, by the way, that most people
believe that the ultimate answer to the crime problem is to lock
everybody up forever who commits a serious crime.

So if we want to do some other stuff -- by the way, Gene, is
there in the Senate crime bill a "three strikes and you're out"
provision? Is there, George? Is there any kind of increased
sentencing in the Senate bill?

MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: I'm almost positive.
MR. GERGEN: I don't think there's a three penalties and

you're out deal, but there is increased sentencing.
MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: There's going to be in the final bill.
THE PRESIDENT: There's a lot of things we can say, though,

that's consistent with this whole thing. Like I think when we talk
13
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about the retraining thing, we ought to talk about what we do with
NAFTA and GATT and how it won't work unless the American people are
able to deal with the dislocations and they take advantage of the
opportunities, and that's why this reemployment thing has to pass.
That's why this apprenticeship program has to pass . That's why this
stuff has to pass and to challenge the business community to come in
here and help this pass.

MRS. CLINTON: One of the things that I was thinking about is
that you might consider -- especially since there's so much to say and
you don't have enough time in one speech to say it -- that you might
consider making a speech on the anniversary of your inauguration at
Georgetown. You know, going back to Georgetown and kind of doing a
lot of the sort of framework, world view, detail stuff that you can't
possibly get in the State of the Union. But it's the Thursday before
the Tuesday you give the State of the Union.

I think there's a real argument to be made to make a major
speech talking about accomplishments, linking it to the promises you
made in the campaign, and how you have fulfilled those. It'll free
you up a little bit from not having to mention everything in the State
of the Union, and also will give you a run up to the State of the
Union. And you go back to where you made those three speeches, and if
you -- we never got off the ground with new covenant. People liked
the idea, but for a lot of reasons the phrase just never caught on.
But if you could recharacterize it and kind of refill it with the same
Meaning you brought to it in the three Georgetown speeches, linking it
to the campaign promises, to the inaugural promise, to the year that's
gone by -- I think that would be a be a very powerful way to lay the
groundwork for the State of the Union.

THE PRESIDENT: Did you all see that AP -- who'd I give that
AP article to?

MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: You said you had it, but we couldn't find
it. We'll have to find it. The one on the accomplishments?

THE PRESIDENT: It ran in a local paper.
MRS. CLINTON: Yeah, I mean, it was about a page and a half of

the promises he made.

THE PRESIDENT: A page and a half. I mean, there were like
200 things in there.

MRS. CLINTON: Yeah, it was an AP article.
THE PRESIDENT: It was an AP -- it was a wire service story.

Did you see it?
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THE VICE PRESIDENT: Yeah, it was good.

THE PRESIDENT: It said, here's what they said they'd do, and
here's what they did, and here's what they might still do. It was
very long and detailed.

Can somebody get it?
MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: I can get it.
THE PRESIDENT: It happened right after Christmas.

MRS. CLINTON: In fact, there was a short version that I saw,
and then we came across this very long version. It's the very long
version that you want to get.

THE PRESIDENT: What's your reaction to Hillary's suggestion
about going to Georgetown?

MR. GERGEN: I would make it more past year than too forward
looking --

MRS. CLINTON: But it would lay the groundwork. I mean, I
think it's very important to do, because you all are going to write 10
speeches. You've got enough materials for 10 speeches. This outline
is wonderful, But there's no way to get everything in one speech.

THE PRESIDENT: The one thing you could do if you went back to
Georgetown, and we could test the theme of the renewal deal in terms
of what I said there. But there's one thing that David said to me the
first time he came to work was, whenever I get up and give a speech if
I make a reference back to something I said in the campaign, so that
this is a manifestation of something we said in the campaign, is a
good thing to do. It gave your administration integrity and
coherence.

MRS. CLINTON: This may be asking too much, but if there were
a way -- I would have an editorial for it -- mailing that went out
that week talking about all the promises and what had been
accomplished. I would have a political mailing that went out that
week. You know, here we are a year from the inauguration -- look at
what we've done. I would have people on the talk shows leading up to
the State of the Union from the administration. I'd have regionalsatellite feeds. I think there is a huge opportunity here.

You get back off a foreign trip. It'll be wonderful, in which
case you're riding high, or it'll have been mediocre, in which case
you need a boost. And if you have a -- if you know what you're trying
to get out and you do that kind of concerted, strategic outreach
linking the country. I think -- it's what I would do. I think that
there's no excuse not to do it basically.
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MS. SEIDMAN: I agree a thousand percent on the outreach
part. I'm a little concerned about planning a speech because I chink
the strong possibility is that you're going to still be quite tired
coming back from the trip.

MRS. CLINTON: He's never that tired.
THE PRESIDENT: When do I get back?

MRS. CLINTON: You get back on Sunday night. You'll be fine
by Thursday.

THE PRESIDENT: Sunday, the what?

MRS. CLINTON: Sunday, the 16th.
THE PRESIDENT: be fine by then.
MRS. CLINTON: That's not a problem. And especially if we

could get some drafts, and he could be working on it flying back and
everything. We will miss a terrific opportunity if we don't take this
January 20 and remind people. The one thing we have not done very
well -- we've been moving in a million different directions. We have
not had any coherent message. We have not connected up with what
we've done so that everybody can recite three things that he's done,
and it's all fuzzy in their heads. And, of course, my great
preference would be that we could come up with those three things --

you know, what did Reagan stand for? Lower taxes, strong defense,
less government. I mean, you can all recite it. What does Bill
Clinton stand for? Let me read you this 100-page book here. And at
some point, we've got to start distilling this and looking back and
using a Georgetown speech, going back saying, I told you what I would
do when I was here with those three speeches, I ran a campaign, and it
hasn't always pretty. I've been dodging a lot of land mines, but I
want to tell you what we've done.

MR. GERGEN: you're doing Larry King Live --

THE PRESIDENT: When?

MR. GEARAN: The 20th.
MR. GERGEN: It would be a good -- going into that.
MR. GEARAN: We had talked about having some kind of event on

the 20th that would be uplinked. You could get Wilhelm and the DNC
involved. If we did some kind of -- this is a little more party than
substance, but somehow effectively a rally.

MRS. CLINTON: But you've got to have a message. You've got
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to write the speech and then you've got to write your talking points.
THE PRESIDENT: We could do both those things. We could give

the Georgetown speech in the morning. We could go to the DNC.

MS. SEIDMAN: I think you also have to decide in terms of --
and one thing that we had talked about was having a Cabinet meeting
that day so that at the beginning of that meeting, we could use the
pool spray to do what you're talking about, but in a more compact way.

MRS. CLINTON: I don't we get the punch for it. I mean, I
want an editorial board mailing, I want the 20th, I want talking
points and I want a speech. I don't think -- there is no way to tell
the story --

THE PRESIDENT: The Cabinet thing is great if you've got one
message, if you've got one thing you want to say. But, otherwise,
you're sitting down, you're going to get 20 seconds on the evening
news.

MR. GERGEN: -- play into was that all the news magazines that
Monday going into the State of the Union will all do big briefings on
the State of the Union, to a degree, you could have some thematic
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MR. PODESTA: You'll never, I think, be remembered for three
things. That's the only -- we need to be able to instill into a
simple message this complexity.

THE PRESIDENT: Now, you say that, but Richard Nixon --
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MRS. CLINTON: This is a goofy try, but, look, you just take
Reagan's things -- what are we trying to do -- better government,
fairer, stronger economy. We can play with this and we can get some
things. And that has been one of our great -- we have operated
strategically on the same level we operate tactically. And we're all
over the place tactically, and we need to be.

MR. SPERLING: Right, but I think what we need to do is
capture that spirit of tactically being all over the place. That's
why I'm so partial to the three yards and a cloud of dust metaphor.

THE PRESIDENT: You still have to tell people what it means to
them.

MR. SPERLING: Absolutely.
THE PRESIDENT: One of the things that really struck me -- I

remember one of the things that Nixon did before he went haywire as
President, everywhere he went, everyplace he sat, apparently he had a
yellow pad. And I remember -- I read an interview with him one time
when he said, it will be a miracle, a miracle if five years from the
time I leave office, people can name five things I did.

MRS. CLINTON: But you know who was one of the best --greatest
defenders of this President as Renaissance Weekend was Roy Ashe, who
was Nixon's OMB Director, who stood up in a session and said, the
things that were needing to be done, he was doing. And I went up to
him afterwards and I said in part because Nixon was the last domestic
President we had. He was the last one who cared about any of these
issues. And Ashe talked about how difficult it was to do and how much
credit he deserved because these things had gotten done. And somehow
we don't ever figure out how to that for ourselves. And I don't know
what the explanation is. I wish I were smart enough to figure it out.

But I think three yards and a cloud of dust is fine as long as
we can kind of put it in a context that we're on their field and we're
going for a touchdown for them.

THE PRESIDENT: On their side doing something for them.
That's what I want.

MRS. CLINTON: And people are sometimes -- they're throwing
bottles at him out of the stands. They're putting ropes across the
50-yard line to trip him. They're shooting at him. They're doing all
kind of things. And he keeps on going because he's on your field
trying to make a touchdown for you and your family. That's what the
story has to be.

THE PRESIDENT: But the Roy Ashe thing was, I was -- he said
that -- he went through all the major criticisms that I dealt with too
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many issues. He said he had no choice but to deal with them. They
were there and they were all related to one another. I mean, he went
through about four things like that. I was just stunned.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: May I raise a couple of questions about
the proposal for a speech on the 20th? Two things about the idea
worry me. Number one, the process by which a speech is produced that
you're comfortable with and that reflects your personal view of what
you want to say, it is a difficult process. It always is for anybody.
And since you have done a lot and you're trying to do a lot, it's
difficult. I worry a little bit that everybody involved in this
process --

MRS. CLINTON: A big spider -- I'm sorry -- (laughter) -- a
big spider right behind -- the only person who can see it is the
stenographer and me, the transcriber. Bill, if you'll turn around --

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Is it after me?

MRS. CLINTON: It's either after you or the President.
THE VICE PRESIDENT: Oh, there it is.
THE PRESIDENT: -- after me -- where did it go? Where is it?
Watch it, it's on the wall now.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, anyway, the first point is --

THE PRESIDENT: Hard to get the speech done. Can we do two
great speeches?

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Can you do -- or do you have a -- I mean,if part of the reason for it is you have so much to say that you
really need more than one speech to do it, does the second speech then
become a "B" speech to the "A" speech; and does that complicate a
process by which you become comfortable with a speech; and does that
then complicate the process by which it is produced, leading to a --

I'm not saying -- I'm just raising this question. I think that the
State of the Union speech because it's live on all the networks is so
crucial that I would worry a little bit about a designed process that
diminishes the capacity of the organization as a whole to support the
production of an "A+" speech on the evening of the State of the Union.

The second question, which may not be valid, either --we have
in fits and starts at times worried about this thing called
overexposure. I don't think there's any point in starting to worry
about it now. But one of the first cousins of that phenomenon is that
if people see it in a speech laying out big themes and so forth, then
a few days later here you are again and you're trying to kind of
conserve enough ummph to really make that State of the Union an "A+"
even, I worry a little bit about that. And I wonder if a solution to
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the fact that there's so much material that it's really more than one
speech is really -- the old saying about if you want a 40-page speech,
give me two hours; if you want a two-page speech, give me a week -- I
mean, it's trite but true. And doesn't that really mean that there
has to be an even more brutal and ruthless culling process, especially
since the principal focus of that speech has to be health care. And
that means that all of the stuff on the potential agenda have to be
very brutally culled whether or not there's a second speech -- and
squeezed into thematic expressions rather than a laundry list
expression.

I don't feel strongly about it because you give speeches all
the time anyway. And yet if it's going to be a big speech on the
20th, I mean, it's just -- there's two things to think about.

THE PRESIDENT: On the other hand, if we could in the days
leading up to that really lay a claim to having had a very good first
year, and what the first year was about and how the second year is
about the same thing the first year was about with a different
expression -- I mean, I think there's something. What do you think,
David?

MR. GERGEN: -- asking networks to cover and if it in fact was
going to be future oriented. I thought what we were talking about a
daytime speech that would cover the past and help to set the predicate
for a future-oriented State of the Union speech.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: That answers all the concerns except the
process concern. And it may partially answer the process concern,
too, if you assume that a litany of past achievements is inherently
easier.

THE PRESIDENT: Well, one of the things that I would like to
do, to go back to what Hillary said -- by the time I'd been Governor
of Arkansas six years, everybody knew that our whole deal was about
schools and jobs basically. And I had a variant between 30 seconds
and five minutes that I started every speech with -- every speech. I
had the same intro. I mean, it varied -- I had a 30-second version; I
had a two-minute version; I had a five-minute version. But it was my
Reagan deal -- and everybody knew what I was about. And I think we've
got enough laid in now that we can go back and think through -- our
labels didn't work so well. I mean, the new covenant didn't quite
work, and the Putting People First didn't have any real content, so it
became a laundry list and so they were scoring up against the laundrylist in the book and all. But we got enough there to do it.

And I guess, what I really agree with Hillary about is, the
three yards and a cloud of dust, I think is good; but you've still got
to say, here's why I'm on your side and here's what we're going to do.
And it's going to be three yards and a cloud of dust because it's hard
and because everybody's getting --
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THE VICE PRESIDENT: Here's where we started and here's where
we've come and here's where we're going.

MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: I hope that you don't use the Thursday
speech as an excuse not to do the accomplishments in the Tuesday, and
for this reason: I think there was a -- you've given two well-
received speeches before the Congress -- two things that were scored
off the charts. I think it's going to be very hard for you to get
scored very well purely on speech grounds in the third time you're up
because of that. And what they're going to do if they're smart is
talk about the fact that he always gives good speeches. The guy gives
a good speech. The problem is what he does doesn't match what he
says.

And I think that the reason why you need the accomplishments
very concretely in the State of the Union itself. And that doesn't
mean you don't do a speech Thursday, it just means you repeat is
heavily on Tuesday -- is that it is the answer to that criticism.
They made these criticisms before, but you did this. You came through
every time.

MRS. CLINTON: But see, we have the speech -- I agree with
that, George, but if we have the speech on Thursday and it does the
job it should do and it has a political content as well, then you can
have the Democrats showing up on Tuesday saying he kept his promises,
or some kind of a something.

MR. STEPHANOPOULOS: I would love to repeat the first part of
Thursday's speech Tuesday night. That's why I'm not against it, I
just wanted the speech not to be too long.

MR. GERGEN: -- I said he's coming back, in effect, to report
what he's tried to do in that first year.

MS. SEIDMAN: Why don't, if you have a few more minutes, why
don't we try to keep this group together and move it into the
Roosevelt Room for a couple more minutes and let the President --

THE PRESIDENT: Given all the caveats that the Vice President
raised and that George raised, I still would like to explore the
Georgetown thing because I think you could spend more time reviewing
the last year and setting up the framework and then this renewal
framework -- then you do the framework, you start with it and you lead
off with what you've done. And still maybe you've only taken six
minutes of the State of the Union speech, or eight. And you couldstill, if you do it right, with discipline, you could do pound, pound,
pound, pound, pound.

Just keep in mind, George, if we give them, let's take a big
number, let's say we give them 10 accomplishments, right, you can give
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them a test at the end of the State of the Union and if I get an even
higher ratings than I did on the two previous speeches, which is
unlikely, most people would remember three things on that 10 item
list.

So I think it's very important to unpack it. The thing I see
the Georgetown thing is doing for the press, for the political people,
for our political supporters, a big mailing out by the DNC and all
that, and also to set the stage for what the Congress ought to run on
-- I am convinced that if our crowd in Congress that's up can run on
the -~ it's the yes crowd versus the no crowd, the yes crowd will win
every time. We will win that election. And we will do much better at
mid-term than people think, assuming we've got a decent economy, which
he thinks is -- (laughter.)

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Absolutely assured.
END
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