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at least 50-plus years? What are we going
to say if we walk away from our obligation
to run the Medicare Trust Fund out until
2025 or beyond, and to provide all these el-
derly people—not all of them poor, a lot of
them middle class—a little help in dealing
with the prescription drug program?

What are we going to say if we adopt a
tax cut which causes us to cut education
when we ought to be investing more in it?
What are we going to say when 5, 10 years
from now some Kosovo comes along and
America is asked to stand up for human
rights around the world? We’d say, ‘‘Well,
we’d like to do it, but we had that tax cut’’—
[laughter]—‘‘and I needed that tax cut.’’

Closer to home, what are we going to
say—I’ve been waiting for this, and I never
wanted to be the first to raise it because I
wouldn’t have had credibility on it, but now
it’s in the press—what are we going to say
if they cut taxes and the markets say, ‘‘Well,
we don’t need a tax cut in the economy like
this; we better raise interest rates?’’ So you
get it with one hand and get it taken away
with the other and everything gets squeezed.

So I say to you we ought to save Social
Security and Medicare; we ought to continue
to move forward in education. And I want
to talk just a minute about this paying the
debt down. A lot of people—it just seems
so alien; it’s like an alien subject—we haven’t
been out of debt since 1835. And for most
of this century we shouldn’t have been out
of debt. We needed to have a little debt to
invest in infrastructure or to expand the
economy in times of recession or outright de-
pression. But it’s different now. Why is it dif-
ferent now?

I want you all to think about this. You may
not agree with me on this. I’ve really thought
about this a lot. Why should the Nation’s pro-
gressive party be for taking the country out
of debt in 1999 when we have still an uncon-
scionably large number of poor children and
any number of things that we ought to be
spending this money on? Here’s why. We’re
living in a global economy. Interest rates are
set globally; money moves globally. The best
thing we’ve done for poor people in America
is create 19 million new jobs and give tax
relief to lower income working people and
raise the minimum wage—to create an econ-

omy, in other words, that they could be a
part of; to support the Vice President’s em-
powerment initiative and the community de-
velopment banks and all the things we’ve
done to try to bring jobs.

Now, if we get out of debt and if everybody
knows we’re on the target, we’re going to
be out of debt in 15 years, what happens?
Interest rates stay down, investments stay
high, more jobs are created with inflation
low, more money for wage increases. Average
people pay lower interest costs for home
mortgages, car payments, credit card pay-
ments, and college loan payments. And the
next time a global financial crisis comes
along, like the one in Asia, nobody has to
worry about America gobbling up scarce dol-
lars and driving the price of money up. So
when our trading partners, who are poorer
than we are, need to get money because
times are tough, they can get it and get it
at a lower cost, which means they will recover
more quickly and we’ll start doing business
more quickly.

And if you don’t think that’s a big issue,
look what is happening to America’s farmers
because of the collapse of the markets in
Asia. Here we are at the most prosperous
time perhaps in this country’s history with
an absolute disaster in the family farms of
America.

So that’s why it makes sense in a global
economy for the world’s richest country to
be debt-free, and why it is a progressive thing
to do—and why, by the way, when you do
it, we won’t be paying interest on the debt
anymore. If you were a Member of Congress,
you would find that before you did anything
else you’d have to take about—it used to be
15 and now 14 cents on every tax dollar to
pay interest on the debt we have accumu-
lated, largely in the 12 years before I took
office. So don’t forget, you get out of debt,
you’ve also got 14 cents you used to not have.
And 14 cents of every dollar, all of you pay
in taxes, is a pretty tidy sum of money. So
that’s why this is a good thing.

So I say to you we need to go to the coun-
try and say, tax cut, sure, but first things first:
Save Social Security and Medicare and deal
with the challenge of America’s aging; con-
tinue to invest in our children’s future and
in the other basic things we have to have;
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pay that debt off for the first time since 1835
and guarantee America a generation of pros-
perity. Then have a tax cut that we need and
can afford. That is the debate we ought to
have.

And I can tell you there are lots of other
examples. I think we were right on closing
the gun show loophole, and I think they were
wrong. I think we were right on the Patients’
Bill of Rights, and I don’t think they were.
I say that not because I take any joy in that.
I liked it when we got together. I liked it
when we had big majorities of both parties
in both Houses voting for welfare reform. I
liked it when we had big majorities of both
parties in both Houses voting for the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997. I wish it can be
that way again.

But I am telling you, we’ve got to stand
up for what’s right for all the people. What
brings us together as a community? What
gives other people opportunity they wouldn’t
otherwise have? What purges our spirit from
the kind of awful, arrogant hatred that led
that terribly disturbed young man to kill
those people because they were of different
races in Illinois and Indiana and claim it was
a religious imperative?

I had today a bunch of civil rights lawyers
in my office and a bunch of high-toned busi-
ness lawyers who don’t practice civil rights
law, to commemorate the 36th anniversary
of John Kennedy bringing 200 lawyers to
Washington to ask them to lead America’s
charge in civil rights. And I asked them to
lead America’s charge in trying to integrate
our law firms, integrate our corporations, and
use pro bono legal work to help solve the
economic and social problems of low income
people around the country.

I’ll just close with this. One of the greatest
weeks of my Presidency was a couple of
weeks ago when I had the privilege of going
to Appalachia, to the Mississippi Delta, to
East St. Louis, to the Pine Ridge reservation
in South Dakota, to south Phoenix, and East
L.A., because I believe that we can keep this
economy going better if we get people to in-
vest in the areas that have felt none of our
recovery. And I have a simple proposal: Give

Americans like you the same tax incentives
to invest in poor areas in America we give
you to invest today in the Caribbean, in Afri-
ca, in Asia, and Latin America. I want you
to have those incentives. I just want poor
areas in America to be as attractive. Our best
new markets for America are here in Amer-
ica.

But what it reminded me of is all these
people, they’re just like us. Just because they
don’t have a nice necktie and a nice suit to
wear, life dealt them a little bit different
hand. You know, Janice and I, we’d like to
have you believe we were born in log cabins
we built ourselves. [Laughter] But the truth
is, you take one or two different turns in life
and she and I both are back in Hope, Arkan-
sas, doing business with each other in our
little hometown. Some days I think it
wouldn’t be too bad. [Laughter]

But I’m just telling you, you think about
it, every one of you—you think about this
when you go home tonight. Why did you
come here? Why did you come here? If they
ask you why you came, tell them because you
believe we’re better off when we all go for-
ward together. Tell them because you believe
this ought to be one community. Tell them,
guess what, we tried our ideas in the crucible
of excruciating combat for 61⁄2 years and the
country is better off.

So it’s not like there’s no evidence. And
before we squander this surplus, let’s take
care of the aging of America; let’s take care
of the children of America; and let’s get this
country out of debt so we can go forward
together.

Thank you, and God bless you.

NOTE: The President spoke at 8:22 p.m. in the
Main Ballroom at the St. Regis Hotel. In his re-
marks, he referred to Janice Griffin, chair, and
Susan Turnbull, vice chair, Women’s Leadership
Forum; John Merrigan, chair, and Penny Lee, vice
chair, Democratic Business Council; Joseph J.
Andrew, national chair, and Beth Dozoretz, na-
tional finance chair, Democratic National Com-
mittee; Susan Blumenthal, former senior adviser
to the President for Women’s Health; and alleged
murderer Benjamin Nathanial Smith.
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Memorandum on the Ninth
Quadrennial Review of Military
Compensation
July 20, 1999

Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense

Subject: Ninth Quadrennial Review of
Military Compensation

Under the provisions of section 1008(b) of
title 37, United States Code, every 4 years
the President must direct a complete review
of the principles and concepts of the com-
pensation system for members of the uni-
formed services. You shall be my Executive
Agent for this review, consulting with me and
my other senior advisors as required.

The past decade has been a time of dy-
namic change for our military. We achieved
dramatic victories in the Persian Gulf and
Kosovo, performed peacekeeping missions
around the world, and completed a signifi-
cant downsizing of our military forces. As the
major superpower, we have maintained glob-
al commitments even as our forces have been
reduced. Although our military compensa-
tion system remains competitive, enabling us
to recruit and retain enough dedicated men
and women to achieve the highest quality
uniformed forces in the Nation’s history, the
restructuring of our military forces presents
certain challenges. I have asked our smaller
military to work even harder and therefore
want to ensure that the compensation of mili-
tary members is fair and effective as we enter
the 21st century.

To that end, I have proposed significant
enhancements to the compensation system
in the FY 2000 budget. These changes in-
clude an across-the-board pay raise for all
military members; reforms to the military re-
tirement system; and a targeted pay increase
for noncommissioned officers and mid-grade
officers who gained the skills, education, and
experience so valued by our thriving private
sector.

The Ninth Quadrennial Review of Military
Compensation should encompass a strategic
review of the military compensation and ben-
efits system, veterans benefits and services
provided by the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, and other Federal entitlements directly
affecting military members. The review

should assess the effectiveness of current
military compensation and benefits in re-
cruiting and retaining a high-quality force in
light of changing demographics, a dynamic
economy, and the new military strategy. As
Executive Agent, you shall ensure that rep-
resentatives of other executive branch agen-
cies participate in this review as appropriate.

I look forward to reviewing your progress
in this important undertaking.

William J. Clinton

NOTE: This memorandum was released by the Of-
fice of the Press Secretary on July 21. An original
was not available for verification of the content
of this memorandum.

Notice—Continuation of Iraqi
Emergency
July 20, 1999

On August 2, 1990, by Executive Order
12722, President Bush declared a national
emergency to deal with the unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the national security and
foreign policy of the United States con-
stituted by the actions and policies of the
Government of Iraq. By Executive Orders
12722 of August 2, 1990, and 12724 of Au-
gust 9, 1990, the President imposed trade
sanctions on Iraq and blocked Iraqi govern-
ment assets. Because the Government of
Iraq has continued its activities hostile to
United States interests in the Middle East,
the national emergency declared on August
2, 1990, and the measures adopted on August
2 and August 9, 1990, to deal with that emer-
gency must continue in effect beyond August
2, 1999. Therefore, in accordance with sec-
tion 202(d) of the National Emergencies Act
(50 U.S.C. 1622(d)), I am continuing the na-
tional emergency with respect to Iraq.

This notice shall be published in the Fed-
eral Register and transmitted to the Con-
gress.

William J. Clinton

The White House,
July 20, 1999.

[Filed with the Office of the Federal Register,
8:45 a.m., July 22, 1999]
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NOTE: This notice was released by the Office of
the Press Secretary on July 21, and it was pub-
lished in the Federal Register on July 23.

Message to the Congress on
Continuation of the National
Emergency With Respect to Iraq
July 20, 1999

To the Congress of the United States:
Section 202(d) of the National Emer-

gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides for
the automatic termination of a national emer-
gency unless, prior to the anniversary date
of its declaration, the President publishes in
the Federal Register and transmits to the
Congress a notice stating that the emergency
is to continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this provision
I have sent the enclosed notice, stating that
the Iraqi emergency is to continue in effect
beyond August 2, 1999, to the Federal Reg-
ister for publication.

The crisis between the United States and
Iraq that led to the declaration on August
2, 1990, of a national emergency has not been
resolved. The Government of Iraq continues
to engage in activities inimical to stability in
the Middle East and hostile to United States
interests in the region. Such Iraqi actions
pose a continuing unusual and extraordinary
threat to the national security and vital for-
eign policy interests of the United States. For
these reasons, I have determined that it is
necessary to maintain in force the broad au-
thorities necessary to apply economic pres-
sure on the Government of Iraq.

William J. Clinton

The White House,
July 20, 1999.

NOTE: This message was released by the Office
of the Press Secretary on July 21.

The President’s News Conference
July 21, 1999

The President. Please be seated. Good
afternoon.

Q. Mr. President, you don’t know it, but
there is such a bright light on you—[inaudi-

ble]—we can’t see you for the light. [Laugh-
ter]

The President. I’ve been waiting a long
time for the halo to appear. [Laughter]

Let me say, ladies and gentlemen, I have
a brief opening statement, but before I make
that and take questions, I’d like to say that,
as you might imagine, I have been briefed
on this morning’s developments in the search
off Martha’s Vineyard. Again, let me com-
mend the Coast Guard and all the officials
at the local, State, and national level for the
fine work they have done under extremely
difficult circumstances.

Again, I think we should keep our thoughts
with the families as events unfold, and my
thoughts and prayers are with them.

Today I want to make a brief statement
about the choice we face here in Washington
and in our country about how best to move
forward into the new century and what to
do with the surplus.

When we look toward the future, it is help-
ful to remember at least the recent past. Six
and a half years ago, the budget deficit was
$290 billion and rising. Wages were stagnant;
inequality was growing; social conditions
were worsening. In the 12 years before I took
office, unemployment averaged more than 7
percent. It’s almost difficult to remember
what it was like. No one really thought we
could turn it around, let alone bring unem-
ployment to a 29-year low, or turn decades
of deficits, during which time the debt of our
country was quadrupled in only 12 years, into
a surplus of $99 billion.

Our Nation has made a seismic shift in
the last 6 years, from recession to recovery,
from a crisis of confidence to a renewal of
resolve, from economic disorder to a fiscal
house finally in order. Now, as we debate
what to do with our prosperity, we face a
critical choice, whether to move forward with
the fiscal discipline that got us to where we
are today or return to the kind of risk taking
that got us into recessions and deficits before.

We must decide whether to invest the sur-
plus to strengthen America over the long
term, or to squander it for the short term.
I think the right course is clear. And a bigger
surplus only means that the mistake could
be bigger and the missed opportunity greater
if we take the wrong course.



1439Administration of William J. Clinton, 1999 / July 21

I have proposed a balanced budget that
puts first things first. I believe we must main-
tain our sound economic strategy and invest
the surplus in long-term goals: saving Social
Security; saving and strengthening Medicare,
modernizing it by providing a long-overdue
drug benefit; and continuing to meet our
basic responsibilities in education, defense,
the environment, biomedical research.

Tomorrow I will release a report that
shows a great and growing need for prescrip-
tion drug coverage. What the study shows
is that 75 percent of our older Americans lack
decent, dependable private-sector coverage
of prescription drugs; that’s three out of
every four seniors. Clearly, America needs
a prescription drug plan that is simple, uni-
versal, and voluntary. Anyone who says we
don’t, I believe, is out of date and out of
touch.

As I’ve described, my plan meets these na-
tional priorities, while paying off the debt by
2015; while investing in America’s new mar-
kets, the places that have not yet felt our
prosperity; and while providing substantial
tax relief, $250 billion of it targeted to help
families save for retirement, pay for child
care, long-term care, for modern schools.

So let’s be clear about something. We’re
not debating whether to have tax cuts or not.
We should have tax cuts, but tax cuts that
provide for us first to save Social Security
and Medicare, not undermine them; tax cuts
we can afford, not ones that would demand
drastic cuts in defense, education, agri-
culture, the environment; tax cuts in the na-
tional interests, not special interests.

Now, these are the risks that are posed
by the Republican tax plan that the House
is about to vote on. Let me tell you what
their plan would do. It would pile up $3 tril-
lion in debt over the next two decades, right
when the baby boomers start to retire—that’s
what it costs—right when Social Security and
Medicare feel the crunch.

Because of the cost of the tax plan over
the next two decades, I should say what it
doesn’t do. It doesn’t do anything to extend
the solvency of Social Security, to extend the
solvency of Medicare, to provide the pre-
scription drug benefits, and it would require
significant—significant—cuts from where we
are today in education, defense, biomedical

research, the environment, and other critical
areas.

If we don’t save Social Security, it’s not
because we can’t. If we don’t strengthen
Medicare and add the prescription drug ben-
efit, it’s not because we can’t. If we don’t
meet these clear national needs, it’s because
we choose not to do so. It will be because,
instead, we choose to reward ourselves today
by risking our prosperity tomorrow.

I hope Congress will make the right
choice. When Members cast their ballots on
the Republican tax plan, they’re really voting
also on whether to save Social Security and
Medicare. They’re voting on whether to pay
off the national debt for the first time in over
150 years, something that would guarantee
us lower interest rates; higher investment;
more jobs; higher incomes; and for average
citizens, lower home mortgage payments, car
payments, credit card payments, college loan
payments. They’re voting whether to meet
our most pressing national priorities in edu-
cation, defense, nearly every other domain
in our people’s lives. I think the choice is
clear between the plan the Republican lead-
ership has outlined and the national priorities
of the American people. I hope we can still
work together across party lines to save Social
Security and Medicare, to safeguard our pri-
orities, and have the right kind of tax cut.

If Congress passes the wrong kind, of
course, I will not sign it. I will not allow a
risky plan to become law. And as I said, we
now have 61⁄2 years of evidence. This is not
really a debate that’s just about ideas without
any evidence. We clearly know what works
now, and we ought to stay with it.

As I said, I will work with any member
of any party willing to put first things first.
We can have a tax cut and do the right thing
for the long term in America. That is my
commitment, and I hope that together we
can fulfill it for our people.

Thank you very much. Helen [Helen
Thomas, United Press International].

‘‘One China’’ Policy and Taiwan
Q. Mr. President, in U.S. treaty relations,

is it obligated to defend Taiwan militarily if
it abandons the ‘‘one China’’ policy? And
would the U.S. continue military aid if it con-
tinues, if it pursues separatism?
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The President. Well, let me say, first of
all, a lot of those questions are governed by
the Taiwan Relations Act, which we intend
to honor. Our policy is clear: We favor the
‘‘one China’’ policy; we favor the cross-strait
dialogs. The understanding we have had all
along with both China and Taiwan is that the
differences between them would be resolved
peacefully. If that were not to be the case,
under the Taiwan Relations Act, we would
be required to view it with the gravest con-
cern.

But I believe that both China and Taiwan
understand this. I believe that they want to
stay on a path to prosperity and dialog. And
we have dispatched people today, as the
morning press reports, to do what we can
to press that case to all sides. This is some-
thing that we don’t want to see escalate, and
I believe that what Mr. Lee said yesterday
was trying to move in that direction. We all
understand how difficult this is, but I think
that the pillars of the policy are still the right
ones. The ‘‘one China’’ policy is right; the
cross-strait dialog is right; the peaceful ap-
proach is right. And neither side, in my judg-
ment, should depart from any of those ele-
ments.

Q. So we would still have to go to war
with China if it decided to break away?

The President. I will say what I’ve already
said. The Taiwan Relations Act governs our
policy. We made it clear. And I have—as you
remember, a few years ago we had a physical
expression of that, that we don’t believe there
should be any violent attempts to resolve this,
and we would view it very seriously. But I
don’t believe there will be. I think that both
sides understand what needs to be done.

Terry [Terence Hunt, Associated Press].
Q. Mr. President, do you think that Presi-

dent Lee was unnecessarily provocative in
trying to redefine the nature of the Taiwan-
Chinese relationship? And is the United
States trying to send a signal by delaying a
Pentagon mission which was going to Taiwan
to assess its air defense needs? And further,
finally, you said that you still believe in a ‘‘one
China’’ policy. How do you address Senator
Helms’ criticism that it’s a—that that policy
is a puzzling fiction?

The President. Well, I don’t think it’s a
puzzling fiction. I think that—but if Senator

Helms means that today they’re not, in fact,
unified, then that’s true. But the Chinese
tend to take a long view of these things and
have made clear a sensitivity to the different
system that exists on Taiwan and a willing-
ness to find ways to accommodate it, as they
did in working with Hong Kong, and per-
haps, even going beyond that.

So I think the important thing is to let—
they need to take the time necessary to work
this out between themselves in a peaceful
way. That is clearly in both their interests.
And I’m still not entirely sure, because I have
read things which seem to resonate both
ways on this, exactly what the Lee statements
were entitled—trying to convey.

But I think that both sides are now quite
aware of the fact that they need to find a
way to pursue their destinies within the
framework that we have followed these last
several years, which I might add has allowed
both places to prosper and to grow, to do
better, and to have more contacts, more in-
vestment, and underneath the rhetoric, quite
a bit more reconciliation. So I would hope
that we would stay with what is working and
not depart from it.

Q. Is that the meaning of the delay of the
Pentagon mission to assess the——

The President. I didn’t think this was the
best time to do something which might excite
either one side or the other and imply that
a military solution is an acceptable alter-
native. If you really think about what’s at
stake here, it would be unthinkable. And I
want—I don’t want to depart from any of
the three pillars. I think we need to stay with
‘‘one China’’; I think we need to stay with
the dialog; and I think that no one should
contemplate force here.

Randy [Randy Mikkelsen, Reuters].

Federal Reserve Board Chairman

Q. Economists have been calling on you
to indicate now whether you intend to re-
appoint Alan Greenspan in order to avoid
having the issue to become mired in election-
year politics and upsetting financial markets
next year. Would you like to see the Chair-
man stay on, and has he given you any indica-
tion of his plans?
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The President. I have, as you know, en-
joyed a very good relationship, both person-
ally and professionally, with Mr. Greenspan.
I think he has done a terrific job. I have no
idea whether he would even be willing to
serve another term. I will make the decision
in a timely fashion. I do not expect it to be-
come embroiled in election-year politics;
there’s no evidence of that.

You heard—I think the Vice President said
yesterday or the day before that he thought
he was doing an excellent job. So we believe
that as long as the United States is fiscally
responsible, then the Fed will respond to de-
velopments in our own economy and in the
world economy in a way that is clear, trans-
parent, and, I think, designed to keep our
growth going. So I’m not concerned about
it.

Peter [Peter Maer, NBC Mutual Radio],
go ahead.

Q. I think the Vice President indicated he
was sending a signal by saying that Chairman
Greenspan had been doing an excellent job.
Do you endorse that interpretation?

The President. I don’t know. All I know
is he said he was doing a great job, and I
agree with him.

Go ahead.

John F. Kennedy, Jr., Aircraft Tragedy/
Medicare

Q. Mr. President, you mentioned the
Kennedy tragedy at the beginning of the
news conference. Could you please give us
a better understanding of what the White
House role has been in the conduct of the
recovery operation and the decisionmaking
on the release of information about it?

The President. Well, I think that—I am
unaware of any role we have played in the
decisionmaking of the release of information,
except, let me say that today a lot of things
are breaking in a hurry, and I believe there
are some decisions that ought to be an-
nounced by the Kennedy family and others
that ought to be properly announced by ei-
ther the Coast Guard or the NTSB.

So we have not tried—to the best of my
knowledge, had any role in the timing or sub-
stance of the release of information. And we
have had no role in the conduct of the oper-
ation except that I did talk to Admiral

Larrabee, I think it was the day before yes-
terday, at a time when the operation might
normally have ceased, and he said, ‘‘I think
we have a chance to find something else be-
cause of the equipment we have here, even
though it’s difficult; and I’m inclined to be-
lieve, because of the circumstances here and
because who’s involved, that we ought to go
on a little more.’’ And I said that I would
support it and defend it. And I think it was
the right decision.

Q. Mr. President, if you’ll allow me to ask
you about two different topics. On the
Kennedy search, sir, there have been con-
flicting reports about whether or not Mr.
Kennedy’s body has, in fact, been recovered.
I understand that based upon the answer you
just gave, that might not be a question that
you’d want to address, but, perhaps, given
the fact that there is this conflicting informa-
tion you could answer that question.

And secondly, sir, on this notion of a drug
benefit, prescription drug benefit, you chid-
ed the Republicans about targeting tax cuts
at the wealthy, saying that they’re too steered
in that direction. How do you reconcile that
philosophically with allowing rich Americans,
rich older Americans, to get a prescription
drug benefit which even you just said this
new study will show one in four don’t need?

The President. Well, first of all, it’s vol-
untary. And most wealthy Americans are well
taken care of under the present program they
have and won’t exercise it. So that’s the first
point I want to make.

The second thing I would like to say is
I don’t think most people know this, even
some of you may have forgotten, but in the
11th hour of the balanced budget—of the
deficit reduction package negotiations in
1993, in order to get up to $500 billion in
cuts in the deficit projected over 5 years—
we did much better, as all of you know—
the cap was taken off. The income cap was
taken off of the Medicare tax, which means
virtually every single upper income person
in America will pay far more into the Medi-
care program than they will ever draw out
in health care or benefits.

They are making a net significant contribu-
tion today because, unlike Social Security
taxes where there is still an earnings cap,
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there is no longer an earnings cap on Medi-
care. And I think a lot of folks have forgotten
that. So that in that sense, this is the most
progressive program we have. The upper in-
come people, particularly once you get over
about $250,000 in income, they’re paying far
more into this program over the course of
their life than they could ever draw out if
they were sick every day from the time
they’re 65 on.

Q. Sir, the question—[inaudible]—Mr.
Kennedy’s body?

The President. I just don’t think I should
make an announcement about that. I am
aware of what the Coast Guard has done and
what they have found as of 5 minutes before
I came out here. But I simply—I just don’t
think it’s appropriate for me—I’ll be glad to
comment on whatever they want to say, but
I think I should leave it for them to talk.

Yes, go ahead.

Congressional Budget Office Estimates
Q. Sir, you talked about how expensive the

Republican tax cuts would be. But the Con-
gressional Budget Office has now just come
out with a report saying that even with their
tax cuts, almost $800 billion in tax cuts, they
would save about $277 billion over a 10-year
period, whereby your program would save
only about $50 billion; that’s about $227 bil-
lion difference. How do you reconcile that?
And, you know, people on the Hill listen to
the CBO.

The President. They listen to the CBO
except where it’s inconvenient for them, like
the Patients’ Bill of Rights. The Republicans
have freed us all now to question the CBO,
since they ignored the CBO in the Patients’
Bill of Rights; they have discredited their
own CBO.

Let me say, I haven’t seen that CBO ac-
counting. All I can tell you is that all of our
budget people were rolling their eyes and
saying that it was a very creative study.

Let me just say this: You have 61⁄2 years
of experience with the numbers we have
given you and the estimates we have made.
And every single year, our numbers have not
only been accurate, but we have done better
than we said we would do—every single year,
for 61⁄2 years now.

Our studies show that their tax cut over
the next two decades will cost, first, a trillion
dollars, and then 3 trillion in the second dec-
ade, and that—then an enormous loss to the
American people in interest savings. That is,
we’ll have to keep spending more and more
of our tax money paying interest on the debt,
and it will require huge cuts in education and
defense and other things.

You cannot—they simply cannot credibly
make that statement. And they don’t put any
new money into the Medicare program. And
they don’t have a Medicare reform package
out there. So unless they just simply propose
to bankrupt all the teaching hospitals and a
lot of the other hospitals in the country and
let the Medicare program wither away, as
one of the previous leaders so eloquently put
it, they can’t possibly finance this tax program
without doing serious damage. I can’t com-
ment on the CBO study, but it doesn’t make
any sense to anybody I’ve talked to about it.

Q. May I just follow up?
The President. Yes.
Q. The CBO estimates the cost of your

Medicare reforms are more than twice what
you say they are.

The President. Well, again you have evi-
dence. Let me just say this: In the 1997 bal-
anced budget agreement we agreed to a
Medicare savings figure, okay. And this is the
reason all these teaching hospitals are in
trouble today. We agreed to a Medicare sav-
ings figure, and we said, ‘‘Okay, here is our
health information’’—this is what we do in
the executive branch; we deal with these hos-
pitals—‘‘here are the changes you need to
make in the Medicare program to achieve
the savings that the Republicans and the
Democrats in Congress and the White House
agreed on.’’ And the CBO said, ‘‘No, no, no,
no, that won’t come close; you need these
changes plus these changes.’’ And we said,
‘‘Okay, we’re following the CBO; we put it
in there.’’ What happened? And that’s one
of the reasons the surplus is somewhat bigger
than it otherwise would be—the cuts in
Medicare were far more severe. Our num-
bers were right; their numbers were wrong;
and that’s why you’ve got all these hospitals
all over America, every place I go, talking
about how they’re threatened with bank-
ruptcy.
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So when it comes to estimating Medicare
costs, again, we have evidence. And when-
ever there’s been a difference between us
and the CBO, we’ve been right, and they’ve
been wrong. That’s all I can tell you. No seri-
ous person—so what are they going to do
about Medicare? They say our drug program
will cost more. They don’t put a red cent
into it; what are they going to do about it?
Even if you don’t have a drug program, if
you adopt their tax cut program, they won’t
be able to do anything to extend the solvency
of Medicare, and they will have to have huge
cuts.

For them to produce those savings, they
are going to—they can’t even fund my de-
fense budget, much less the one they say they
want. They’re going to have cuts in defense,
cuts in education, cuts in the environment.
That’s all their savings assumed, that they’re
going to stay with the present budget levels,
which they, themselves, are trying to get out
of even as we speak here today. So this is—
the American people are not—I mean, this
is not rocket science; this is arithmetic.

And we’ve been dealing with—we went
from creative supply-side mathematics to
elemental arithmetic in 1993. And it has
served us very well. And all I’m trying to do
is stick with basic arithmetic and get this
country out of debt, save Social Security and
Medicare, provide this prescription drug
benefit, keep us moving forward.

Q. Mr. President?
The President. Go ahead, John [John

King, Cable News Network].
Q. Mr. President?
The President. Next. Let me take John’s

first, then I’ll take you, Sarah [Sarah
McClendon, McClendon News Service].

Telephone Conversation With Chairman
Yasser Arafat of the Palestinian Authority

Q. Sir, in your conversation with Chairman
Arafat this morning, did you ask him to take
any specific steps to advance what you be-
lieve is new momentum toward peace, and
did you discuss with him his complaints yes-
terday that he found Prime Minister Barak’s
15-month timetable unacceptable?

The President. Well, I told him only this,
I said that—I generally described my meet-
ings with Prime Minister Barak to him. I told

him that he was committed to working in
partnership with Chairman Arafat and honor-
ing any agreements that had been made to
this point and that any modifications they
made, going forward, to the benefit of either
or both sides would have to be done by mu-
tual agreement; that I thought he was com-
pletely committed to resolve all the issues
outstanding in the peace process in an expe-
ditious manner. And what I urged him to do
was to have this one-on-one meeting, hear
him out, think it through, and if he wanted
to talk to me again after the meeting oc-
curred, that I would be happy to talk to him.

So I went out of my way not to describe
Prime Minister Barak’s proposals or to advo-
cate or not advocate, but simply to say that
I was convinced they were being made in
complete good faith and that they would—
that the peace process would be revitalized
and whatever they did from here on out is
something that they would do together. And
I think he felt good about that. And I did
say, ‘‘After you have the meeting, if you want
to talk about this around, I’ll be glad to talk
to you.’’ And he said he did. So that’s where
we are.

Sarah. Go ahead, Sarah.

Public Posting of Daily White House
Activities

Q. Sir, your microphone is not working ap-
parently; it seems like you’re talking very low.
We can barely hear you. But in the mean-
time, don’t you think it would be a good idea
if we announced for the country’s sake the
list of conferences to be held at the White
House each day, and the list of the people
whom the President has appointments with?

The President. I don’t know. I never
thought about it. Don’t you have a list of the
conferences we have every day here?

Q. No, indeed. We do—and what if we
find out you haven’t any?

The President. Well, I think I ought to
talk to our folks about it, but I will consider
that.

Go ahead.

Balkan Summit and Aid to Serbia
Q. Will you be taking any concrete con-

tributions with you to the Balkan summit on
investment next week? And you’ve said that
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you would give only humanitarian aid to
Yugoslavia as long as Milosevic is in power.
Will you have any trouble defining that? Will
that cause any problems in distinguishing be-
tween humanitarian and other aid?

The President. Well, let me say that I
hope very much that there will be some posi-
tive, concrete commitments that come out
of the meeting that we’re going to have. I
do not believe we can achieve the future we
want in the Balkans and avoid future ethnic
conflicts unless there is a unifying vision
which both brings the Balkan States closer
together in their economic and political self-
interests and then brings the region as a
whole closer to Europe.

And so I think that we have to have some
incentives to move in that direction. And
there are direct—there are also indirect
things the United States can do to help to
contribute to that goal. And because of all
the other things that have been going on—
you know it’s been a very busy 2 or 3 weeks—
we haven’t actually had an opportunity to sit
down and go through what our options are,
so I can’t give you a more specific answer.

But I will say this: If what we have done
in Bosnia and what we have done in Kosovo
is to have lasting benefits, we have got to
find a way to create closer unity among the
Balkan States themselves, and then with the
region and Europe. And that is what I am
working on.

And what was the second question you
asked?

Q. On the humanitarian aid, how will you
define it?

The President. Oh, yes. There may be—
frankly, there may be some differences of
opinion. As you know, I tend to take a rather
narrow view of it because I don’t think that
we should, in effect, reward Mr. Milosevic’s
political control by doing things which are
not humanitarian in nature. But based on the
virtual daily reports I get about where we
all are on this and where we are operating
in Kosovo, I now no longer expect them to
be big debates. I don’t expect there will be
a big difference of opinion.

Yes, go ahead, John [John M. Broder, New
York Times].

F–22 Funding
Q. Mr. President, the House of Represent-

atives appears to be on the verge of terminat-
ing funding for the F–22 fighter. Will the
White House fight hard for full funding for
that program, even if it means sacrificing
other Pentagon airplane programs or even
pay for servicemen?

The President. Well, I don’t think we
should sacrifice the pay for our service per-
sonnel because we now are getting back in
the ballgame in recruitment. You know,
we’ve really been—the good economy and
the increased deployments and the low pay,
all combined, it’d be making it hard for us
to both recruit and retain people. And the
people are still the most important part of
our military—their quality and their training
and their morale and their commitment and
the condition of their families. So I don’t
think that.

Now, the Congress every year puts other
things into the defense budget which are not
priorities for the Pentagon, and are priorities
for the Congress. We can fund the F–22; we
can fund the plane without compromising
the basic priorities of our national defense
within the funds set aside, and that is what
I will fight to do. I think it would be a mistake
to abandon the project. I think it has real
potential to add to our national defense. I
have always supported it, and I hope that it
can be preserved.

2000 Elections
Q. Thank you, Mr. President, You had

some fun, recently, with George W. Bush
and his slogan of ‘‘compassionate conserv-
atism.’’ But you went beyond the notion that
he’s not offering many details as policy and
seemed to ridicule his slogan and even ques-
tion his sincerity. Were you just trying to help
Mr. Gore’s candidacy, or were you taking the
opportunity maybe to just needle the leading
Republican candidate?

The President. No, I was just having a
little fun. [Laughter] You know, this is such
a long time; if we don’t have any laughs, it’s
going to be a very tedious struggle between
now and November of 2000.

Let me say this. I think that every person
struggles to find a phrase or something that
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will sort of stand for what he or she is trying
to do. So I was really just having a little fun.

I think the most important thing is that
all the candidates make their positions clear
on the great debates going on now, and make
their positions clear on what they would do
if they got the job. To me, that’s the most
important thing. You know, I am not involved
in this campaign as a candidate, and I have
a full-time job, so I’m not involved in any
sort of full-time consulting role. [Laughter]
So I look at this more from the point of view
of the average American voter: What will
change the lives of America?

For example, every candidate should tell
us, are you for the Patients’ Bill of Rights;
are you for closing the gun show loophole;
are you for raising the minimum wage; are
you for the House Republican tax plan, or
do you favor our plan on Social Security and
saving Social Security and Medicare, making
America debt-free, and having a smaller tax
cut that enables us to continue to fund edu-
cation and defense and these other things?
What are you going to do if you get elected?

To me, the best thing the Vice President
had done is to talk about dramatically inten-
sifying the war on cancer; making preschool
universal; increasing access to college by
helping people save without tax con-
sequences; what he could do to make Amer-
ica a safer country; what he would do in com-
munities to have faith-based organizations
cooperate with governments more. I think
these are interesting ideas about how you
build on the progress the country has made
the last 61⁄2 years.

So I would say to everyone, use whatever
slogans you want, but tell us where you stand.
I think that’s the most important thing.

Susan [Susan Page, USA Today].
Q. Mr. President——
The President. Yes, I’ll come over here.

I know I’m left-leaning, but I will give you—
[laughter].

Q. Mr. President, the economy is going
great. In a new USA Today-CNN poll this
week, your approval rating was at a very
healthy 58 percent. But that same poll
showed that by 50 percent to 38 percent,
Americans said they wanted to see a change
from Clinton administration policies, not a
continuation of them. What do you think ac-

counts for that sentiment for change, and do
you think it means that you present some-
thing of a mixed blessing to Mrs. Clinton and
Vice President Gore in their campaigns next
year?

The President. I think what that means
is people think things are going well, but they
want a change in policy. I think that’s right.
If you asked me that question, and you word-
ed it in that way, I’d be in the 50 percent,
because I think that—my own view is that
in a—particularly in a dynamic time, where
things are changing, you should want contin-
ued change. But is change—the question is,
should we change in a way that builds on
what has been done and goes beyond it,
which is what I would argue; or should you
change and go back to the policies we were
following when we had $290 billion deficits
and we averaged over 7 percent unemploy-
ment for 12 years? I mean, I think that’s real-
ly the question the American people have to
ask themselves.

I think change is good. The great thing
about this country is that it works best when
it’s sort of in a perpetual stage of renewal.
So I would, myself, as a citizen, I would vote
against somebody who said, ‘‘Vote for me,
and I’ll keep it just like it is; everything that
Bill Clinton did is exactly what I’ll do.’’ I
would vote against that candidate, because
I do not believe that is the right thing to
do.

But what I think we should do is we should
build on the progress of the last 6 years and
go beyond it, and not adopt a completely dif-
ferent approach which has been proven not
to work. So all I want the American people
to do is to remember what it was like before,
think what it’s like now, recognize that ideas
and policies have consequences. And the
American people usually get it right; that’s
why we’re all still around here after more
than 200 years.

Q. [Inaudible]
The President. No.
Q. [Inaudible]—for Mrs. Clinton and Mr.

Gore?
The President. No, because I—he has

done—look at what the Vice President’s
done. He’s staked out new issues here. He
said, ‘‘Here’s how I’m going to change what
we’re doing in cancer research; here’s how



1446 July 21 / Administration of William J. Clinton, 1999

I’m going to change what we’re doing in edu-
cation; here’s how I’m going to change what
we’re doing in crime’’—but not to reverse
what we’ve done, but to build on it and go
beyond it. So I think that’s very, very—that’s
the sort of thing that’s worthy of debate.
That’s not the same; that is change.

What the American people have to decide
is what kind of change do they want. Do they
want to build on what has worked for the
last 61⁄2 years, or do they want to abandon
it and go back to what failed them for 12
years before? That will be the decision they
have to make.

Yes, go ahead.

Syria-U.S. Relations/Iran
Q. In your last press conference, sir, with

Prime Minister Ehud Barak, you mentioned
you wanted better, normalized relations with
Syria. Now, have you received any response,
positive response or indication from Syria to-
wards that? And on Iran, can you share with
us the administration’s views of the last
events and administrations in Iran? Thank
you.

The President. Well, on Syria let me say,
the only thing I can tell you is that the state-
ments, at least, that have been coming out
of Syria have been quite encouraging in
terms of the regard that President Asad
seems to have for Prime Minister Barak, and
the willingness, the openness that there is
to negotiating and moving toward peace. So
I’m encouraged by that.

And on Iran, frankly, I’m reluctant to say
anything for fear that it will be used in a
way that’s not helpful to the forces of open-
ness and reform. I think that people every-
where, particularly younger people, hope
that they will be able to pursue their religious
convictions and their personal dreams in an
atmosphere of greater freedom that still al-
lows them to be deeply loyal to their nation.
And I think the Iranian people obviously love
their country and are proud of its history and
have enormous potential. And I just hope
they find a way to work through all this, and
I believe they will.

Health Insurance
Q. You mentioned the Patients’ Bill of

Rights. It seems like that was an argument

by both parties over providing more for peo-
ple who already are lucky enough to have
health insurance. And in fact, neither party
dealt with some very fundamental issues that
energized you and the First Lady 5 and 6
years ago. The question is, with such a robust
economy and the budget surpluses, if not
now, when, and if not you, who, would pro-
vide the leadership to provide for those folks?

The President. Yes, but I think the bigger
question is how. That is, it is true that just
as we’ve predicted in 1993 and 1994, that
the percentage of people who have health
insurance on the job is going down, just as
we said it would, if nothing was done. So
what we have tried to do is to isolate discrete
populations that seem to be most in need
and try to offer them help.

In the Balanced Budget Act of 1997, we
reached bipartisan agreement on a proposal
that would fund providing health insurance
for up to 5 million more children through
State-designed programs. Now, I’ve been a
little disappointed—and I’m not being criti-
cal of any of the States, either, here—but
I’ve been a little disappointed that the uptake
on the program has been a little slow. That
is, I would have thought by now we’d have
almost 3 million of those 5 million children
enrolled already because we’ve got the
money there, and we’re well behind that.

So we are looking at whether there are
things that we can do at the national level
to work with the States to simplify access to
the children’s health insurance programs that
the States have set up. And I also had a talk
with Senator Kennedy the other day, who be-
lieves that for little or no more extra money,
we could actually adjust the program and
take in several million more children. So the
children are the biggest group.

Then, I have a proposal, as you know,
that’s part of my Medicare reform proposal
that I didn’t mention today, but I want to
reiterate it, that would allow the most vulner-
able group of people without health insur-
ance, people between the ages of 55 and 65,
to buy into the Medicare system in a way
that would not compromise the integrity of
the system. So I think that is quite important.

In addition to that, there are a lot of
States—excuse me, there are some States—
Tennessee was the first State to do this under
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the former Governor, Mr. McWherter; they
started it—which are allowing lower income
working families to buy into their Medicaid
programs on a sliding scale.

So if all these things were done, we would
dramatically reduce the number of people
without health insurance, and we’ll eventu-
ally, probably, get down to—if we keep push-
ing in this direction, get down to the point
where the largest group of people without
health insurance are young, single people
who believe that they’re going to live forever
and be healthy forever and don’t want to bear
the cost. And we’ll have to think about, then,
what to do.

But I think the best thing to do is try to
get as many kids as we can covered and then
try to get these people who are out of the
work force who are older, but they’re not
old enough to get Medicare, to get them at
least where they can all afford, on a sliding
scale, to buy into the Medicare program.

Go ahead, Scott [Scott Pelley, CBS News].

John F. Kennedy, Jr.
Q. Thank you, Mr. President. On the

Kennedy tragedy, sir, will you authorize the
Navy to participate in a burial at sea cere-
mony? Why do you believe it’s justified to
spend so many Federal resources on this
tragedy? And finally, sir, I wonder if you
would give us your thoughts on Mr.
Kennedy’s last visit here to the White House.
I understand you and the First Lady took
him on a tour.

The President. Well, we have received—
I have received no official word, personal
word from the family about what burial ar-
rangements they want. Until they make a
statement about it, I just don’t feel that I
can say anything.

Secondly, I will say that until just a couple
of days ago the recovery efforts—the rescue,
then the recovery efforts that were under-
taken, were consistent with what would have
been done in any other case. Because the
Coast Guard felt that they had the capacity
to succeed in this if they had a few more
days, and because of the role of the Kennedy
family in our national lives, and because of
the enormous losses that they have sustained
in our lifetimes, I thought it was appropriate
to give them a few more days. And if anyone

believes that was wrong, the Coast Guard is
not at fault; I am. It was because I thought
it was the right thing to do under the cir-
cumstances.

Now, you asked about—John Kennedy
had actually not been back to the White
House since his father was killed, until I be-
came President. First, he was on an advisory
committee that made a report to me, and
he came back to the Oval Office, where he
saw the desk that he took the famous picture
in, coming through the gate, for the first time
since he was a little boy.

And then last year, maybe you would have
a better memory than I would, but it seems
to me it was last May, when we had the event
at the White House celebrating the series
that HBO did on the Apollo program. Do
you remember they did a series on the space
program that was done after the movie came
out? And Tom Hanks came; a lot of people
came. And he was invited because of his fa-
ther’s role in starting the space program. And
he and Carolyn came. And afterward I asked
them if they would like to go upstairs, and
he said he would. So I took him upstairs and
showed him the residence, which he’d not
seen since he was a tiny boy.

And I showed him some of my—the
memorabilia that I had from his father’s serv-
ice. I have a picture of his father speaking
to the Irish Parliament, and a number of
other things which he thought were very in-
teresting. And we took a—we had a very nice
evening. And I sent him the pictures from
it. And then, in return, he sent me a signed
copy of his favorite picture of his father,
which is now upstairs. It’s John Kennedy
campaigning in Virginia, in Charlottesville, in
1960. It’s quite a lovely picture, interesting
picture.

But it was a nice night. I think that he
really wanted to kind of come to terms with
all of it. And I think he and Carolyn, they
were delightful young people, and they had
a great time here that night. And Hillary and
I loved having them here. It was quite a great
night.

Q. To just follow on that, sir, just one ques-
tion, if I may. Is there anything that Mr.
Kennedy said to you that night that particu-
larly struck you?
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The President. We just had a friendly
conversation. You know, I knew him pretty
well by then. We’d been—I met him years
ago when he was a law student, doing a sum-
mer internship with Mickey Kantor’s law
firm out in Los Angeles, long before I ever
thought I’d be here, and before I ever
thought we’d have any other contacts. He
just happened to be—Mickey asked me if I’d
speak to his law clerks, because I was in L.A.
to give an education speech, and I went by
and visited with them, and he was there. And
we had been together on many occasions
since then.

The thing that struck me was I thought
he was—he said he was glad to be back. And
I think he was a very deliberate person, as
many people have noticed, about when he
would be publicly exposed and all of that.
He had his mother’s care for having a private
life. And I think that he had not—I’m not
sure he had really felt he wanted to come
back to the White House before he did. But
especially in light of everything that’s hap-
pened, I’m glad he had the chance to come
back here one more time and see the resi-
dence and know where he was when he was
a little boy. I’m glad he did that. I’m grateful
that that happened.

Yes, go ahead. Yes, yes, please.

Colombia and Mexico

Q. On Colombia, the Pastrana administra-
tion are asking the United States for $500
million to support the military against the
guerrillas. Is your administration ready to re-
spond to that request? And also, the Colom-
bians are asking for more direct intervention
from the United States. Are you considering
this possibility? And also, Mexico, you’re
going to meet with President Zedillo in Octo-
ber. And the Mexican Government is still re-
jecting the extraditions of major drug lords.
What are you going to ask him? You’re going
to get assurance from him to extradite these
big narcotic traffickers to the United States?

The President. Well, you know, we had
no extraditions between Mexico and the
United States for a long time, and we’ve actu-
ally had some now. So we’ve moving in the
right direction. And President Zedillo and I
have been pretty successful in continuing to

move our relationship in the right direction,
so we’ll work on that.

On Colombia, I’m not prepared to make
any kind of dollar commitment today. But
let me say, I have stayed in close touch with
President Pastrana, and I admire the fact that
he has really thrown himself into trying to
end the civil conflicts in Colombia, to stop
the insurgency. The people in the United
States have a real interest in that because
I think that until the civil discord in Colom-
bia is brought to an end, it is going to be
much, much harder for us to restrain the ac-
tivities of the narcotraffickers there, and their
reach.

So, in addition to wanting a neighbor and
a democracy in Latin America to be free of
the kind of violence and heartbreak that the
Colombian people have undergone because
of this, it is also very much in our national
security interest to do what we can, if we
can be helpful in ending the civil conflict,
so that Colombia can be about the business
of freeing itself of the influence of the
narcotraffickers in ways that would be good
for Colombians and good for us as well.

2000 Election
Q. Another question about the Presi-

dential race. Aside from asking George W.
Bush to come forward and give specifics on
the issues that you mentioned, could you tell
us what you find objectionable about this try-
ing to present a new moderate face for his
party, just like you did for the Democrats?
And could you tell us whether you’re worried
whether he will figure out how the Repub-
licans can occupy the center of American pol-
itics?

The President. No.
Q. You don’t think he can?
The President. No, no. I don’t think I’ll

answer those questions. [Laughter] I will
say—no, look, let me say again, I wouldn’t
even agree with the characterization you gave
of my first answer.

When I ran for President in 1991, the first
thing I did was tell the American people what
I thought was going on in our country and
what I would do. And if you remember, the
late Senator Paul Tsongas and I were actually
almost ridiculed at the time because we both
put out these very detailed plans of what we
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would do. If you go back and get one of those
plans now, you’ll see that virtually everything
we said we’d do, we did do, except for the
things we tried to do and were defeated on.

And my view is that there are a lot of things
that count in a Presidential election toward
a successful Presidency, but it is—that go be-
yond specific issues, and judgment plays a
role in it, and crises will always come up,
and things can be learned and all that. But
it really matters where you stand on the big
issues that everybody knows about that are
going on right now, and it matters where
we’re going in the future.

So that’s the only point I want to make.
And I think any—I would say that applies
to every candidate. I don’t want to answer
the questions you ask me because that’s not
my job. My job is not to handicap this horse
race, not to comment on it, not to comment
on the candidates. My job is to work for the
American people. But I’m going to answer
these questions from the point of view of Joe
Citizen. That’s it. Every political question
you ask me from now on, I’m going to pre-
tend that I’m living back in Little Rock al-
ready and I’m working on my Presidential
library and I’m sitting here as a voter saying,
where do they stand, what will they do, all
of them? And I do believe the Vice President
has done the best job of telling the American
people what he would do and—to go back
to Susan’s formulation—how he would
change the country in a positive way.

George [George Condon, Copley News
Service].

Space Program
Q. Mr. President, as the Nation has cele-

brated the 30th anniversary of the Moon
landing, a lot of the former astronauts have
lamented that no President after Kennedy set
a kind of national goal like President
Kennedy did of landing on the Moon. Do
you think that, in your view, is the country
not receptive today to that kind of goal-
setting by a President, or is it something a
President should do, set a goal of landing on
Mars?

The President. Well, we are planning to
land on Mars. But I think that for one thing,
when I became President, the space program
was actually in peril. And we—the space sta-

tion was certainly at risk. And I have fought
for it, and I believe in it. And one of the
things I talked to—Neil Armstrong and Buzz
Aldrin and Michael Collins were in to see
me yesterday, and we talked about where we
could go with this. And Dan Goldin was
there, the NASA Administrator, and Dr. Neal
Lane, my science adviser, and we talked
about how we could use the coming of the
millennium as—you know, the First Lady
sponsored all these other lectures here. And
I told him about Stephen Hawking’s lecture
and what he said. And we talked yesterday
about how we could set some goals for the
space program, capture the imagination of
the American people, and broaden the sup-
port for it.

And one of the things that I suggested,
that I think would be quite helpful, that we’re
going to work on now, is what we can do
to dramatize for the American people—you
mentioned Mars, but I think what is more
likely to capture the imagination of the
American people are the benefits to us here
on Earth of continued advances in space.
And some of them, particularly in the health
field, are likely to be breathtaking. They’re
principally in the area of the environment
and health.

So I asked our people to start working on
that and they said they would be willing to
help us. I have to tell you that it was a great
day for me yesterday to have them come by
the White House. They also gave me a Moon
rock, by the way, but only on loan. [Laughter]
And the Moon rock is 3.6 billion years old.
So when I feel very tired, I’ll look at it and
feel young again. [Laughter]

Yes, go ahead. We had an Irish question
first, I promised. Go ahead, what’s the Irish
question?

Q. Thank you, sir. Given the——
The President. You want to ask one, too?

Northern Ireland Peace Process/Africa
Q. We both have a—given the various

meetings underway with Mo Mowlam here,
and George Mitchell there, has any progress
been made on the Irish situation? And is one
side more to blame than the other on it?

The President. Okay. Why don’t we take
both Irish questions at once. What’s your
Irish question?
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Q. Last week you seemed to kind of get
fired up when you were talking to the teen-
agers from Colorado. You said that the politi-
cians in Northern Ireland were behaving akin
to school children. Do you feel, after all the
work that you’ve done on this project, that
perhaps it was misplaced, and you should
have perhaps pushed in a place more like
Africa, where they have thousands of people
dying from ethnic strife, instead of 3,500 over
30 years?

Q. And if I can have a third Irish question,
what role, if any, do you expect to play, Mr.
President, in breaking the deadlock?

The President. Okay, let me answer the
Irish questions; then I’ll come back to the
‘‘Should we have done something else?’’

I’ve talked to Senator Mitchell, and he is
willing to spend some time—he can’t go back
full-time for another year or 2, but I’d like
to put this in some—at least I’d like to tell
you how I look at it.

Obviously, I am very disappointed at the
breakdown of the process here. But I do
think it’s important to note that neither side
wants to abandon the Good Friday agree-
ment. And that’s very important. It’s also im-
portant to note that everybody agrees on
what their responsibilities are and what the
other side’s responsibilities are, and every-
body agrees that it all has to be done by a
date certain.

So they have agreed to break out the two
areas causing problems, the decommission-
ing and the standing up to the executive, and
try to figure out how they can unlock that,
and Mo Mowlam, as you pointed out, is
working hard on it, and they’ve asked Senator
Mitchell to come back and do some work
on it, and my instinct is that it will be re-
solved.

Now, let me say in terms of your character-
ization, here’s the problem. To the out-
siders—I told the parties that to the out-
siders—no one, none of us outside, even
somebody like me that’s been so involved in
this, no one will understand if this thing
breaks down over who goes first; that that
did sound like the kind of argument that
young people have, you know. Who goes
first?

Underneath that, there’s something deep-
er. The Protestants are afraid that the IRA

will never disarm if they let the Sinn Fein
go into the executive branch, and the IRA
do not believe, since the agreement did not
require decommissioning as a condition of
getting into the executive branch, they don’t
want to have to spend the rest of their lives
being told that it wasn’t the vote of the peo-
ple, it wasn’t the Good Friday accord, it was
what the Unionists and Great Britain did to
force them to give up their arms that got
them to disarm. They believe that would, in
effect, require them to disavow what they’ve
done for 30 years.

And what they’re saying is, ‘‘When we sur-
render our arms, we’re surrendering to our
people. Our people voted for this. We are
surrendering to the will of the people that
we represent.’’ So when you put it in that
textured way on both sides, it makes it clear
why it becomes a difficult issue. And I can’t
think of anybody better to try to work
through it than George Mitchell, because
he’s got it all in his head and he’s put 3 years
into it. But my instinct is that we will get
this worked out.

Now, you asked about did I think we had
misplaced our energies. I don’t think so. We
have—for one thing, we don’t have a stronger
partner in the world than Great Britain, and
for another, we don’t have a bigger ethnic
group in America than the Irish, and we’re
tied by blood and emotion to the Irish strug-
gle. I also think that it has enormous symbol-
ism, beyond the size of the country and the
number who have died. And if it can be re-
solved, I think it will give great impetus to
the forces of peace throughout the world. So
I don’t believe for a moment we made a mis-
take.

But let me also say I think we should be
more involved in Africa, and I’ve tried to in-
volve us more in Africa. I did everything I
could to head off that civil war between Ethi-
opia and Eritrea. It’s not a civil war; they
are two separate countries, but they once
were together and they’re basically now argu-
ing over the divorce settlement. And I don’t
mean to trivialize it in that characterization.
And we are still actively involved in trying
to stop that.

Reverend Jackson played a significant role
in trying to end the awful carnage in Sierra
Leone, and I’m very grateful for that. We’re


