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Matthew, Blake and 1 (his legal intem) have been working on this comment 
together. We hope this is of some help. If I can be of any further 
assistance please let me know. 

Below is a brief list of the possible problematic areas of the Defense 
Department Directive on HIV. The main issue that needs addressing/changing 
is to move the DoD away from exclusion because of serological status. It 
should be recommended that fitness for duty evaluations consist of an 
individualized assessment of heath. 

In general, serological status should not be used to automatically exclude 
anyone from any position. Just as a genetic marker for a disease that may 
not manifest itself for many years would not be used to exclude anyone, 
neither should this marker (HIV) be so used. With the new medical 
advancements that affect viral loads, T-cell counts and overall heath for 
many years, strong arguments can be made for changes in the DoD evaluation 
policies. We would like to see the policy changed taking these medical 
advancements into account. 

We would also be interested to know what, if any, studies have been done on 
the actual execution of the written policy. Given the implementation of 
?Don?t Ask Don?t Tell,? we have some concems about the actual carrying out 
of both the current as well as revised policy. 

The following paragraphs deserve particular attention: 

u 4.1 -Eligibility for appointment or enlistment should not be based 
on 
serological status, but on fitness for duty. 

li 4.2-Fitness for duty medical evaluations, DoD Directive 1332.18, 
should be 
reevaluated in light of the availability of new medication 
protocols. 

u 4.4-Reservist ?s eligibility for extended active duty should not 
be based 
on serological status or T-cell count, but on fitness for duty. 



u 4.4-Reserve members not on active duty, extended duty, or 
National Guard 
duty who show serological evidence should not be involuntarily 
transferred 
to standby reserve solely because of their serological status. 
They should 
only be transferred because of their fitness for duty. 

u 6.2-IndividuaIs on the delayed enlistment program, who are later 
found to 
have serological evidence of HI V, should not be discharged. They 
should be 
individually evaluated for fitness for duty. 

u 6.3, E5-The criteria for determining if active duty or reserve 
members are 
unfit for further duty should be reevaluated. The effects of new 
medications on service members ? overall health and ability to 
perform their 
jobs should be included. A new criterion should be based on 
ability to 
perform job requirements, not serological status. 

u E2.21-HI V-1 Disease Classification ? This table should be 
reevaluated with 
new medications in mind. Because of new medications, the stages 
may no 
longer be applicable and should be revised. 

li E2.4.2-Disposition of Individuals Infected ? Standards for 
immunological 
deficiency and progressive clinical illness should be reevaluated 
for 
changes in medication protocols. 

u E5-0fficer and Other Specialized Applicants ? There may have been 
a 
rational in 1991 for the military to exclude H1V+ service members 
from 
specialized training, due to estimates in life expectancy. 
However, with 
advancements in treatments theses exclusions are no longer be 
appropriate 
and should be reevaluated. 

u E5-Ineligibility for appointment should be based on fitness for 
duty, not 
serological status. 

u E5.1.2-ROTC and Health Professional Scholarship Program 
participants 
should be assessed for fitness in the individual program. Their 
serological status should not summarily disqualify them from 



participation. 

u E5.1.3-Uniformed Services University of the Health Science 
participants 
should not be discharged because of their serological status, but 
individually evaluated based on fitness for each specific program. 

u E5.1.4-Service members who are enrolled in professional education 
programs 
should not be excluded due to serological statues, but individually 
evaluated based on each specific program. 

u E7.1-Procedures for Evaluating T-Cell Counts may need to be 
reevaluated 
due to new medical information. A reasonable standard should be 
set for 
reevaluation these protocols as new medical information become 
available. 

u E9.1-Personnel Notification ? The military should not notify 
civilian 
health authorities of at risk non-military healthcare 
participants, where 
they are permitted to do so by law. 

u E9.2-Epidemiological Investigation ? Case contact notification of 
possible 
HIV+ transmission should be done on a voluntary basis and not be 
required. 
Individuals should be counseled about the need for partner 
notification, 
but not forced. This information should not be reported to local 
heath 
officials using names, but could be transmitted by unique codifiers. 

u ElO-2-Separation ? Due to the availability of new medications, 
service 
members should not be discharged summarily. Prolonged medical 
leaves of 
absences should be an option, because service members may later 
become fit 
for their particular positions. 

Ray A. Ammirati 
NGLTF Legal Intern 
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Q Do you essentially agree with my sense that you had -
that the big issue has been moving from the Industrial Age to the 
Information Age, and that - I mean, the toughest thing -

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. The short answer to that is yes. 

Q — to explain to people is, you take something like -
how can being in favor of affirmative action and being in favor of welfare 
reform be part of the same vision? How can being in favor of free trade 
and being in favor of universal health insurance be part of the same 



vision? There are people on the right or the left who would say, you 
can't do that. And yet, I think that they are part of the same vision. 

But my first question is, how would you describe that vision? 

THE PRESIDENT: I think my view — 1 saw my presidency as a 
transformational period, and basically, America has gone through two 
before. Maybe it could start if we did it in historical times. There 
were basically — 1 look at American history in the following — we had 
the creation — how we got started. And sort of filling out the elements 
of the national govemment and defining what it meant. And that basically 
went from the Declaration of Independence to the Constitution, 
Washington's presidency and the appointment of John Marshall as Chief 
Justice, which is a very important thing. 

And then, ironically, through Jefferson's presidency, with the 
purchase of Louisiana and the Lewis and Clark expedition, and then the 
next big challenge was, how would we adapt that to our growing 
industrialization, and how did we get rid of slavery, which was 
inconsistent with our principles. So obviously, that's what Lincoln and 
the Civil War and the constitutional amendments and everything that 
happened on civil rights after that was about slavery. 

But there was no single president that managed the process, if you 
will, or laid out a framework from the agricultural society to an 
industrial society, but that's part of what the railroads, the canals was 
all about, and it's part of what — and Lincoln was a part of that with 
the Moral Land Grant Act, with the colleges. 

Q This happened too slowly for — 

THE PRESIDENT: But it happened over a long period of time. Then, 
there was the transformation from the — you know, it happened over a long 
period of time as we slowly became a balanced society. But then, when we 
burst onto the world scene as a major national industrial power, that 
process was basically defined by Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson. 
And I sort of saw this period in parallel with that. 

The rest of the 20th century was mostly about dealing with the 
rise of — first, the Great Depression then the war and the need to defeat 
totalitarian systems, which was part of the war and the Cold War, and 
dealing with the specific challenges at home — principally, civil rights, 
the women's movement and the growth of environmental movement in America. 

So here, we are moving into basically from an industrial society 
- an industrial economy to an information economy. And at the same time, 
moving into an ever more globalized economy, which also is more and more 
of a global society and that we share common challenges and common 
interests that go beyond economics. And the globalization of the media 
has accelerated that. 

So 1 saw my challenges trying to, first of all, maximize America's 
presence in the information economy. Second, to try to maximize our 
influence in the welfare of our country and like-minded people around the 



world in a globalized society. And then, the other - and I'll get to 
your questions. And then the third big thing for me was trying to make 
people have a broader and deeper vision of the American community and how 
to handle diversity and how we would finally get a chance to see in ways 
we never had before what it meant to make one out of many, what our 
national motto meant. 

And I think the - and you ask me: Well, how can you reconcile 
those things? It seems to me that the two operational strategies we had 
to pursue those three great goals were: One, the Third Way political and 
social philosophy. If you believe in opportunity and responsibility and 
community, then it's perfectly dear why you would be for affirmative 
action and a global trading system — you know, why you would be for 
health care for everybody and whatever else you said — what was the other 
thing? 

Q Free trade. No, 1 said that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Welfare reform. 

Q Welfare reform. 

THE PRESIDENT: Welfare reform, because first of all, work is the 
best social program. Secondly, it is imperative to have a basic work 
ethic if you believe in individual responsibility and you believe it gives 
meaning and direction to life, and 1 do. But if you do, you also 
recognize that there is no society — no society has succeeded in 
providing access to health care to everybody without some governmental 
action. 

Q But there have been people all along, as you know — I 
mean, you and 1 had this same conversation in 1991. People all along 
said, this is just an electoral strategy, it isn't a government strategy. 

THE PRESIDENT: It was never just an electoral strategy to me. 

Q Well, me, neither, as you know. And the question — I 
guess my question is, do you fed that you were ever able to really 
communicate the depth and breadth of this to the public? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, but only - probably only at the State of the 
Union Addresses, because it's probably the only time I ever got to say it 
unfiltered. If I made an error in those, even though they always received 
very high public approval ratings, they said it always took me so much 
time to explain my specific ideas in education or whatever, I'm not sure I 
ever took full advantage of the opportunity to lay the coherent philosophy 
out. Because I do think at those points, that people got it. 

But what I was going to tell you, if I could go back — I think we 
had the transformation from the industrial economy to the information 
economy, from the idea of a national society to an idea of a more global 
society in which nation states matter. 1 think the nation state will 
matter more in some ways in the 21 st century. We can talk about that 
some. 



And, thirdly, the whole idea of defining America where our 
diversity was something to be cherished and celebrated because — because 
our common humanity and common values were more important. And then, 
operationally, 1 think, the two things 1 think that mattered, 1 made some 
— the whole Third Way political and social philosophy, one, and second is 
sort of a relentless focus on the future, making people always - trying 
to force people to always think about not only what we're doing, how does 
it affect today, but what's it going to be like five years from now, ten 
years from now, 20 years from now. And 1 think that is often — that 
hasn't often been the business of the government. 

But if you go back to Roosevelt's focus on conservation or 
Wilson's struggle of — failed attempt at the League of Nations, I think 
what made them both great presidents for the transformational period 
America was in is that they were not only successful in the moment, by and 
large, but they had this focus on the future; they kept trying to spark 
the public imagination with the future. And that's, I hope very much, 
that the announcement of this genome project, although 1 think it fills 
people with foreboding as well as hope, will tend to spark future 
orientation on the part of the voters. 

So the issues that are plainly before us, but won't be felt for a 
few years will have more effect on the debate and also on people's voting 
rights. 

Q But it's a difficult thing. Charlene Barshefsky said to 
me that there are times that you've really been concerned, that the 
expression you used was that you hadn't found your voice on trade, which 
is the equivalent of — 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, one of the things - she, of course, has to 
deal with it. But the two things in trade that have frustrated me most, 
although I think we've got a great record — and you can go from NAFTA to 
the WTO, to the Africa CBI, to launching the free trade of the Americas to 
— China. 

Q The reason I raised it was because what just said about 
the genome reminded me — I just read your remarks about NAFTA in October 
'93, and it was very similar, too. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. And then, of course, China, and then in 
between we had 270-odd agreements, and we had the Mexican financial crisis 
and the Asian financial crisis. But the thing that bothered me about 
trade — the two things that have bothered me about trade, I think, are, 
one, 1 have so far not created a consensus within my own party, at least 
among the elected officials, for the view of trade which I hold; and, two, 
and 1 think it's genuine — that is, I don't think this is just politics. 
I think it's how people view the world. 

The second thing, and closely related to that, is that — 1 went 
to Geneva twice and 1 went to Davos once, and then 1 went out to Seattle 
to try to make the case that you can't have a global trading system apart 
from a global social conscience, anyway, where there is a legitimate place 



for the voices of those who care about the rights of workers, the 
condition of children in the workplace, the impact of economic development 
on the environment both nationally and globally. 

I haven't yet, at least, been able to convince people that there 
is a synthesizing vision here that has to drive not only a global trading 
system, but these other initiatives as well. And I suppose I shouldn't be 
surprised, because it's a fairly new debate. And one of the great things 
that always struck me is, if you look at the people who were demonstrating 
in Seattle, while I think they were all sincere, that is, they believed in 
what they were demonstrating against, their sense of solidarity was truly 
ironic, because they had completely conflicting positions. 

Q What? 

THE PRESIDENT: I mean, for example, a lot of the labor union 
people that demonstrated believe that even though — for example, they 
think that even though this China deal is a short-term benefit to American 
industry because China drops their barriers, that they're so big that 
there will be so much investment there that they will develop a great deal 
of industrial capacity and that wage levels will be so low that it will 
cost the developed world, and particularly America because our markets are 
more open than the Europeans, a lot of our industrial base within a fairly 
short term, and that's what they really believe. 1 don't believe that, 
but that's what they believe. 

And then you have the people that are demonstrating on behalf of 
the Third World, and they believe our concem for labor and the 
environment is a protectionist ruse to protect American high-wage jobs. 
But they're all out there in the streets in Seattle demonstrating 
together, because they're genuinely frustrated about the way the world is 
going and they kind of don't like this whole globalization thing. They 
think it's going to lead to further loss of control by ordinary people 
over the basic circumstances of their lives, and that bothers them. 

Q 1 think that this is — to kind of put a cap on the first 
question — I mean, that's so much at the heart of what you've been trying 
to overcome. I was talked to Zoe Baird, who said that she always 
remembers the statistics that you used I think in around '95 that more 
jobs had been created by companies owned by women than had been lost by 
Fortune 500 companies. You always tried to make the future less 
frightened for folks. 

And yet, I'm not sure you're convinced that you made the case. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I think I made the case to the people that 
were open to it, but I believe that — I think that it's hard — 
everybody's for change in general, but normally against it in particular. 
You know, what's that Dick Riley used to say? Let's all change, you go 
first. (Laughter.) That's his sort of formulation of it. It shouldn't 
be surprising, but I still believe, first of all, 1 think that what I said 
to the American people is true and right. Secondly, I don't think there 
is any alternative to change. So I think the real question is, how do you 
bring your — basically, values that don't change, how do you translate 



them into specific approaches and policies that have the greatest chance 
of enhancing those values in the world you're going to live in. That's 
the way I look at this. 

And I think that for the United States to have essentially turned 
away from this world, I think, would have been a terrible mistake. And in 
fact, 1 think the only mistake we've made in this whole thing is not 
accelerating the integration of the free trade area of the Americas more 
— more rapid. 

Q Let me ask you some specific questions. Let's take a 
walk; start in '93. The First Lady said to me the other day that she 
believed that deficit reduction was a predicate for doing all the rest of 
the stuff 

THE PRESIDENT: Absolutely. 

Q She compared it to education in Arkansas when you were 
reelected. 

THE PRESIDENT: The '93 Economic Plan made all the rest of this 
possible. 

Q There were a fair number of people on your staff that 
were saying — you know, it would throw the economy into recession, and 
you were dealing — it was a theory at that point that if you lowered the 
deficit, interest rates would come down and you would achieve the kind of 
growth that you have achieved. 1 mean, what made you think that — 

THE PRESIDENT: First of all, let me back up a little bit. The 
people on the staff who favored somewhat — there was nobody on my staff 
that was against vigorous deficit reduction. There were some who were 
afraid that to make the decisions we would have to make to get the $500 
billion, which is what Lloyd Bentsen and Bob Rubin felt was sort of the 
magic psychological threshold we had to cross to get the bond markets and 
the stock market to respond in an appropriate way, they were afraid that 
if we did that, we would have to shelve too much of our progressive 
commitments in the campaign. 

Now, what finally happened was, we came up with a plan that raised 
income taxes only on the top 1.2 percent of the people, which I had, after 
all, promised to do in the '92 campaign. It wasn't like I didn't tell 
upper-income people who supported me I wouldn't try to raise their taxes. 
But we had to raise them at the very end. Bentsen came in with a plan 
that essentially lifted the income cap off the Medicare taxes, which 
closed the gap. And we stuck with the gas tax, which Charlie Stenholm and 
some of our conservatives who were big deficit hawks were worried about, 
because they were afraid it would make our guys vulnerable, and I think it 
did - it was the only thing that average people had to pay, except that 
there were, I think, 13 percent of the Social Security recipients paid 
more because we began to tax Social Security income more like regular 
pension income. 

But it was the Republicans who believed that tax increases by 



definition were recessionary, and that - so they unanimously opposed the 
plan. You asked me what convinced me. What convinced me finally was that 
I believe fundamentally, unless we got interest rates down and investment 
flowing, that we would never be able to see a decline in unemployment and 
growth in new businesses, particularly in this high-tech sector, which 
depended on vast flows of venture capital, confidence capital, if you 
will, that it seemed to me was just out there bursting, waiting to happen. 

1 think — and maybe it was my experience as a governor that 
informed all this — but 1 really did believe there was this huge, vast, 
pent-up potential in the American economy that had been artificially 
repressed ever since the deficit spending recovery at the end of President 
Reagan's first term. Basically, what happened at the end of the first 
Reagan term is, interest rates weren't too high because we had such a 
terrible recession and so much inflation and such high interest rates at 
the end of President Carter's term, so when the interest rates came down, 
then inflation — naturally inflation around the world came down. 

Those huge deficits brought us back a little bit. But the 
long-term potential of the American economy, 1 was convinced, could never 
be unleashed until we got rid of the deficit. So finally, 1 just decided 
that if I didn't get the economy going, nothing else would matter in the 
end, and I believe that the pent-up potential of the American economy was 
so great, that if we did get the interest rates down and we did get 
investment up, everything else would fall into place. And I thought that 
1 ought to listen to Bentsen and Rubin because they knew a lot more about 
it than I did. 

Q But you didn't listen to Bentsen on the EITC. That was 
one place where you absolutely didn't bend at all. 

THE PRESIDENT: No, but we had promised that, and 1 believed in 
it. I thought — and again, I'm confident that not only what I saw in the 
campaign, but my experience as govemor of a state that was always in the 
bottom two or three in per capita income, had an impact on this. But I 
just believe that we had to use the tax system to dignify the work of 
low-wage workers, and to make it possible for them to raise their children 
more successfully. I didn't think 1 could go out there and argue for a 
tough welfare reform bill and a tough deficit reduction package, and say 1 
was going to have to slow down my increases in education spending and some 
other - social spending, housing and all these other things that I would 
otherwise like to do — if we weren't prepared to give lower-income 
working people more income. 

I also thought it was good economics, because they were going to 
spend it, they needed to spend it. 

Q Did you ever think that — was there any way that you 
could have gotten Republicans to go along with this? 

THE PRESIDENT: I don't know, and I'll tell you why. In 
retrospect, maybe there were some things 1 could have done. 

Q What if you had invited Dole and Michel to that dinner in 



Little Rock? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. Or invited them down even on their own, it 
might have worked. The real problem I see with it — in retrospect, the 
reason I say I don't know, first of all I wish 1 had done that, because 
later on 1 started bending over backwards. I had Gingrich in and Armey in 
and I met with them exhaustively, and 1 tried. Often, it didn't work, but 
we did get some things done from time to time. 

1 think they had made a decision to oppose all tax increases 
because of the Gingrich position vis-a-vis President Bush. And he was 
pretty well in the ideological saddle, the political saddle in the House 
then. And I think because Senator Dole obviously hoped to run for 
president in '96,1 think the Republicans in the Senate were going to be 
reluctant to break ranks once it was obvious that the House Republicans 
were going to oppose any kind of deficit reduction package that had any 
tax increases in it. 

And I didn't believe — if we hadn't gone for some upper income 
tax increases, then number one, we would have had to adopt cuts that the 
Democratic Majority in the House would not have supported, even under me, 
and number two, we could not have kept our commitments on the eamed 
income tax credits on education, where we did have a substantial increase, 
or on the empowerment zones or a lot of the other things I did that I 
believed in. 

Q Did the atmosphere surprise you - the vitriol, the 
difficulty? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, it did. I think basically - but I now know 
things 1 didn't know then. 

Q What do you know now? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, they really believed - first, I know now 
something I didn't know, which is that some of the people on the 
Republican side — actually, I did know this, but I didn't believe it when 
I got a call from the White House early — before I decided to run in the 
summer of 1990 — from a guy I knew who worked there who was saying, you 
know, you shouldn't run. Bush was at like 80 percent then or something; I 
couldn't believe - so I had this serious talk with him about how 
President Bush had used his popularity to try to deal with the economy. 

And after about five minutes, the guy said, now, let's just cut 
the crap. We've looked at this crowd and we can beat them all. All the 
guys in Congress have votes; we can beat them all. And we think Governor 
Cuomo's too liberal, but you're different. You might beat us, and so if 
you run we're going to take you out early. 

Then, 1 realized that they somehow thought it was serious. Then, 
after I got up here and started dealing with them, what I realized is that 
they had been in for 12 years, but they basically had been in since 
President Nixon won, except for the Carter interregnum, which they thought 
was purely a function of Watergate, and therefore they saw it as an 



historical accident that they had quickly corrected, and that's the way 
they saw it. 1 actually think Jimmy Carter and before him Bobby Kennedy 
were the precursors of the sort of New Democrat, Third Way stuff I've 
tried to do here. And 1 think, therefore, it's not fair — but that, 
exactly to diminish — but that's the way they viewed it, anyway. 

So I think they believed that there would never be another 
Democratic president; 1 really think a lot of them thought they could hold 
the White House forever until a third party came along to basically offer 
a competing vision. And so, they just never saw me as a legitimate 
person; they just thought I was, in President Bush's words, "the govemor 
of a small southern state." And as I often crack on the trail, I was so 
naive that I actually thought that was a compliment. (Laughter.) And 1 
still do. 

So anyway, it did surprise me. 1 mean, I knew it was there, and 
I'd seen the Democrats do things — in my view, I guess I've got a warped 
view, but 1 never thought it was nearly as bad as what they did to me. 
But from time to time, the Democrats did things I didn't approve of I 
didn't like the nature of their arguments against John Tower or the fact 
that somebody checked out the movies that Bob Bork — and I knew there was 
some of this up here. 

But I never thought I would see it in the kind of systematic way 
that 1 saw it unfold. But when 1 got to know Newt Gingrich and actually 
had a lot of candid conversations with him, 1 realized that that's just 
the way they thought politics worked. 

Q War without blood. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, that's what they thought. 

Q That's what Newt called it. 

THE PRESIDENT: I had a fascinating conversation with one 
Republican Senator in the middle of the D'Amato hearings when they were 
impugning Hillary. And I asked this guy who was pretty candid, I said, do 
you really think that my wife or 1 did anything wrong in this Whitewater 
thing? Not illegal, even wrong? And he just started laughing. He said, 
oh, you've got to be kidding, he said any fool who misread the record 
would know you didn't do anything wrong. He said, how could you do 
anything wrong? You didn't borrow any money from the S&L which failed; it 
was a very small S&L failure. And you lost $40,000 or whatever you lost 
on the real estate deal. He said, of course, you didn't do anything 
wrong. He said, that's not the point of this; the point of this is to 
make people think you did something wrong. 

But, so, it was funny. Yes, I was surprised by their vitriol, and 
yes, I was surprised, and I must say I was surprised that they believed — 
and they had an electoral — and they turned out to be right, but 1 made a 
mistake or two that helped them. They believed that they could win the 
Congress if they could just say no to everything. And they did. And I 
think it rested on basically three things. One is, we did the economy, 
the budget plan, which we had to do. And we had to expect some loss of 



midterm seats. And some of those seats we had for a long, long time were 
naturally Republican seats, anyway. So that was the first thing. 

The second thing is, but the people hadn't felt the benefits of 
it. Then the second thing we did that cost us some seats, but 1 am 
absolutely convinced is the right thing to do, was the Brady Bill and the 
Crime Bill, which had the assault weapons ban. But there again, we got 
that done in 1994; had it happened in '93,1 think it would not have hurt 
us so bad. But in '94, there wasn't enough time between the time that 
bill passed and the time people voted to convince the world people that 
voted against our congressmen on the Brady Bill and the assault weapons 
ban, that there wasn't anything going to happen to them and their hunting 
and sport shooting and all that. 

By '96, the issue was working for us, because I could go to places 
like New Hampshire and say 1 want everybody that missed a day in the deer 
woods to vote against me; but if you didn't, they didn't tell you the 
truth and you ought to get even. That's what 1 said. And our wining 
margin in New Hampshire went from one point to 13 points or something. 

But in '94, my party's members bore the brunt of that. Then the 
third problem we had, and this is where 1 think you were right, is 1 was 
trying so hard to keep all of my campaign commitments and the way 1 made 
them, I should have done welfare reform before health care; you were right 
about that. 

Q I don't know that I took that position. In fact — 

THE PRESIDENT: 1 thought you were saying that. 

Q Well, 1 might have said it, but — 

THE PRESIDENT: And it was right 

Q I'll tell you where 1 was wrong, is that when it came to 
doing welfare reform, I chickened out, and I wrote a column the week you 
signed it telling you not to sign i t 1 talked to Elwood last week, and 
he's tumed around on it as well; we were both wrong. 

THE PRESIDENT: But the reason is, I think, if you go back, 
there's one thing that nobody in the press has picked up and we ought to 
talk about this later — is why I vetoed the first two bills and signed 
the third one — we'll come back to that. 

But if 1 hadn't done welfare reform first, that would have given 
the Democrats a chance to appeal to more conservative and moderate voters, 
and the system - one thing I've learned is, since I've been there, is 
actually the system is capable of great change, but it can only digest so 
much at once. So in '93, they did a big economic plan and NAFTA, and in 
'94 they did this big crime bill. And they might have been able to do 
welfare reform, but there's no way the system could digest the health care 
thing. Either that, or if we were going to do health care first, then the 
mistake I made was saying I would veto anything short of 100 percent 
coverage, because — 



Q Why did you say that? 

THE PRESIDENT: — it was one of those decisions we made 
practicing for the State of the Union and 1 just shouldn't have done it. 
It was a mistake. I was trying to bring clarity to the debate, and I was 
afraid that they would try to run something bogus by. 

Q You're saying that you think there is no way you could 
have gotten a health insurance deal in '94? 

THE PRESIDENT: No. 

Q You don't think so? 

THE PRESIDENT: No. 

Q What about -

THE PRESIDENT: Let me tell you what happened. 

Q What if you had gone and just dumped your bill and gone 
over to Chafee's press conference and said "I'm with him"? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, maybe, but -

Q He had universality. He had a tax increase to pay for 
it, and he had Bob Dole. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, he sort of did, but let me tell you what 
happened. What happened was, I offered and Hillary offered not to submit 
abill. We offered to do two different things. We offered to submit sort 
of a generic bill and let Congress fill in the blanks, and Rostenkowski 
asked us — this is a little more detail, but — then we offered not to 
submit our own bill at all, but instead to submit a joint bill with Dole, 
which I thought was good politics for him, because then he couldn't lose 
anything -

Q What was the time frame for this? When did you make that 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, before we introduced a bill. 1 can't 
remember exactly when — 

Q So this is while the task force was — 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, before we introduced the bill. And Dole said 
to me - I'll never forget this, because we were at a leadership meeting 
in the Cabinet Room and he said, no, he said that's not the way we should 
do it. He said, you introduce a bill, we'll introduce a bill, then we'll 
get together, we'll put them together, we'll compromise and pass them. 

Then after that. Dole got the memo from Bill Kristol, I think, 
which said — which basically took the Gingrich line. The way you guys 



are going to win in the Congress and weaken them is to have nothing 
happen. If anything happens, the Democrats will get credit for it, so you 
guys have to make sure nothing happens. After that, 1 don't think we 
really had a chance. Because Mitchell killed himself to try to figure out 
a way to get to Chafee, do something and — maybe if 1 had gone to 
Chafee's press conference, maybe that would have worked. 

Q Or if the First Lady had. 

THE PRESIDENT: You know, I hadn't thought of that, but all 1 can 
tell you is that I really believed because Dole - with that single 
exception, all my other dealings with Dole, whatever he said, was the way 
we did it. In other words, not the way we did it, but I mean, if I made a 
deal with him, it always was honest. 

Q He was as good as his word. 

THE PRESIDENT: Exactly. And in this case, I just think, you 
know, he saw a chance to win the majority, saw a chance to get elected 
president. Bill Kristol told them don't do it; they didn't do it. And 
that's what 1 think happened. 

Q But this is the thing that people on the left point to, 
that would have been your big achievement, the big, new deal kind of 
achievement. And when you look back on it, do you regret the substance of 
what you did? Do you think that going with an employer mandate was the 
wrong thing? And also, do you regret the detail in which you did it, the 
fact that you did the 1,300 pages and — 

THE PRESIDENT: 1 think politically it was bad politics. On the 
substance, I think basically it was a privately-financed plan that relied 
on managed care, but had a patients' bill of rights in it. And I think 
the two things that made it unpalatable to Republicans were the employer 
mandate and the patients bill of rights. I think the thing that made it 
unpalatable to Democrats, a few of them, was the employer mandate. 

But if you're not going to have an employer mandate, then you have 
to have a subsidy where people buy into either Medicare or Medicaid. And 
probably, that would have been simpler. 

Q That's what you're going to have eventually. 

THE PRESIDENT: That's what you're going to have eventually. And 
if 1 could do it now, that's what I would offer. But the problem is, I 
couldn't do it in '94 with the deficits the way they were without a tax 
increase. And I didn't feel that I could ask the Congress to vote for 
another tax increase even if it was a dedicated thing after we had just 
had that big one in '93. 

Q Plus the reporting was way out of whack at that point, 
because you weren't getting credit for the savings, the managed care -

THE PRESIDENT: We were getting killed by the scoring. The 
scoring was all wrong, and we knew it was wrong. But 1 was stuck with the 



scoring. So if you look at it, the position I was in is, 1 was stuck with 
the scoring, 1 didn't want to ask for another tax increase; I didn't think 
that was right. So 1 had to try stay with the private insurance system. 
And I would have thought that the insurers would actually have liked that, 
because they were going to get a lot more customers. 

But basically, they didn't like it because we couldn't just let 
them have all those mandated customers and have no patients' bill of 
rights and no restrictions on managed care, so they then developed this 
whole argument that it's a Rube Goldberg machine, it's a government 
takeover of health care and all this stuff, and that sort of stuck because 
they had all that money to put behind it. 

But the truth is, in defense of what we offered, if you go back 
and look at all the early soundings from all the experts when we first 
laid it out there, everybody said this is a moderate plan, this is not too 
far left, they've tried to keep their private insurance system, they've 
certainly left the private health care delivery system intact, because 
nobody said it was some big government takeover until all the people spent 
whatever they spent, $100 million, $200 million, whatever they spent in 
their later to try to perform reverse plastic surgery on it. 

But 1 think that in the context you ask the questions, to go back, 
1 think that the combined impact of the economic plan with people not 
fully feeling the benefits in '94, the gun deal where people had their 
fears fully allayed, and the health care thing where the people that 
wanted it didn't get it and the people that didn't like it knew what they 
didn't like about it. That tended to depress the Democratic voters, and 
the three things together produced — plus the fact that the Republicans 
had this Contract on America, and people didn't really know what it was, 
they just knew they had a plan, gave them the big win they got. 

Q Just to stay with health insurance for a minute, do you 
regret structurally the way you went about doing it? If you had to do it 
all over again, would you give it to the First Lady? Was that a mistake? 

THE PRESIDENT: I don't think it was a mistake to give it to her; 
1 think the mistake I made was, I either should have insisted on having 
her say, okay, here's all of our work, look at it. Here are the basic 
principles we want, you guys draft the bill. Or, I would have insisted 
that we had a joint bill. If we were going to draft the bill, I would 
have made the Republicans draft it with me. That was the mistake 1 made. 

Neither one of those things was her doing. She gets a total bum 
rap on this. The plan she came up with, which was, she was told, we ain't 
going to have a tax increase, right, and therefore it's not going to be a 
total government program, but you have to try to get 100 percent coverage, 
so there was no other way to do it except with an employer mandate. And 
she was also told that managed care is going to happen and we favor it, 
which she did favor it, but we've got to have some protections in there 
for people. 

1 don't know how many doctors I've had come up to me since then, 
tell me that we were right and that basically it was a good plan. So in a 



way, 1 think she really got a bum rap on that deal because she was 
operating within constraints that were — we now know impossible. What 1 
should have done is to let her do all the work, publish all the findings, 
say here are our principles, you guys write the bill. 

Or, I should have said, if you want me to do a bill, I will only 
do it if we have a bipartisan agreement on the bill. That would have 
produced something less than 100 percent of coverage, but at least it 
would have produced something that would have passed and gotten us up to 
90 or maybe above 90 percent. That was the mistake I made. 

But it was my mistake, not hers. She, 1 think, has gotten a 
totally bum rap on this deal. All she did was what she was asked to do. 

Q I asked Ira about it, and he pointed to his e-commerce 
protocols, and he said, what 1 did was, 1 decided to do everything the 
exact opposite of what we did with health insurance, and it worked. 

THE PRESIDENT: But the interesting thing there was, it worked 
because number one, we didn't have to pass a big bill because of the 
Telecommunications Act, which was a great success, which we ought to talk 
about later, was a big part of the economic program, was operating on a 
parallel track. And all we had to do there was to basically invite them 
to help us make government policy that would maximize economic growth. It 
was a much simpler problem. 

There was absolutely no way to get to 100 percent of coverage, to 
have universal health coverage — unless you had an employer mandate or 
the govemment filled in the difference. If we were doing it today, we 
could do it. And the next administration could do it, because now we have 
the money to do it; but then, we didn't. 

Q You're going to come down closer to get what you want in 
reconciliation if you move the CHIPS program to cover the parents, and 
only — 

THE PRESIDENT: The CHIPS program - the parents, and you let 
people between 55 and 65 buy into Medicare, then the only people that 
won't be able to get health insurance are young, single people who think 
they'll live forever and just don't want to do it, or very wealthy people 
who just would rather go ahead and just pay their doctor. 

Q The reason why I was always for universal was because 1 
thought those people had a moral responsibility to pay in to help the risk 
pools. 

THE PRESIDENT: I don't know if I can gd this CHIPS thing, but if 
I can, it will make a huge difference. 

Q I don't want to stick on the bad stuff in the first term 
too long, but - things - in retrospect, things seemed pretty much a mess 
in the White House for the first couple of years. And there were times -
several people have said to me that you came to them at various times and 
said, look, I'm in the wrong position; I'm to the left of where I should 



be, or things just don't feel right or things are out of control. And I 
guess two or three questions you could answer in a bunch. 

How did that happen? I mean, how do you come out of the box doing 
gays in the military, for example, which I assume — well, you believe 
in the policy - it probably wasn't the best thing to come out of the box 
with — why did you surround yourself with — why were there so few — 

(end of tape one, beginning of tape two — no overlap) 

Q At what point did you get a White House that you were 
really happy with the way it was working? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, first of all, 1 think that in retrospect, 1 
think if you compare the functioning of our White House, for example, with 
the Reagan White House in the first term, 1 think ours looks pretty good. 
And 1 think that the problems we had were fundamentally — most of the 
mistakes we made were political, not substantive. 

I mean, Bruce Reed was there, Sperling was there, McLarty was 
there, and Rubin was there. So I don't think — I don't think it's fair 
to say — and Laura Tyson agreed with us — I don't think we had a bad — 
I think we did have people who were philosophically and substantively and 
on policy terms, consistent with our New Democrat philosophy. And I think 
that budget from the empowerment zones to the charter schools we got in 
the beginning, to the Goals 2000 program to what we did on the student 
loan program, which was terrific — it saved $8 billion in student loan 
costs for kids — to the overall economic plan, I think it was consistent. 

I think the economic plan was consistent — 1 mean the crime bill 
was completely New Democrat. I think family leave and the Brady Bill 
were. A lot of the most important things that were done that made 
possible all the stuff we've done in the last four years — 

Q You left out NAFTA and reinventing government. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, we had NAFTA and we did RIGO and we did the 
WTO — all that in the first two years. 

Q But even given all that — 

THE PRESIDENT: But what was wrong was that the political image 
was different from the reality. The substantive reality I think was quite 
good. I've heard Bob Rubin defend the White House repeatedly and talk 
about how the things that worked well later, especially the sense of 
comradery and team work and joint decision-making, were all put in place 
in that first year and a half 

But let's just go through the problems, and you'll see. Part of 
it was I think none of us were sensitive to the way — sufficiently 
sensitive to the way Washington works and to the way little things would 
look big to other people. Now, let's just start with the gays in the 



military. How did that happen? It is not true that we brought it up 
first. 

Q Andrea Mitchell brought it up in a press conference on 
November 1 Ith. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, but why? What happened? Dole introduced 
legislation — Dole deserves credit for this. The Republicans should give 
Dole credit for this. They always say he was too moderate and all that -
they should give Dole credit for this. And 1 give him credit for i t 
I've thought a lot of times about how 1 could have out-maneuvered him on 
i t But I had two things going — and the Joint Chiefs obviously agreed 
with him, which helped. 

But what put this on the front bumer early? Not me, it wasn't my 
decision. Dole introduced a bill in Congress which was going to fly 
through there, because Nunn agreed with him, to keep the present policy. 
That was like the first thing he did. And then the Joint Chiefs demanded 
a meeting with me. The President can't refuse to meet with the Joint 
Chiefs. So it was those two things that put this thing front and center. 
1 did not want this — 

Q The bill came in after you said — after Andrea Mitchell 
asked the question and you responded the way you did. I always thought 
that was because she needed a vacation and hadn't taken it. 

THE PRESIDENT: No, no, it was because — but he was going to put 
that in anyway. We knew what he was doing. So what happened was between 
the Joint Chiefs and the Dole bill, we were forced to put it up. I was 
going — what I intended to do was to get all the stuff, my basic stuff 
organized, lead with that, and figure out how to handle the gays in the 
military. And they basically forced me to deal with it from the 
beginning. 

And then the thing that — then I got a lot of heat, obviously, 
from the gay community for what I did. But everybody ignores what 
precipitated "don't ask, don't tell," which was a vote in the Senate 
essentially on the Dole position that passed 68-32, i.e. by a veto-proof 
margin. There was no vote in the House. 

In retrospect, given the way Washington works, what I probably 
should have done is issued a clean executive order, let them overtum it 
and basically let them live with the consequences ofi t . And I might have 
actually gotten a better result in the end, more like the one 1 wanted. 

But when General Powell came to see me about the "don't ask, don't 
tell" policy, the commitments that were made were very different from the 
way that it worked out in practice later on. And so there was no question 
in my mind, given the way they laid out what their policy was going to be, 
that gay servicepeople would be better off under the new policy than they 
were under the old one. It didn't work out that way, but the commitments 
that 1 got and the descriptions that I gave when I announced it at the War 
College, there's no question that if that if had been followed through, 
the gays in the military would have been better off than they were under 



the old policy. 

And the thing that I didn't understand about the way things play 
out in public, because I really was inexperienced in the way Washington 
worked when 1 got there, is that sometimes you just need clarity. And 
even if you lose, it's better to lose with clarity than ambiguity. And 
what had not sunk in on I think even the press writing about this was that 
once the Senate voted 68-32, the jig was up, it was over, because 
everybody knew there were more than 300 votes in the House against the 
policy. So we had a veto-proof majority in both Houses in favor of 
legislating the present policy unless I could find some way to go 
forward. So that's what 1 tried to do. 

But the reason it came up first was essentially because the Joint 
Chiefs and Dole were determined — 

Q So it wasn't the Andrea Mitchell question on November 
1 Ith? 

THE PRESIDENT: No. 

Q It was up — 

THE PRESIDENT: Because 1 had lots of options there. I mean, 
Harry Truman basically — if you go back and look at what he did with 
integration of the military, he basically signed an order that said, 
integrate; come back within three years and tell me how you did it. 

Q You could have signed an executive order. 

THE PRESIDENT: 1 could have done that. And like I said, in 
retrospect, we would have had greater clarity. And since there had been 
so many problems with implementing the policy, I'm not sure that for the 
past six years it would have been better. Now I think Secretary Cohen has 
really taken hold of this thing and there have been some changes in the 
last six months that I think really will make the future better than the 
previous policy was. 

Q But to go back to the original question, I have a strong 
sense that during that first year, year and a half, you weren't satisfied 
with the way the White House was working — 

THE PRESIDENT: No, because I thought we were often — first of 
all, we had to do some stuff that was tough, that was going to get us out 
of position. Our foreign policy team 1 think was working very well, and 
except for it took us too long to build an intemational consensus in 
Bosnia, but we eventually did it and did the right thing there. We were 
doing well in the Middle East. We took a big, bold step away from the 
traditional American position to get involved in the Irish peace process. 
And on balance, I was pleased with that. 

And actually, a lot of people have forgotten this, but when I came 
back from Jordan from the signing of the peace agreement in the Wadi Araba 
in Jordan in late '94, right before the election, we were still in 



reasonably good shape because my numbers went back up and that helped the 
Democrats. 

But I still believe that the underlying problems were the reasons 
for the election results. But the political problems of gays in the 
military hurt. 1 think that we had a lot of - I was more frustrated by 
operational things, like leaks on Supreme Court appointments that weren't 
even accurate, and I thought that the White House was not operating 
politically in a way that I thought was effective. 

I thought, policy-wise, we weren't out of position on anything 
except the retrospective on health care. And I've already said what I 
thought the political mistake was there, about how I should have handled 
it, given the fact — 

Q If you had to do it over again, you would have done 
welfare reform in '94 and the crime bill? 

THE PRESIDENT: If I had to do it over again, I would have tried 
to do the welfare reform and the crime bill in '94, together, and started 
a bipartisan process on health care. I would have had Hillary up and 
meeting, issue the report with basic principles — that whole 600-page, 
however long it was, the stuff we did — I would have given it all to the 
Congress and said, either you write a bill or we write a bill together. 

Q Let me give you another, 1 think a tough "if you had to 
do it all over again." When 1 look back on this period, you were rolling 
at the end of'93. You did NAFTA, you gave the speech in Memphis. I 
mean, even I was writing positive stuff about you at that point. And then 
came the wave of stupid scandal stories — the Troopergate story, the 
Whitewater stuff. That December, the Washington Post asked for all the 
documents. And there was a meeting that you had, maybe the only time in 
recorded history that George and David Gergen agreed and said you should 
tum over all the date, everything. 

And you didn't do it. Do you regret that? Do you think that that 
changed things? 

THE PRESIDENT: I don't believe, given the subsequent coverage of 
the Whitewater thing, it would have made any difference. What I regret is 
asking for the special counsel, because under the law that existed before 
and the law that existed after, under neither law could a special counsel 
be called. They had one — 

Q Why did you do it? 1 was there the night you did it. 
You were in Ukraine — Kiev. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. I did it because I was exhausted, because I 
just buried my mother and 1 had poor judgment. And 1 had people in the 
White House who couldn't stand the heat of the bad stories and they 
suggested that I do it, and that I'd have to do it. And 1 knew that there 
was nothing there. I knew it was just one guy lying. And I had Bemie 
Nussbaum and Bruce and a few other people screaming at me not to do it. 
They said, you don't understand. 



I knew that Janet Reno would appoint a Republican, even though all 
other Presidents had been investigated by people who had basically 
supported them. Lawrence Walsh supported Reagan; Sirica — no, what's his 
name? 

Q Sirica. 

THE PRESIDENT: No, Sirica was the judge. Jaworski (sp) supported 
Nixon. I knew Reno wouldn't do that. 1 knew Reno would appoint a 
Republican, but 1 knew that there was nothing there. I knew she'd appoint 
an honest, professional prosecutor. So I just did it. But it was wrong. 
Because the decision to appoint a special counsel is a decision to 
bankrupt anybody who's not rich. I mean, by definition, there's a penalty 
associated with it. But if Fiske had been allowed to do his job, this 
whole thing would have been over in '95 or '96, and, of course, that's why 
he was replaced, because he was going to do his job. 

Q Just staying on this for a minute — 

THE PRESIDENT: But do I think so? No, because I think - I mean, 
I don't want to get into this. I shouldn't talk about this much until I'm 
out of office. But 1 believe that the desire, the almost hysterical 
desire to have something to investigate was so great that it wouldn't have 
made any difference. 

Because, look, what did this thing hang on? There was nothing in 
those private papers that we — we gave it all to the Justice Department 
— there was nothing in there that did anything other than support what 
the report said, which was that we lost money on a real estate 
investment. And if you noticed, when Starr got a hold of this, he 
immediately abandoned that and just went on to other stuff There was 
never anything to it. 

And I do not believe — 1 have no reason to believe, given the 
coverage of the events of Whitewater, that it would have made any 
difference. I think they would have found some way to say, oh, there are 
questions here, let's have a special counsel. But do I wish I had done 
it? I mean, I don't know. 

Q Last week you talked about the clanging tea kettle, and 
you know I've written this continuum — I've wrote that this era is going 
to be remembered more for the severity — for the ferocity of its 
prosecutions than for the severity of the crimes. And there's never been 
anything proven. And yet, the hatred and the vitriol has been relentless. 

What do you think it is about you? Do you think it's you? Do you 
think it's us, our generation? And what about the Steve Skeronick (sp) 
theory, the Yale professor who talked about third way Presidents like you, 
like Wilson, substantively like Nixon, people who take the best of the 
opposition's agenda, sand off the rough edges, implement it, and are 
therefore, distrusted by their own party and hated by the opposition? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I think that that - I read his book and 



it's a very good book. But I think, in this case that's not accurate, for 
the following reasons. Number one, if you go back to '93 and '94, the 
Democrats in Congress supported me more strongly than they had supported 
— a higher percentage of Democrats voted for my programs than voted for 
Kennedy, Johnson or Carter. It was that the Republican opposition was 
more unanimous. 

Number two, the Republicans never owned crime and welfare. They 
owned them rhetorically, but they didn't do much about it. And at least 
in the tradition that I came out of as a governor, we thought we were 
supposed to act on crime and welfare. Nobody — when you check into the 
morgue, they don't ask for your party registration. And 1 never knew that 
anybody had a vested interest in poor people being out of work. 

And so 1 just never accepted that. And 1 found that there were a 
lot of Democrats in the Congress that were eager to deal with those 
issues. And if you look at it, we had - I don't know - more than 
two-thirds of the Democrats in the House and more than 75 percent of the 
Democrats in the Senate voted for welfare reform. And we had a higher 
percentage of Democrats than Republicans in the Senate voting for it, and 
slightly higher percentage of Republicans than Democrats voting for it in 
the House, but not huge. 

So 1 think that maybe transformational figures generally inspire 
that, because most times people like to deal with folks they can put in a 
box. Maybe it's just — maybe it's something about me that made them 
mad. You know my favorite joke about the guy that's walking along the 
edge of Grand Canyon and falls off — so this guy is hurdling down 
hundreds of feet to certain death, and he looks out and he grabs this twig 
and it breaks his fall. He heaves a sigh of relief Then all of a sudden 
he sees the roots coming loose. He looks up in the sky and says, "God, 
why me? I'm a good person. I've taken care of my family, I've paid my 
taxes, I've worked all my life. Why me?" And this thunderous voice says, 
"Son, there's just something about you 1 don't like." (Laughter.) 

I don't know. I don't think — 

Q The folks like you. They never cared about this stuff 

THE PRESIDENT: But I believe the Republicans thought - I told 
you — I think that they thought — 

Q It wasn't just them, it was us, too. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. The press I think - I wasn't part of the 
Washington establishment, and I think that the press didn't know what to 
make of me. I think this travel office deal, it was largely a press 
deal. 1 mean, I didn't know that they thought they owned the travel 
office. It was a weird deal. And, of course, all 1 ever heard was one 
guy in the press who happened to be the head of the White House 
Correspondents at the time said, I wish you'd have somebody look into this 
because the costs are going up and it's not working well. I didn't 
realize that everybody else didn't care what happened. It was a strange 
thing. 



But I think that - all 1 can tell you is that the same guy that 
told me — the same senator that told me that it was about making people 
think I'd done something wrong in Whitewater also said that the 
Republicans had learneci a lot from my presidency. He said, before that 
they thought there was a liberal press, and he said, now we have a 
different view, we think that they are liberal and that they vote like 
you, but they think like us and that's more important. 

And 1 said, what do you mean? And he said, well, we just don't 
believe in government very much, but we love power. And he says, you 
know, the press wants to be powerful and we both get it the same way, by 
hurting you. There could be something to that. 

But I'm sure — maybe there were times when 1 didn't handle it all 
that well in the early going. But all I can tell you is, if you look back 
over it, the Whitewater thing was a total fraud. Now, I've got a friend 
named Brandy Ayres who is the editor of a little newspaper in Addison, 
Alabama — do you know who he is? 

Q I've met him, yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: He wrote an editorial that said, this is what 
always happens when Republicans get in the majority. They did it when 
they got in the majority after World War II, they tried to convince us 
Harry Truman and Dean Acheson were communists. And then the second time, 
they gave us McCarthy and now they gave us this. 

I don't know. I think part of it is how you view power. But for 
whatever reason, there is something about me that they didn't like very 
much. But it all worked out all right. Like I said, I'm sure that my not 
being familiar with Washington mores may have had something to do with the 
way I didn't handle the press right. Maybe I didn't — 

Q Yes, you know — I mean, I've said this in print, so I 
can say it to your face — you're the most talented politician I've ever 
come across. And you're not a slow study. That's the other thing we know 
about you. 

THE PRESIDENT: But I think in the beginning, for the first two 
years I thought I was pushing a lot of rocks up the hill. I was 
obsessed. 

Thomas Patterson, who has written books about the presidency and 
the media and all that, he said in '95 that I'd already kept a higher 
percentage of my campaign promises than the previous five Presidents, 
which I felt really good about. We had just lost the Congress, I needed 
something to fed good about. 

But I do believe in '95 I was — and '93 and '94,1 was just 
fixated on trying to get as much done as quickly as I could, and also on 
trying to learn the job, get the White House functioning, all that kind of 
stuff And I think that I did not spend enough time probably at least 
working with the media, letting them ask me questions, at least trying to 



get the whole — letting them get something in perspective. And I 
think maybe I was just the last gasp of 25 years of scandal mania. We may 
be swinging the other way on the pendulum now. 

Q I think after '98 maybe we've learned — I think we're 
doing a little bit better this year. You might see that in a different 
way. 

Let's talk about '95 for a second. To my mind, the period of this 
presidency that is most touching to me, I think, are the weeks after -
well, the two days, April 18, 1995 -

THE PRESIDENT: Oklahoma City? 

Q No, the press conference the night before Oklahoma City 
when you said the President is still relevant here. I thought, oh, my 
God, that must be the rock bottom for him. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, actually, it wasn't - I didn't have the 
same reaction to it than maybe - you know, we often don't perceive 
ourselves as others see us. But that question, I leamed something from 
that which is, if someone asks you a question that you want to answer 
directly, but there's a word in it that's dynamite, you should answer it 
without using the word. Because actually, what 1 was doing in April of 
'95 in my own mind was prefiguring the fight which occurred at the end of 
'95 and the end of'96. 

That is, I honestly didn't feel pathetic or irrelevant or 
anything. 1 knew that in the end, if a veto-proof minority of my party 
would stay with me, after the terrible licking they'd taken in '94, if 
they would stay with me, I believed in the end we'd have our chance to 
make our case to the American people. In other words, I believed it would 
tum out the way it did turn out at the end of'95 and the beginning of 
'96. 

So, actually, to me, it wasn't the worst point of the presidency. 
When they asked me that question, a light went on in my head. I actually 
felt good about it. But because I used the word, it came out — people 
perceived it differently than I did. I didn't fed that about it. 

Q But then, a week later, you said — at Michigan State, 
you said, you can't love your country and despise its govemment. And 
that's when a light went off in my mind, he's figured out how he's going 
to go up against these folks. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, that's what I believed. 1 think the Oklahoma 
City thing was awful, it was awful. But I think it began a kind of 
reassessment, a kind of breaking of the ice. And I don't mean that — God 
knows -

Q Someone told me that you said, you told them that you 
wouldn't use the word "bureaucrat" again in a speech after that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 1 did. It affected even me. I realized 



that 1 had played on the resentments people feel about government, and I 
thought that when government did something stupid or indefensible, they 
ought to be taken on. But 1 realized that even when you do that, you have 
to be careful what word you use. And I did say that. I said, how many 
times have I used the word "bureaucrat," and there are people there. And 
I didn't mean to say that I or even Newt Gingrich was responsible for 
Timothy McVeigh. 1 don't want to get — that's what he did. Are the 
liberals responsible for Susan Smith — the one throwing her kid out the 
window? 1 didn't want to get into that. But Oklahoma City had a profound 
impact on me, too. 

1 went down there and I was sitting there with the relatives, and 
one of the people that was killed had been in my inaugural and 1 was 
talking to his kinfolk. And I said, you know - I just made up my mind 1 
would try never again to discuss the government, even people's 
frustrations with it, in a way that could be directed against categories 
of people. It really had a big impact on me. And 1 think it did on the 
country. 

Q Would it be fair to say that by the time you gave that 
speech at Michigan State, you were ready for battle? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. Yes. 

Q Now, this is a really interesting part of your presidency 
to me. You had at that point a brilliant strategy in place to screw 
them. It was, smoke them out. You could have just sat there and said, 
well, what's your plan? You could have done to them what they did to you 
in '94. And yet, you insisted, ultimately, against, from what I can 
gather, your entire staff, including people like Bob Rubin, you insisted 
on coming out with your own budget, your own balanced budget that June. 
Why did you do that? I mean you didn't have to politically, right? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, probably not. In other words, I could have 
done to them what they did to me. And that was the argument, that we'd 
just say no to them like they just said no to us. But goveming is 
important to me. And I thought that in the end we would all be judged by 
how we had performed, and by whether we had performed. And this may sound 
naive, but I believed that in the end we could change the politics of 
Washington. 

See, one of the reasons 1 ran for President is I didn't just want 
to prove that 1 could play the game they'd all been playing with each 
other - " I got an idea, you got an idea, let's fight and maybe we can 
both get our 15 seconds on the evening news." That's basically the 
operative mode. 1 didn't want to do that. 1 came here to do things. I 
wanted to be President to do things, to change the country, to be 
relevant. And I thought that the Democrats — 1 didn't think the 
Republicans would take us up on it initially, because Gingrich had 
basically made it dear that he wanted to basically be prime minister of 
the country and tum me into a ceremonial and foreign policy President. 
We'd have the French system, in effect. 

Q Not only that, he told me on the phone one night he was 



personally going to lead a Wesleyan revolution that year. 
THE PRESIDENT: So that's basically what he wanted to do. But I 

just felt that the Democrats could not sacrifice — what 1 was trying to 
do was to build the Democrats as a party of fiscal responsibility. I 
wanted to prove that you could be socially progressive and fiscally 
responsible. And for us — and 1 went out there saying, look, our credo 
is opportunity, responsibility, community. I just didn't see that I could 
stand there and say, what do you expect of me, I'm just the President, 
they're in the majority. That's just not my way. I believe that you have 
to do things if you can. And my own view of politics is that there's 
always plenty that the parties are honestly divided about at election 
time, no matter how much you get done. 

Furthermore, I really did believe that the Democrat Party, in the 
end, would be successful by developing what is now known as the Third Way, 
but which I really saw as basically an information age version of what 
we'd always been for. 

Q What was your fantasy for a second term? If you'd had 
everything you wanted the day after you were reelected, what would it have 
been? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, the validation of the economic strategy has 
been a part of it. I would have finished the job in health care and 
enacted my entire education budget. And the rest of it is still sort of 
pending. The Irish peace process worked out the way I'd hoped. I'm still 
hoping that we'll get more done in the Middle East. It's very difficult, 
but I'm hoping we will. And then, on the foreign policy front, it's going 
to pretty much work out the way I'd hoped it would 1 think. 

Q When 1 look back at your speeches, if there were a couple 
of paragraphs where you best describe your political philosophy, the Third 
Way, they were in the 1998 State of the Union address, and nobody paid any 
attention. And you know why? 

THE PRESIDENT: Because I was standing — what I got credit for 
there was just getting up, standing up. (Laughter.) 

Q What was the opportunity cost of that scandal? what did 
it cost you? 

THE PRESIDENT: I don't know yet, because actually we did — in 
'98 we won seats in the House of Representatives, the first time a 
President's party has done that since — 

Q I mean, substantively. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I don't know. Because I don't know whether 
the Congress, the Republicans would have been more willing to work with 
me, or not. 

Q What about things like Social Security reform — could 
you have made a — 



THE PRESIDENT: Maybe. What 1 wanted to do with Social Security 
— I am disappointed there. We still may get some Medicare restructural 
reform out of this. And in any case, Medicare is going to be okay for 30 
years, which is the longest it's been okay for in forever and ever. And I 
think -

Q Yes, but that's a problem, for god sakes. 1 mean, the 
generational transfer issue 1 think is something that you're really 
concerned about. 

THE PRESIDENT: I am concerned about it But-

Q You can't keep a fee-for-service — 

THE PRESIDENT: But, but, but both Medicare taxes and Social 
Security taxes, in fairness, since 1983 have been paying for everything 
else. So we've had a little of that in reverse. 

Q That's very good. 

THE PRESIDENT: Everybody has forgotten that. We've been dumping 
all these Social Security and Medicare taxes into the general economy all 
this time. 1 personally believe, though, that — 1 regret we didn't get 
to do Social Security because 1 would have — what happened was I think 
maybe we could have gotten it if we hadn't had that whole impeachment 
thing. But there was more resistance in both parties to do anything than 
I had imagined there was. 

They'll have to come to terms with this. It will have to be 
done. And 1 think you've either got to raise taxes, cut benefits, or 
increase the rate of return. What I proposed in '98 on Social Security 1 
think was a very good beginning, and I really thought we'd get something. 
Was that '98 or '99? 

Q That was '98. And there was also the Breaux-Thomas, 
later Breaux-Frisk commission on Medicare. You could have, with your 
abilities, you could have gotten some kind of deal if you'd been able to 
at that point. 

THE PRESIDENT: Maybe. But they-

Q Breaux was your guy, right? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, 1 don't agree with what he wanted to do 
there. And he knows that. I mean, I thought — I agree with some of what 
they proposed, but some of what they proposed I think would not be good 
for Medicare. On policy grounds, he and I have had long discussions about 
it I think there are a couple of things in that report that I just 
simply didn't agree with. 

Q In general, when you talk about an information age safety 
net, what would it be and what would be the guiding principles? 1 don't 
think that you can have the kind of centralized, top-down sort of programs 
that Social Security and Medicare — 



THE PRESIDENT: I think if you had - yes, but there's a great 
article — let me just say this — there's a great article in the New York 
Times Sunday Magazine the day before yesterday — 

Q The Sarah Moseley article? 

THE PRESIDENT: About volunteerism. And I don't believe - I 
think you have to have some sort of — if you believe there should be a 
safety net, there has to be some sort of safety net. Now, there's all 
kinds of options to get it done, and I think there should be more - you 
can have some more room for private initiative, but if you had a safety 
net that worked, you'd have something for the poor and the disabled, the 
people who through no fault of their own were in trouble. You would have 
genuinely world-class education for everybody who needed it, which is 
everybody. You would have access to health care at an affordable rate, 
and decent housing, and you'd have to have a lifetime learning system. 

And then I think you'd have to have some more generous version of 
the New Markets Initiative 1 proposed, because there will always be 
unevenness in the growth of the market economy. That's part of its genius 
because you have to have opportunity for new things to branch out. But in 
my view, this New Markets thing has been under-appreciated. 

Q I was out there a year ago watching Al From and Jesse 
Jackson cavort along beside you. 

THE PRESIDENT: And it may be one of the great opportunities for 
bipartisan achievement in this session. It may be one of the great 
opportunities because Hastert is completely committed to it, he's been as 
good as his word on everything. And 1 think Lott knows it's the right 
thing to do. I've talked to them both a lot. We do have a good working 
relationship now, even though we have our differences. I think the Senate 
has been far too grudging on the judges, particularly since I appointed 
basically mainstream judges, but they want more ideologues, and they hope 
they can get them next year. And I hope they can't, and we'll see what 
happens. 

But anyway, 1 think a part of the safety net ought to be viewed as 
a willingness of the government to make continuing extraordinary efforts 
including big tax incentives to keep the people in places that are left 
behind in the emerging global economy, keep giving them a chance to catch 
up. 

And I think this whole digital divide is a — I prefer to think of 
it as a digital bridge. I think if you think about what this means, 
basically, this information economy can collapse distances in a way that 
telephones and railroads and electrical - I mean, I think about it in 
terms of Arkansas. When they brought us REA and the interstate highway 
system, and I put all these little airports up in remote towns and all 
that — it all helped to bring, like, small-scale manufacturing to places 
that had been left behind. But there was always the factor of distance. 

And then I got to a place like the Ship Rock Navaho Reservation 
where they make really beautiful jewelry, for example, where the 



unemployment rate is 58 percent and only 30 percent of the people have 
telephones. And you realize that if they really were part of an 
information age economy, there are ways in which they could do — I 
remember when 1 became President there were a lot of banks in New York 
shipping their data processing to Northern Ireland every day - every 
day. And then bringing it back. There are all kinds of opportunities 
that we never had before. And I think people ought to start thinking 
about that as a part of the safety net. 

Q You know, this raises an interesting point about you, 
personally. Shalala said to me that she thought that just as you were 
obsessed and voracious about social policy when you were government in the 
'80s — that's one of the things 1 first noticed about you, is that you 
knew everything. I mean, you knew about the schools up here in East 
Harlem, more than Cuomo did, in fact. But as you were to social policy in 
the '80s you've been hungry in the same way for knowledge about science 
and technology in the '90s. 

And I talked to Herald Farmus (sp) about it, and other people have 
said the same thing. Is that true? And in that regard, talk to me a 
little bit about the policy that you pursued in high-tech and information 
age things that I don't understand that wdl, like telecommunications and 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, let's talk about that. The one thing in our 
mantra about our economic policy which we always repeat, fiscal 
responsibility, expanded trade, and investing in people — those three 
things really were the sort of three stools of our economic policy. But 
one thing I think that tends to understate is the role that technology, 
particularly information technology has played in this remarkable growth, 
and the productivity growth and the long economic expansion. 

And I think our major contribution to that, apart from getting 
interest rates down so capital can fiow to that sector, was in the 
Telecommunications Act of'96. And there were — our major contributions 
to that act, I might say, Al Gore deserves a lot of credit for because he 
was our front guy on it — were two. One is we insisted that the Telecom 
Act would be very much pro-competition, which required us to get into a 
very difficult political fight principally with the RBOCs, — operating 
companies — many of whom I've had very good relationships with because 
they do great stuff They've helped us on all of our digital divide 
stuff, a lot of the New Market stuff. But 1 just thought that we had to 
bend over backwards to maximize the opportunity for people with ideas to 
start new companies and get in and compete. 

And we fought that through, and it delayed the passage of the 
Telecom Act, but eventually we got what we wanted. And as 1 remember, 
while there were more Democrats than Republicans for our position, there 
were actually people on both sides of both parties. But we very much 
wanted to have a pro-competition bias. 

The other night, interestingly enough, 1 was at dinner in New York 
with a friend of mine who was in the telecom business and then got in the 
venture capital business with telecom. He had a dinner for me and I had 



dinner with like 40 people, all of whom headed companies that didn't exist 
in 1996. I went out to UUP, which is an Internet connection company, 
which had 40 or 80 employees, something like that, in 1993, when 1 became 
President, and they have 8,000 now. 1 mean, it's amazing. 

So that was good. And the second thing we did was to fight for 
the e-rate, which democratized the Intemet and democratized the 
telecommunications revolution. We've got 95 percent of our schools have 
at least one Internet connection, and 90 percent of the poorest schools 
have an Internet connection. 

So I think that those are the two things that happened. And then 
I also continued to push relentlessly these last eight years for greater 
investment in science and technology. 

It was interesting, I've had an interesting relationship with the 
Congress since the Republicans won the majority because they look around 
for things that they can spend more money on than me. 

Q NIH. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. And it's been very interesting. They knew 
they would always be — whatever defense number I proposed, they'd always 
be for more. And they liked to — I'm always for a balance between mass 
transit and highways, and they're always a little more on the highways 
side. But the big area was NIH. And Herald Farmus (sp) did a brilliant 
job — when the Republicans won the Congress, he brought all these 
freshmen congressman out, showed them the NIH, showed them what they were 
doing, explained the genome project to them. And 1 think John Porter was 
the head of the subcommittee in the House that had this. He's a good 
man. He's smart and he wanted to do the right thing. And so, anyway, I 
figured out after the first go-round that whatever I proposed, they 
propose more, which suited me fine because I basically don't think you can 
spend too much on those things. 

But the problem I had early on, and the problem 1 still have is, 
notwithstanding how much money we have, the Republicans do not, in my 
view, spend enough money on non-NlH research. For example, they just took 
out all the money that I proposed for nanotechnology, this highly 
microscopic technology which could increase the power of computer 
generation by unfathomable amounts. 

Now, why is that a mistake? Because as — one night Hillary had 
— we had all these millennial evenings at the White House and then we had 
one the other day on outer space and the deep oceans. We did it in the 
afternoon. But we had one on the Human Genome Project, and we had Eric 
Ladner from Harvard, who is a biological scientist, and we had Ben Cerf, 
who was one of the developers of the Intemet. 

He actually sent the first e-mail ever sent, 18 years ago - or 19 
years ago now — to his then profoundly deaf wife, who now can hear 
because she's got a microdigital chip that's been planted deep in her 
ear. She heard at 50 - she said she's sure she's the only person who's 
ever heard James Taylor sing "Fire And Rain" at the age of 50 for the 



first time. She came and sort of stood up and was exhibit A. 

But the point they were making is that the biomedical advances 
that would flow out of the Human Genome Project, which the Republican 
majority will support lavishly, depended upon the development of the 
computer technology. And that without the development of the computer 
technology, you could never parse something as small as the human genome, 
and get into all these genes and understand all the permutations. 

For example, there was a fascinating article the other day about 
one of the implications of the human genome, saying that — talking about 
these two women who had a form of cancer, and that basically, if you look 
at the historical studies of all women in this category with this kind of 
cancer, diagnosed at this point in their illness, that you would say they 
had a 45-percent chance of survival. But now they can do genetic testing 
showing that they actually have very different conditions, and that one of 
them had a 20-percent chance of survival, the other had an 80-percent 
chance of survival. 

Now, the reason they can do that is because not only of the 
biological advances, but the non-biological advances that make it possible 
to measure the biological differences. And I could give you lots of other 
examples. 

And, again, I owe a lot of this to Al Gore. He convinced me in 
1993 that climate change was real. And he wrote that book in '88 and 
they're still making fun ofhis book, and 1 remember as late as last year 
we had a House subcommittee that treated climate change like a conspiracy 
to destroy the economy of the United States. But now you've got all the 
major oil companies admitting that it's real, that the climate really is 
warming at an unsustainable rate. And that's why we pushed the Kyoto 
Protocol and why I want to spend a lot more money, and also have tax 
incentives, for people to keep making advances in energy technologies and 
environmental conservation technologies. 

So my frustration about where we are now is that I'm really 
grateful that the Republican majority has embraced NIH, because it's been 
good and it's enabled me to present budgets under the old budget caps that 
1 knew they would break, so 1 could get adequate funding for education, 
for example, and still know we're going to do a really good job on NIH. 
But I think we need a much broader commitment in the Congress to research 
in other areas of science and technology, going beyond the biological 
sciences. 

(end of tape 2, beginning of tape 3 — no overlap) 

Q - when it became clear to you — I mean, I know this is 
prompting you to sound braggart, but so be it. There must have come a 
time when you realized, hey, our economic policy worked, this whole thing 
is taking off, and my larger sense of us moving from the Industrial Age to 
the Information Age is really true, and all of a sudden we have these 
surpluses. Was there a moment when the bolt of lightning hit and knocked 
you off the donkey on the way to the West Wing? Was there a day when you 
realized that — 



THE PRESIDENT: I spent a lot of'98 trying to dodge bolts of 
lightning. (Laughter.) 

Q Well, that's the irony of this, I think, is that that was 
probably going to be the moment that the press was going to realize that 
there had been a coherence to this whole project all along, and we managed 
to work our way out of that. 

THE PRESIDENT: In '98,1 spent a lot of'98 -

Q Is it fair to say '98 was the time that this — 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, yes. And I spent a lot of'98 sort of 
wrestling with three overwhelming feelings. One is, obviously there was a 
lot of pain involved because I had made a terrible personal mistake, which 
I did try to correct, which then a year later got outed on — or almost a 
year later - and had to live with. And it caused an enormous amount of 
pain to my family and my administration and to the country at large, and I 
felt awful about it. And I had to deal with the aftermath of it. 

And then, I had to deal with what the Republicans were trying to 
do with it. But 1 had a totally different take on it than most people. I 
really believed then and I believe now I was defending the Constitution. 
And while I was responsible for what 1 did, I was not responsible for what 
they did with what I did — that was their decision — and that I had to 
defend the Constitution. 

And so I felt that — I still believe historically two of the 
great achievements of my administration were facing down the govemment 
shutdown in '95 and '96, and then facing this back; and that those two 
things together, essentially, ended the most overt and extreme 
manifestations of the Gingrich revolution. 

And then the third thing 1 felt was this "gosh, it is all working 
and it's coming together and all these things will be possible." And 1 
still believe if we can get one or two things straight for the future, 
that a lot of the good stuff is still ahead. 

Q I'm not going to let you off that so easily. Were there 
days, were there moments that you remember where you saw, hey, this is 
happening? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, I was really happy. I just was happy because 
I thought — to be fair, I don't think any of us thought in '93 — if you 
asked me in '93, what level of confidence do you have this economic plan 
is going to work, I would say, very, very high. And if you asked me, what 
do you mean by "working," when I started in '93,1 would say we'd probably 
have between 16 million and 18 million new jobs. I never would have 
guessed 22.5 million, and maybe more. 

I would have said — I was fairly sure that we'd get rid of the 
deficit by the time I left office. 1 didn't know in '93 that we'd be 
paying off nearly $400 billion of the national debt when I left office, 
and we'd be looking at taking America out of debt, which is a goal I hope 



will be ratified by this election and I hope the American people will 
embrace that, because I think that's quite important. 

So in '98 1 began to imagine just how far we could go, you know, 
and to think about that. 

Q There's another aspect to this that we haven't talked 
about that 1 think has really been central. In '93 would you have 
predicted that the state of race relations would have gotten to the point 
that it's gotten to now? 1 mean, 1 don't know whether you can sense — I 
sensed it out on the trail this year. Bob Dole went to Bob Jones in '96 
and didn't pay any price at all, did he? This year you couldn't do it, 
and everywhere you go in this country, people of different races are 
having lunch together and holding hands. 

THE PRESIDENT: I confess, you know, I like Senator Dole very 
much, but 1 would have made him pay a price if 1 had known he went to Bob 
Jones University. 1 just didn't know. 

Q You didn't know about the dating policy? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, I didn't know he went to Bob Jones 
University. I didn't know about the dating policy, but I knew about Bob 
Jones because I'm a white southemer. And I think the Bob Jones thing — 
I think Governor Bush going there mattered more maybe to white southerners 
my age who supported civil rights than maybe to even other Americans, 
because it has a whole — because of the history there. It was a big deal 
to me. 1 just didn't know. 

But I do believe we have come a long way. And 1 think — I hope I 
made some contribution to that, because I think it's really important. 
I've tried to get Americans to understand that how we handle this — 1 
still believe how we handle this is in a way the most important thing, 
because we're a great country and we're full of smart people, and we 
nearly always get it right, unless we get in our own way. And it's just 
like me — nations are like people, individuals, in the sense that very 
often all their greatest wounds are self-inflicted. And this whole state 
of racism, it's a self-inflicted wound. 

Q This was where I was wrong on affirmative action, 1 
think, in the end, when I kicked you around on that. 

THE PRESIDENT: I never wanted it to last forever, and I think 
that we had to clean up some of the contracting policies and some of the 
other things. But we — 

Q Have those been done? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, we made some changes, and I hear a lot of 
complaining about it from people that have been affected by them. But I 
still believe that — and to be fair to my critics or skeptics, it's a lot 
easier to sell and affirmative action in good economic times than in tough 
economic times. 1 believe what launched the assault on affirmative action 
in the beginning was that, number one, it did seem to be that nobody was 



ever reexamining it, its premises. 

But secondly, the big start was in Califomia because California 
was suffering so much from a recession in the late '80s and early '90s, 
and people felt that they were being disenfranchised, and they felt that 
the circumstances were squeezing in on them anyway and they didn't want 
any other burdens that they lost just because they happened to be in the 
majority. So 1 think maybe the acid test of whether I was right or not 
won't come until there's another period of economic difficulty. 

Q People argue the same on welfare reform, as well, 
although — 

THE PRESIDENT: But 1 think there's enough evidence in on that I 
think if there are adversities coming out of welfare reform in the next 
economic downturn, or as far as there are now, it may be because - it's 
largely because of decisions states have made about how to spend or not to 
spend properly the big extra money they got because we grandfathered them 
in at the amount of money they were getting when welfare rolls were at 
their height in February of'94. I think that's when we did that. Maybe 
it was '96, but I think it was '94. I think we grandfathered them -
anyway, whatever month it was, we grandfathered their cash flow in when 
welfare rolls were high, on the theory that we wanted them to spend this 
money on education, on transportation, on housing assistance, on training 
people to not just take jobs, but to be able to keep jobs, or find new 
jobs if they lost them. And there are some stories coming in which are 
troubling, but which have more to do with decisions that were made at the 
state level. 

The thing that some of the people who criticized me on the left 
for welfare reform never understood, 1 don't think - they said, oh, gosh, 
he's ending this national benefit. But that was a joke, because for more 
than 20 years, by 1996, states had been able to set their own rate. So 
you had the family support, monthly support for a family of three on 
welfare varied anywhere from a low of $187 a month to a high of $665 a 
month — on the day I signed the welfare reform bill. 

So to pretend that there was somehow some national income safety 
net was a joke. Nobody was going to go below $187 a month. And if there 
was a political consensus for a higher level, they weren't going to go out 
and gut people. And the idea of spending this money to empower people to 
go into the workplace, and then require people who could do so to try to 
get their personal act together and access the benefits and go in there, 
and then letting them keep their medical coverage for a while, is very, 
very important. 

The only thing 1 didn't like about the welfare reform bill was not 
that, it was the immigrant thing. But the two 1 vetoed - everybody acted 
at the time — the only thing that really disturbed me, and 1 realized 1 
had not succeeded in getting people into the intricacies of welfare policy 
was that 1 had people, both liberals and conservatives, who said, well, he 
vetoed two of them, but he signed the third one because it's getting close 
to the election and he wants credit for that. That's not true. 



The thing we were fighting about was whether or not, if you 
required people on welfare to go to work and they refused to meet the 
requirement — that is, they acted in a away that violated the 
responsibility portions of the law - how do you minimize the impact on 
their kids. And what I was unwilling to do, because there was a uniform 
national benefit there, was to scrap the food stamps or the Medicaid 
coverage for the children, where we did have a uniform national standard. 
And nowhere near the variations that already existed in the monthly cash 
payment. 

So I thought that finally when they agreed to put those back in, I 
believed, given the way the budget fights were unfolding - and by then 1 
was in my second one, in '96 — that within a couple of years I would be 
able to restore most of the immigrant cuts. And sure enough, we did. 

So 1 still think that some of them are not right and that we 
haven't restored, but I think, on balance, the welfare reform bill was a 
big net advance in American social policy and the right thing to do. 

Q That's an interesting phrase, "given the way the budget 
fights were unfolding." There seems to have been a pattern since '95, and 
I think that that may be part of the reason why people might not see the 
whole of what has gone on here — is that a lot of the stuff you've gotten 
since '95 has come in budget reconciliations at the end of the year — 

THE PRESIDENT: Huge. And I've got to give a lot of credit to 
Panetta and Bowles, who was brilliant at it, and John Podesta and 
Ricchetti, and all these people that worked the Congress, because they — 
and the congressional leadership in our party — keep in mind, any time 
that our support among the Democratic minority drops below a third plus 
one, I have no power in the budget process. So I think that - but we 
have gotten enormous amounts done for poor people, for the cause of 
education — we've gone from a million dollars a year in three years to 
$445 million a year, something like that, in programs for after-school. 
And my budget this year, if we get that, we'll really be able to put an 
after-school program in every failing school in America — if we get what 
I asked for this year. Amazing stuff. 

1 think that's one of the reasons that a lot of what we did in 
education has not been fully appreciated. 

Q Ten million people taking advantage of HOPE Scholarships 
and Lifelong Learning credits this year, according to Gene. 

THE PRESIDENT: That's right. 

Q I mean, are you frustrated that this kind of stuff isn't 
more known? 

THE PRESIDENT: Oh, a little bit. But the main thing for me now 
is that it's happening. And the other thing that I think is really 
Important I'd just like to mention, that 1 think almost no one knows, that 
i think is, over the long run, particularly if we can get - it's 
interesting, the Republicans say they're for accountability, but they 



won't adopt my education accountability act, which would require more 
explicit standards, more explicit - turn around failing schools or shut 
them down, and voluntary national tests, which they're against, but we're 
working on it still. 

But just what we did in '94 - in '94, in a little-known provision 
of our reenactment of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, we 
required states to identify — getting Title 1 money — to identify 
failing schools and to develop strategies to turn them around. States 
like Kentucky the have taken it seriously have had a breath-taking result. 

I was down at that little school in Kentucky, in eastern Kentucky, 
the other day. And it was a failing school, one of the worst in Kentucky, 
over half the kids on school lunches, now ranked in the top 20 elementary 
schools in Kentucky — in three years. 

Q What did they do. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, let me tell you the results they got. In 
three years, here's what happened — they went from 12 percent of the kids 
reading at or above grade level to 57 percent. They went from 5 percent 
of the kids doing math at or above grade level to 70 percent. They went 
from zero percent of the kids doing at or above grade level in science to 
63 percent. In three years. And they ranked 18th in the performance of 
elementary schools in Kentucky. 

Well, smaller classes, good school leadership, heavy involvement 
by the parents, and basically measuring their performance. It's 
stunning. 1 mean, it's just amazing. 

1 was in a school the other day in Spanish Harlem that in two 
years went from 80 percent of the kids doing reading and math at or below 
grade level to 74 percent of the kids doing reading and math at or above 
grade level. Below grade level, 80 percent below, to 74 percent at or 
above grade level. In two years. And I know what they did there because 
I spent a lot of time there. They got a new principal and they basically 
— they went to a school uniform policy, one of my little ideas that was 
falsely maligned, had a huge impact - and they basically went to - they 
established goals and results, and you either met them or you didn't. 
It's amazing. And these children, the pride these children felt was 
breath-taking. 

So one of the things — 1 mean, I think one of the most important 
accomplishments of the administration was basically opening the doors of 
college to everybody with the HOPE Scholarships and the direct loans. And 
if we could just get this tuition tax deducfibility then — we haven't 
made it possible for every person making $40,000 to send all their kids to 
Yale, but we made it possible for everybody to send all their kids 
somewhere. 

Q That's not refundable, is it? 

THE PRESIDENT: Not refundable, but it is deductible at the 
28-percent level for people that are in the 15-percent income tax bracket. 



Q Oh, 1 see. So it's a kind of semi-deduction. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, well, in our proposal you get to deduct up to 
$10,000 at the 28-percent level even if you're in the 15-percent income 
tax bracket. So it's not refundable, but for the people that need 
refundability, they have access to the Pell Grants and to loans they can 
pay back now as a percentage of their income under the Direct Loan 
Program. 

Q You're getting restless. Let me ask you one last — 
well, I'm not going to guarantee this is one last, I might want to ask you 
- if I have a few more over time, is there some way I can get in touch 
with you? 

THE PRESIDENT: Sure. You've interviewed 50 people, you've taken 
this seriously, so I want to try to — 

Q Well, it's the last eight years of my life, too, you 
know. (Laughter.) And I haven't even asked you about foreign policy, for 
god sakes. We'll do two things. Let me ask you about foreign policy. It 
seems to me that if you look at what you did, there are two big things you 
did in foreign policy. One was raise economic issues to the same level as 
strategic issues, which was crucial, and the other was to demonstrate over 
time that America was going to be involved and use force when necessary in 
the rest of the world. 

The second one is, obviously, more messy and dicey than the 
first. The third thing you did was essentially not do anything wrong and 
do really right things when it came to the big things like Middle East, 
Russia, China. 

The messy part of it is the dustups in places like Bosnia, 
Kosovo. People have told me that you really feel awful that you didn't do 
more in Rwanda. Is that true? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. I don't know that I could have. Let me back 
up and say, I had a — when I came here, came to the White House, I sat 
down, basically, and made my own list of what I wanted to accomplish in 
foreign policy. I wanted to maximize the chance that Russia would take 
the right course. I wanted to maximize the chance that China would take 
the right course. I wanted to do what 1 could to minimize these ethnic 
slaughters, which basically the end of the Cold War ripped the lid off -
it's not that they didn't occur before, but now they became the main 
problem with the world. 

I wanted to try to create a unified Europe which included an 
expanded NATO, supporting European unification and dealing with all the 
countries around. I wanted to try to get Turkey into Europe as a bulwark 
against fundamentalist terrorism. That required some progress between 
Greece and Turkey, and we made some, not enough to suit me. 

I wanted to try to minimize the turbulence — the possibility of 
war and nuclear war between India and Pakistan, which is something that 



was not right for my involvement until rather late in my term. But one of 
the things that — and I wanted to try to — and I'll leave this until 
last — 1 wanted to try to broaden the notion in America of what foreign 
policy and national security was, to include health issues, to include — 
like we made AIDS a national security threat - to include climate change; 
to include the globalized society, all these issues we started talking 
about. 

So the one thing I would say to you is that I think this has all 
occurred kind of under the radar screen - I'll come back to Rwanda - but 
one of the things 1 think should be mentioned is we have spent an enormous 
amount of money and time and effort focusing America on how to minimize 
the threats of biological warfare, of chemical warfare. What are we going 
to do — will the miniaturization of the information revolution lead to 
small-scale chemical, biological, even, God forbid, nuclear weapons; how 
are we going to deal with that. So we've done a lot of work on that. 

And to come back to Rwanda, one of the things I've tried to do 
with Africa is to — and Sierra Leone is giving us a good test case here 
— is to increase the capacity of the African nations to deal with their 
own problems, to support the regional operations like ECOWAS or OAU. And 
I developed something called the African Crisis Response Initiative, where 
we would go in and train African militaries. When I was in Senegal, for 
example, I went out to the community — to the training site there on our 
trip to Africa, and saw the American soldiers training with the Senegalese 
to dramatically increase their capacity. 

What happened basically with Rwanda is we were obsessed with 
Bosnia and all the other stuff, and it was over in 90 days. I mean, they 
basically killed hundreds of thousands of people in 90 days. And 1 just 
don't think we were — any of us focused on it and whether we could have 
done something. But 1 made up my mind that we would certainly try to 
increase the capacity of Africans to deal with it and we would move in as 
quickly as we could. And like 1 said, what happens in Sierra Leone is 
going to be a little test of that. 

Q Do you think you were prepared for being a foreign policy 
leader when you came in? What are the things that you've learned in terms 
o f -

THE PRESIDENT: I would say, yes and no. I think-

Q You had it in principle. 

THE PRESIDENT: I think I had a very - because I'd been 
interested in it since I was a student in college, and I'd always been 
fascinated by world affairs. So the fact that I had not been a senator or 
served in a previous administration 1 don't think was a particular 
disadvantage. I think all the economic stuff 1 think I had right, and the 
fact that there was a lot more in economics involved and it was about 
democracy, it was about minimizing war, it was about lifting people's 
sights so they had something better to do than killing their neighbors be 
they were of a different religion or ethnic group. I think we had that 
right 



I think we basically had the nuclear issues right, and the big 
power issues right with Russia, with China, what we tried to do in the 
Korean Peninsula. 

Where I felt — I think where 1 felt some frustration is maybe 
where even a President with a lot of experience would have felt 
frustration, a lot of experience in this, which is building the post-Cold 
War alliances, which proved to be very frustrating. 1 mean, we had a lot 
of frustrations — and we got panned a lot, and maybe we deserved some of 
it and maybe we didn't - in '93 and '94, trying to put together some kind 
of coalition of our European allies to move in Bosnia. 

In Kosovo, having had the Bosnia experience, even though there 
were differences in the alliance, I have nothing but compliments for my 
allies. They were basically — we had our arguments; we should have. 
Nobody has got a monopoly on truth. But basically, we got together, we 
moved quickly, we did the right things. 

And I think that the idea of how we might even go about 
mechanically, operationally, dealing with something like Rwanda just 
wasn't there. The French and others that had been more active in that 
part of Africa, 1 think they may have had a better sense of it, although 
they went in late. 

Q But you were acting with more confidence, too. You 
weren't asking, you were telling. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, well, it happens once you've been around and 
you know people, you know what it was. But it was — 1 think that some of 
that, when you've got to have some support from other countries, and you 
can have an uncertain result but you think you have to try, it just takes 
a while until you get your sea legs and you get everything worked out, 
particularly when there aren't sort of institutional structures and 
policies and rules of the road there. And so 1 think we did get it right. 

If you take another sort of sad moment of the administration, when 
we lost our soldiers in Somalia — 

Q Almost at the same time as the ship turned around in the 
harbor in Port-au-Prince. 

THE PRESIDENT: When we lost our soldiers in Somalia, it was a 
very sad thing. But that happened I think — and I hope the Congress will 
never decline to put people in peacekeeping missions because ofit , 
because basically our guys did a terrific job there. But there was an 
operational, I think, decision made there, which, if 1 had to do it again, 
I might do what we did then, but I would do it in a different way. 

I remember General Powell coming to me and saying, Aideed has 
killed all these Pakistanis and they're our allies. Somebody needs to try 
to arrest him, and we're the only people with the capacity to do it. And 
he said, we've got a 50-percent chance of getting him, and a 25-percent 
chance of getting him alive. And so, he said, I think you ought to do 



it. And I said, okay. 

But today, with that number of people there — and then he 
retired, he left like the next week - I'm not blaming him, I'm just 
saying that he was gone. So what happened was, we had this huge battle in 
broad daylight where hundreds and hundreds of Somalis were killed and we 
lost 18 soldiers, in what was a U.N. action that basically, if 1 were 
going to do it again, 1 would treat it just like - if we were going to do 
that, I'd say, okay, 1 need to know what's involved here, and let's do 
this the way we planned out the military action we took against Saddam 
Hussein, for example - or the military action I took to try to get Usama 
bin Laden's training camps, or anything else. 

It doesn't mean America shouldn't be involved in peacekeeping, but 
it means if you go beyond the normal parameters that you decide on the 
front end, then the United States has to operate in a very different way. 

Q There doesn't seem to be a uniform set of ground rules 
yet in place. 

THE PRESIDENT: 1 don't think there is, but we're getting there. 

Q Should there be? Could there be? 

THE PRESIDENT: I think it's pretty hard, but I think you -
anyway, I will always regret that. 1 don't know if I could have saved 
those lives, or not, because I think what we were trying to do was the 
right thing to do, and the people who were there on the ground did the 
best they could. But I would have handled it in a different way if I had 
more experience, I think. I know I would have. 

The only other thing 1 was going to say about this is that — we 
talked about earlier how I hope in the future that the Congress will give 
more support to science and technology, beyond NIH. I hope in the future 
the Congress will give more support to our national security budget beyond 
the defense budget. As well-off as we are, one real big problem, we 
should be spending much more than we're spending, in my judgment, to fight 
global disease, to promote global development, to facilitate global 
peace-making and peacekeeping. 

I think that we need to succeed in getting the bipartisan majority 
in Congress with a much broader view, because people look at us - and 
they know how much money we've got and they know what our surplus is, and 
all these other countries are struggling, and we shouldn't be so 
begrudging - I fight with the Congress all the time — in our 
contributions to peacekeeping and to creating the conditions in which 
democracy and peace will flourish. 

I'm encouraged by how Congress voted in this Colombia package 
because it's a balanced package and it has a lot of non-military, 
non-police stuff in i t And I'm hopeful that we'll have a more — I saw 
Ben Oilman had a very good article - somebody else, he and a Democrat, I 
can't remember who it was ~ wrote an article in the L.A. Times yesterday, 
talking about the importance of the United States taking the lead in the 



international fight against global disease. That's one thing that 1 hope, 
after I'm gone, 1 hope that the next President will be more successful at 
than I was. 

Q Let me ask you — this is it — after you're gone, you're 
going to be the youngest ex-President since Teddy Roosevelt. If there was 
one thing that Teddy Roosevelt did absolutely awful, it was be an 
ex-President. I mean, he was really terrible at it because he was so 
engaged, so involved, and he couldn't quit kibitzing. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, he felt, to be fair to him, that the 
Republicans had abandoned his philosophy. He felt Taft had kind of let 
him down. 

Q You also have a restraining amendment in the Constitution 
that he didn't. But do you worry about that? 

THE PRESIDENT: No. Well, I do, because - (laughter) - but not 
in the way you think. I don't think that the next President, whoever it 
is, will have problems with me acting like I wish I were still President. 
I mean, 1 think 1 know how to behave, and I've been here, and 1 want my 
country to succeed, and for my country to succeed, the presidency has to 
function. And I don't want to complicate that. 

So the challenge 1 have is to figure out how to have a meaningful 
life, how to use all this phenomenal experience I've got and what I know 
and the ideas I have in a way that helps my country and helps the things I 
believe in around the world, and doesn't get in the way of the next 
President. And that's what I have to do. I've got to figure out how to 
do it. 

Q Any thoughts? 

THE PRESIDENT: I've thought about it, but I'm not ready to talk 
about it yet. But the one thing that I - (laughter) -

Q You've talked about everything else today. (Laughter.) 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, but the one thing that I - the reason I 
wanted to spend so much time with this interview — if you want to talk to 
me anymore, just call and we'll talk more on the phone — is that you 
always knew - and even when you got mad at me it was because you thought 
I'd stopped it — that I would take this job seriously. I mean, the basic 
thing that I can tell you about this is 1 will leave Washington, believe 
it or not, after all I've been through, more idealistic than 1 showed up 
here as, because I believe that if you have a serious presidency, if you 
have ideas and you're willing to work, and you're not so pig-headed that 
you think you've got the total truth, and you work with other people, and 
you just keep working at it, and you're willing to win in inches as well 
as feet, that a phenomenal amount of positive things can happen. 

And you always thought that I was trying to have a serious 
presidency. That's all I ever wanted. 



Q I got pretty pissed off at times. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, that was all right. But at least - but when 
you were mad, it was because you thought I was abandoning something I said 
1 would do, that I was trying to do. I never had any — my frustration 
was with the people in your line of work that I thought didn't take all 
this seriously, that thought it didn't matter one way or the other, that 
thought it was some game or who was up or who was down, or where was the 
power equafion, or something. 

Because it really does matter. There are consequences to the 
ideas people have. One of the worries I have about this election is all 
these people writing as if there is no differences and there are no 
consequences. The American people should make a judgment knowing that 
there are differences and there are consequences and it matters what you 
do. 

The thing that I think the last several years has shown is that a 
lot of these problems yield to effort. And if you're willing to just put 
in a few years of effort, you can push a lot of rocks up a lot of hills. 
People should feel really good about that. 

One of the things that 1 hope when 1 leave office that people will 
say is, I hope that there will be a greater sense of self-confidence about 
what America can achieve. But it requires you — everybody has got to 
play politics, and 1 understand all that. I don't want to get 
sanctimonious about that just because I'm not running for office for the 
first time in 26 years. That's part of the political system. And 
everybody will take their shots and do this. But in the end, the 
presidency should be informed by a set not just of core principles and 
core values, but ideas — that there ought to be an agenda here; people 
ought to always be trying to get something done. And you shouldn't be 
deterred by people saying it's not big enough, or it's too big, or all 
that. There ought to be a broad-based view of where the world should go 
and what the role of the presidency is in taking America where it should 
go. 

And as long as there is, I think our country is going to do pretty 
well. In that sense, I will leave office phenomenally optimistic. And 
everything I ever believed about the American people has been confirmed by 
my experience here. If they have enough time and enough information, no 
matter how it's thrown at them, in how many pieces and how slanted it is, 
or whether it's inflammatory or whether it's designed to produce sedation, 
no matter what happens, they nearly always get it right. That's the only 
reason we're around here after — the Founding Fathers were right; 
democracy, if given a chance to work, really does. If there's enough time 
and enough information, the American people nearly always get it right. 

So, in that sense, I just — I'm grateful I've had the chance to 
serve. I've had the time of my life. I've loved it. Probably good we've 
got a 22nd Amendment; if we didn't, I'd probably try to do it for four 
more years. (Laughter.) 

Q Well, I'll tell you something — turning this off Two 



things. One is, every last campaign I've covered since '92 I found myself 
judging against that one, in just big ways and little ways. And the other 
thing I promised my son I'd tell you - he's just finishing up his first 
tour as a foreign service of ficer in Turkmenistan, and he said his 
proudest possession is his commission document with your signature on it. 

THE PRESIDENT: Wow. Well, if you go back to that'92 campaign, 
it just shows you, though - the only other thing I would say is 1 think I 
was so advantaged by having been a govemor for 10 years when I started 
running, or however long I'd been serving, and having had the opportunity 
to develop these ideas over time, and then to measure them against the 
experience I've had. 

1 still think ideas and organized, concentrated effort mattered. 
No President with an ambitious agenda will fail to make errors. Things 
happen in other people's lives. Maybe something will happen to the next 
President - God knows they won't go through what I did, but maybe their 
kids will get sick. Things happen in people's lives and mistakes get 
made. And sometimes you just make a wrong call. But if you've got - if 
you're serious and you've got a good agenda, and you have good people and 
you work at it in a steady way, you get results. 

It really is a job like other jobs. That's another thing - 1 
think it's important - you said something in your letter to me, which I 
think is true, that maybe we had removed all the mystery around the 
President — 

Q I didn't even get a chance to ask that question. 

THE PRESIDENT: — and maybe that's not good. And maybe that's 
not good, but I do believe that we need to demystify the job. It is a 
job. And if you love your country and you've got something you want to 
do, and you've thought it through and you've put together a good team, and 
you're willing to be relentless and to exhaust yourself in the effort, 
results will come. 

That's what I would like the American people to know. 
They should be very optimistic about this. 

Q You know, they are. They're in such great shape right 
now. 1 noticed it traveling around this year. It's not just everybody is 
getting along, but they appreciate the thing that you always said way back 
when, which is that diversity is a strength. 

Sandy was telling me about your first G-7 conference, which I 
don't expect you to talk about on the record, but he was telling me about 
how the Japanese were lecturing you about how to run an economy. And when 
you took office most people believed that we were going to get taken to 
the cleaners by the Japanese and the Germans, because they were homogenous 
and we were mongrels. And now most people — you know, most of those 
Archie Bunkers out in Queens have a niece or a nephew who is dating a 
Puerto Rican at this point. And most people — 

THE PRESIDENT: Or an Indian or a Pakistani. I went to a school 



in Queens the other day, and I mean I thought I was — there was one guy 
there I could swear the kid was from Mongolia. There were a lot of East 
Asians; there were a lot of South Asians; there were all the Puerto 
Ricans; there were all the other Latins, you know. 

But the test that — that's not over, but I think people are 
beginning to feel good about it. 

Q Well, 1 mean, kids my kids' age, your kid's age, think 
it's a positive value — 

THE PRESIDENT: It is a positive value. It makes life more 
interesting. I keep telling everybody, the trick is to figure out how to 
respect all these people's — other people's traditions, religions, the 
whole thing, cherish your own, and then — but the only way to make it 
work — which is why I keep citing this human genome finding that we're 
99.9 percent the same — is to realize that the differences make life 
interesting, but the similarities are fundamental. 

If you can get people to think that — what we have in common is 
fundamental, but the differences make life more interesting — then I 
think we'll be okay. And I still think that's still the most important 
thing of all. It's even more important than the right economic policy — 
because, eventually, we'll get all that stuff We'll make mistakes, we'll 
correct it. But if your whole heart and mind and spirit is wrongly 
turned, then you can do everything else right and you still come a 
cropper. You'll have problems. 

So I really — I think this advance in race relations is 
profoundly important. I'll give you one — exhibit A was old Gordon 
Smith's speech for the hate crimes bill. Did you see that? 

END 7:10 P.M. EDT 
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Q Do you essentially agree with my sense that you had -
that the big issue has been moving from the Industrial Age to the 
Information Age, and that — I mean, the toughest thing — 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. The short answer to that is yes. 



Q — to explain to people is, you take something like — 
how can being in favor of affirmative action and being in favor of welfare 
reform be part of the same vision? How can being in favor of free trade 
and being in favor of universal health insurance be part of the same 
vision? There are people on the right or the left who would say, you 
can't do that. And yet, I think that they are part of the same vision. 

But my first question is, how would you describe that vision? 

THE PRESIDENT: 1 think my view - I saw my presidency as a 
transformational period, and basically, America has gone through two 
before. Maybe it could start if we did it in historical times. There 
were basically — 1 look at American history in the following — we had 
the creation — how we got started. And sort of filling out the elements 
of the national government and defining what it meant. And that basically 
went from the Declaration of Independence to the Constitution, 
Washington's presidency and the appointment of John Marshall as Chief 
Justice, which is a very important thing. 

And then, ironically, through Jefferson's presidency, with the 
purchase of Louisiana and the Lewis and Clark expedition, and then the 
next big challenge was, how would we adapt that to our growing 
industrialization, and how did we get rid of slavery, which was 
inconsistent with our principles. So obviously, that's what Lincoln and 
the Civil War and the constitutional amendments and everything that 
happened on civil rights after that was about slavery. 

But there was no single president that managed the process, if you 
will, or laid out a framework from the agricultural society to an 
industrial society, but that's part of what the railroads, the canals was 
all about, and it's part of what — and Lincoln was a part of that with 
the Moral Land Grant Act, with the colleges. 

Q This happened too slowly for — 

THE PRESIDENT: But it happened over a long period of time. Then, 
there was the transformation from the — you know, it happened over a long 
period of time as we slowly became a balanced society. But then, when we 
burst onto the world scene as a major national industrial power, that 
process was basically defined by Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson. 
And 1 sort of saw this period in parallel with that 

The rest of the 20th century was mostly about dealing with the 
rise of — first, the Great Depression then the war and the need to defeat 
totalitarian systems, which was part of the war and the Cold War, and 
dealing with the specific challenges at home — principally, civil rights, 
the women's movement and the growth of environmental movement in America. 

So here, we are moving into basically from an industrial society 
— an industrial economy to an information economy. And at the same time, 
moving into an ever more globalized economy, which also is more and more 
of a global society and that we share common challenges and common 
interests that go beyond economics. And the globalization of the media 



has accelerated that. 

So 1 saw my challenges trying to, first of all, maximize America's 
presence in the information economy. Second, to try to maximize our 
influence in the welfare of our country and like-minded people around the 
world in a globalized society. And then, the other — and I'll get to 
your questions. And then the third big thing for me was trying to make 
people have a broader and deeper vision of the American community and how 
to handle diversity and how we would finally get a chance to see in ways 
we never had before what it meant to make one out of many, what our 
national motto meant. 

And 1 think the — and you ask me: Well, how can you reconcile 
those things? It seems to me that the two operational strategies we had 
to pursue those three great goals were: One, the Third Way political and 
social philosophy. If you believe in opportunity and responsibility and 
community, then it's perfectly dear why you would be for affirmative 
action and a global trading system — you know, why you would be for 
health care for everybody and whatever else you said — what was the other 
thing? 

Q Free trade. No, I said that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Welfare reform. 

Q Welfare reform. 

THE PRESIDENT: Welfare reform, because first of all, work is the 
best social program. Secondly, it is imperative to have a basic work 
ethic if you believe in individual responsibility and you believe it gives 
meaning and direction to life, and I do. But if you do, you also 
recognize that there is no society — no society has succeeded in 
providing access to health care to everybody without some govemmental 
action. 

Q But there have been people all along, as you know — 1 
mean, you and I had this same conversation in 1991. People all along 
said, this is just an electoral strategy, it isn't a government strategy. 

THE PRESIDENT: It was never just an electoral strategy to me. 

Q Well, me, neither, as you know. And the question — I 
guess my question is, do you feel that you were ever able to really 
communicate the depth and breadth of this to the public? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, but only - probably only at the State of the 
Union Addresses, because it's probably the only time 1 ever got to say it 
unfiltered. If I made an error in those, even though they always received 
very high public approval ratings, they said it always took me so much 
time to explain my specific ideas in education or whatever, I'm not sure I 
ever took full advantage of the opportunity to lay the coherent philosophy 
out. Because 1 do think at those points, that people got it. 

But what I was going to tell you, if 1 could go back — I think we 



had the transformation from the industrial economy to the information 
economy, from the idea of a national society to an idea of a more global 
society in which nation states matter. 1 think the nation state will 
matter more in some ways in the 21 st century. We can talk about that 
some. 

And, thirdly, the whole idea of defining America where our 
diversity was something to be cherished and celebrated because — because 
our common humanity and common values were more important. And then, 
operationally, 1 think, the two things I think that mattered, I made some 
— the whole Third Way political and social philosophy, one, and second is 
sort of a relentless focus on the future, making people always — trying 
to force people to always think about not only what we're doing, how does 
it affect today, but what's it going to be like five years from now, ten 
years from now, 20 years from now. And I think that is often — that 
hasn't often been the business of the government. 

But if you go back to Roosevelt's focus on conservation or 
Wilson's struggle of — failed attempt at the League of Nations, 1 think 
what made them both great presidents for the transformational period 
America was in is that they were not only successful in the moment, by and 
large, but they had this focus on the future; they kept trying to spark 
the public imagination with the future. And that's, 1 hope very much, 
that the announcement of this genome project, although 1 think it fills 
people with foreboding as well as hope, will tend to spark future 
orientation on the part of the voters. 

So the issues that are plainly before us, but won't be felt for a 
few years will have more effect on the debate and also on people's voting 
rights. 

Q But it's a difficult thing. Charlene Barshefsky said to 
me that there are times that you've really been concerned, that the 
expression you used was that you hadn't found your voice on trade, which 
is the equivalent of -

THE PRESIDENT: Well, one of the things — she, of course, has to 
deal with it. But the two things in trade that have frustrated me most, 
although 1 think we've got a great record — and you can go from NAFTA to 
the WTO, to the Africa CBI, to launching the free trade of the Americas to 
— China. 

Q The reason I raised it was because what just said about 
the genome reminded me — I just read your remarks about NAFTA in October 
'93, and it was very similar, too. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. And then, of course, China, and then in 
between we had 270-odd agreements, and we had the Mexican financial crisis 
and the Asian financial crisis. But the thing that bothered me about 
trade — the two things that have bothered me about trade, 1 think, are, 
one, I have so far not created a consensus within my own party, at least 
among the elected officials, for the view of trade which I hold; and, two, 
and I think it's genuine — that is, I don't think this is just politics. 
1 think it's how people view the world. 



The second thing, and closely related to that, is that — 1 went 
to Geneva twice and 1 went to Davos once, and then 1 went out to Seattle 
to try to make the case that you can't have a global trading system apart 
from a global social conscience, anyway, where there is a legitimate place 
for the voices of those who care about the rights of workers, the 
condition of children in the workplace, the impact of economic development 
on the environment, both nationally and globally. 

I haven't yet, at least, been able to convince people that there 
is a synthesizing vision here that has to drive not only a global trading 
system, but these other initiatives as well. And I suppose 1 shouldn't be 
surprised, because it's a fairly new debate. And one of the great things 
that always struck me is, i f you look at the people who were demonstrating 
in Seattle, while I think they were all sincere, that is, they believed in 
what they were demonstrating against, their sense of solidarity was truly 
ironic, because they had completely conflicting positions. 

Q What? 

THE PRESIDENT: I mean, for example, a lot of the labor union 
people that demonstrated believe that even though — for example, they 
think that even though this China deal is a short-term beneflt to American 
industry because China drops their barriers, that they're so big that 
there will be so much investment there that they will develop a great deal 
of industrial capacity and that wage levels will be so low that it will 
cost the developed world, and particularly America because our markets are 
more open than the Europeans, a lot of our industrial base within a fairly 
short term, and that's what they really believe. 1 don't believe that, 
but that's what they believe. 

And then you have the people that are demonstrating on behalf of 
the Third World, and they believe our concern for labor and the 
environment is a protectionist ruse to protect American high-wage jobs. 
But they're all out there in the streets in Seattle demonstrating 
together, because they're genuinely frustrated about the way the world is 
going and they kind of don't like this whole globalization thing. They 
think it's going to lead to further loss of control by ordinary people 
over the basic circumstances of their lives, and that bothers them. 

Q 1 think that this is - to kind of put a cap on the first 
question — 1 mean, that's so much at the heart of what you've been trying 
to overcome. I was talked to Zoe Baird, who said that she always 
remembers the statistics that you used I think in around '95 that more 
jobs had been created by companies owned by women than had been lost by 
Fortune 500 companies. You always tried to make the future less 
frightened for folks. 

And yet, I'm not sure you're convinced that you made the case. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I think I made the case to the people that 
were open to it, but I believe that — I think that it's hard — 
everybody's for change in general, but normally against it in particular. 
You know, what's that Dick Riley used to say? Let's all change, you go 



first. (Laughter.) That's his sort of formulation of it. It shouldn't 
be surprising, but I still believe, first of all, 1 think that what 1 said 
to the American people is true and right. Secondly, I don't think there 
is any alternative to change. So 1 think the real question is, how do you 
bring your — basically, values that don't change, how do you translate 
them into specific approaches and policies that have the greatest chance 
of enhancing those values in the world you're going to live in. That's 
the way I look at this. 

And I think that for the United States to have essentially turned 
away from this world, 1 think, would have been a terrible mistake. And in 
fact, I think the only mistake we've made in this whole thing is not 
accelerating the Integration of the free trade area of the Americas more 
— more rapid. 

Q Let me ask you some specific questions. Let's take a 
walk; start in '93. The First Lady said to me the other day that she 
believed that deficit reduction was a predicate for doing all the rest of 
the stuff 

THE PRESIDENT: Absolutely. 

Q She compared it to education in Arkansas when you were 
reelected. 

THE PRESIDENT: The '93 Economic Plan made all the rest of this 
possible. 

Q There were a fair number of people on your staff that 
were saying — you know, it would throw the economy into recession, and 
you were dealing — it was a theory at that point that if you lowered the 
deficit, interest rates would come down and you would achieve the kind of 
growth that you have achieved. 1 mean, what made you think that — 

THE PRESIDENT: First of all. Id me back up a little bit The 
people on the staff who favored somewhat — there was nobody on my staff 
that was against vigorous deficit reduction. There were some who were 
afraid that to make the decisions we would have to make to get the $500 
billion, which is what Lloyd Bentsen and Bob Rubin felt was sort of the 
magic psychological threshold we had to cross to get the bond markets and 
the stock market to respond in an appropriate way, they were afraid that 
if we did that, we would have to shelve too much of our progressive 
commitments in the campaign. 

Now, what finally happened was, we came up with a plan that raised 
income taxes only on the top 1.2 percent of the people, which 1 had, after 
all, promised to do in the '92 campaign. It wasn't like I didn't tell 
upper-income people who supported me 1 wouldn't try to raise their taxes. 
But we had to raise them at the very end. Bentsen came in with a plan 
that essentially lifted the income cap off the Medicare taxes, which 
closed the gap. And we stuck with the gas tax, which Charlie Stenholm and 
some of our conservatives who were big deficit hawks were worried about, 
because they were afraid it would make our guys vulnerable, and I think it 
did — it was the only thing that average people had to pay, except that 



there were, I think, 13 percent of the Social Security recipients paid 
more because we began to tax Social Security income more like regular 
pension income. 

But it was the Republicans who believed that tax increases by 
definition were recessionary, and that — so they unanimously opposed the 
plan. You asked me what convinced me. What convinced me finally was that 
I believe fundamentally, unless we got interest rates down and investment 
flowing, that we would never be able to see a decline in unemployment and 
growth in new businesses, particularly in this high-tech sector, which 
depended on vast flows of venture capital, confidence capital, if you 
will, that it seemed to me was just out there bursting, waiting to happen. 

1 think — and maybe it was my experience as a governor that 
informed all this — but 1 really did believe there was this huge, vast, 
pent-up potential in the American economy that had been artificially 
repressed ever since the deficit spending recovery at the end of President 
Reagan's first term. Basically, what happened at the end of the first 
Reagan term is, interest rates weren't too high because we had such a 
terrible recession and so much inflation and such high interest rates at 
the end of President Carter's term, so when the interest rates came down, 
then inflation — naturally inflation around the world came down. 

Those huge deficits brought us back a little bit. But the 
long-term potential of the American economy, 1 was convinced, could never 
be unleashed until we got rid of the deficit. So finally, 1 just decided 
that if I didn't get the economy going, nothing else would matter in the 
end, and 1 believe that the pent-up potential of the American economy was 
so great, that if we did get the interest rates down and we did get 
investment up, everything else would fall into place. And I thought that 
I ought to listen to Bentsen and Rubin because they knew a lot more about 
it than 1 did. 

Q But you didn't listen to Bentsen on the EITC. That was 
one place where you absolutely didn't bend at all. 

THE PRESIDENT: No, but we had promised that, and I believed in 
it. 1 thought - and again, I'm confident that not only what I saw in the 
campaign, but my experience as govemor of a state that was always in the 
bottom two or three in per capita income, had an impact on this. But I 
just believe that we had to use the tax system to dignify the work of 
low-wage workers, and to make it possible for them to raise their children 
more successfully. 1 didn't think I could go out there and argue for a 
tough welfare reform bill and a tough deficit reduction package, and say 1 
was going to have to slow down my increases in education spending and some 
other — social spending, housing and all these other things that 1 would 
otherwise like to do — if we weren't prepared to give lower-income 
working people more income. 

I also thought it was good economics, because they were going to 
spend it, they needed to spend it. 

Q Did you ever think that — was there any way that you 
could have gotten Republicans to go along with this? 



THE PRESIDENT: I don't know, and I'll tell you why. In 
retrospect, maybe there were some things I could have done. 

Q What if you had invited Dole and Michel to that dinner in 
Little Rock? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. Or invited them down even on their own, it 
might have worked. The real problem 1 see with it - in retrospect, the 
reason I say 1 don't know, first of all 1 wish I had done that, because 
later on I started bending over backwards. I had Gingrich in and Armey in 
and I met with them exhaustively, and 1 tried. Often, it didn't work, but 
we did get some things done from time to time. 

I think they had made a decision to oppose all tax increases 
because of the Gingrich position vis-a-vis President Bush. And he was 
pretty well in the ideological saddle, the political saddle in the House 
then. And I think because Senator Dole obviously hoped to run for 
president in '96,1 think the Republicans in the Senate were going to be 
reluctant to break ranks once it was obvious that the House Republicans 
were going to oppose any kind of deficit reduction package that had any 
tax increases in it. 

And 1 didn't believe - if we hadn't gone for some upper income 
tax increases, then number one, we would have had to adopt cuts that the 
Democratic Majority in the House would not have supported, even under me, 
and number two, we could not have kept our commitments on the eamed 
income tax credits on education, where we did have a substantial increase, 
or on the empowerment zones or a lot of the other things I did that I 
believed in. 

Q Did the atmosphere surprise you — the vitriol, the 
difficulty? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, it did. I think basically - but I now know 
things I didn't know then. 

Q What do you know now? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, they really believed - first, I know now 
something I didn't know, which is that some of the people on the 
Republican side - actually, I did know this, but I didn't believe it when 
I got a call from the White House early - before 1 decided to run in the 
summer of 1990 — from a guy 1 knew who worked there who was saying, you 
know, you shouldn't run. Bush was at like 80 percent then or something; 1 
couldn't believe - so 1 had this serious talk with him about how 
President Bush had used his popularity to try to deal with the economy. 

And after about five minutes, the guy said, now, let's just cut 
the crap. We've looked at this crowd and we can beat them all. All the 
guys in Congress have votes; we can beat them all. And we think Governor 
Cuomo's too liberal, but you're different. You might beat us, and so if 
you run we're going to take you out early. 



Then, I realized that they somehow thought it was serious. Then, 
after I got up here and started dealing with them, what I realized is that 
they had been in for 12 years, but they basically had been in since 
President Nixon won, except for the Carter interregnum, which they thought 
was purely a function of Watergate, and therefore they saw it as an 
historical accident that they had quickly corrected, and that's the way 
they saw it. I actually think Jimmy Carter and before him Bobby Kennedy 
were the precursors of the sort of New Democrat, Third Way stuff I've 
tried to do here. And 1 think, therefore, it's not fair - but that, 
exactly to diminish — but that's the way they viewed it, anyway. 

So 1 think they believed that there would never be another 
Democratic president; I really think a lot of them thought they could hold 
the White House forever until a third party came along to basically offer 
a competing vision. And so, they just never saw me as a legitimate 
person; they just thought 1 was, in President Bush's words, "the governor 
of a small southern state." And as 1 often crack on the trail, I was so 
naive that I actually thought that was a compliment. (Laughter.) And I 
still do. 

So anyway, it did surprise me. 1 mean, I knew it was there, and 
I'd seen the Democrats do things — in my view, I guess I've got a warped 
view, but I never thought it was nearly as bad as what they did to me. 
But from time to time, the Democrats did things I didn't approve of I 
didn't like the nature of their arguments against John Tower or the fact 
that somebody checked out the movies that Bob Bork — and I knew there was 
some of this up here. 

But 1 never thought I would see it in the kind of systematic way 
that I saw it unfold. But when I got to know Newt Gingrich and actually 
had a lot of candid conversations with him, I realized that that's just 
the way they thought politics worked. 

Q War without blood. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, that's what they thought 

Q That's what Newt called it. 

THE PRESIDENT: 1 had a fascinating conversation with one 
Republican Senator in the middle of the D'Amato hearings when they were 
impugning Hillary. And I asked this guy who was pretty candid, I said, do 
you really think that my wife or I did anything wrong in this Whitewater 
thing? Not illegal, even wrong? And he just started laughing. He said, 
oh, you've got to be kidding, he said any fool who misread the record 
would know you didn't do anything wrong. He said, how could you do 
anything wrong? You didn't borrow any money from the S&L which failed; it 
was a very small S&L failure. And you lost $40,000 or whatever you lost 
on the real estate deal. He said, of course, you didn't do anything 
wrong. He said, that's not the point of this; the point of this is to 
make people think you did something wrong. 

But, so, it was funny. Yes, I was surprised by their vitriol, and 
yes, 1 was surprised, and I must say I was surprised that they believed — 



and they had an electoral - and they turned out to be right, but 1 made a 
mistake or two that helped them. They believed that they could win the 
Congress if they could just say no to everything. And they did. And I 
think it rested on basically three things. One is, we did the economy, 
the budget plan, which we had to do. And we had to expect some loss of 
midterm seats. And some of those seats we had for a long, long time were 
naturally Republican seats, anyway. So that was the first thing. 

The second thing is, but the people hadn't felt the benefits of 
i t Then the second thing we did that cost us some seats, but 1 am 
absolutely convinced is the right thing to do, was the Brady Bill and the 
Crime Bill, which had the assault weapons ban. But there again, we got 
that done in 1994; had it happened in '93,1 think it would not have hurt 
us so bad. But in '94, there wasn't enough time between the time that 
bill passed and the time people voted to convince the world people that 
voted against our congressmen on the Brady Bill and the assault weapons 
ban, that there wasn't anything going to happen to them and their hunting 
and sport shooting and all that. 

By '96, the issue was working for us, because 1 could go to places 
like New Hampshire and say 1 want everybody that missed a day in the deer 
woods to vote against me; but if you didn't, they didn't tell you the 
truth and you ought to get even. That's what 1 said. And our wining 
margin in New Hampshire went from one point to 13 points or something. 

But in '94, my party's members bore the brunt of that. Then the 
third problem we had, and this is where 1 think you were right, is I was 
trying so hard to keep all of my campaign commitments and the way I made 
them, I should have done welfare reform before health care; you were right 
about that. 

Q I don't know that I took that position. In fact -

THE PRESIDENT: I thought you were saying that. 

Q Well, 1 might have said i t but — 

THE PRESIDENT: And it was right. 

Q I'll tell you where I was wrong, is that when it came to 
doing welfare reform, I chickened out, and I wrote a column the week you 
signed it telling you not to sign i t I talked to Elwood last week, and 
he's tumed around on it as well; we were both wrong. 

THE PRESIDENT: But the reason is, 1 think, if you go back, 
there's one thing that nobody in the press has picked up and we ought to 
talk about this later — is why I vetoed the first two bills and signed 
the third one - we'll come back to that. 

But if I hadn't done welfare reform first, that would have given 
the Democrats a chance to appeal to more conservative and moderate voters, 
and the system — one thing I've leamed is, since I've been there, is 
actually the system is capable of great change, but it can only digest so 
much at once. So in '93, they did a big economic plan and NAFTA, and in 



'94 they did this big crime bill. And they might have been able to do 
welfare reform, but there's no way the system could digest the health care 
thing. Either that, or if we were going to do health care first, then the 
mistake I made was saying I would veto anything short of 100 percent 
coverage, because — 

Q Why did you say that? 

THE PRESIDENT: — it was one of those decisions we made 
practicing for the State of the Union and I just shouldn't have done it. 
It was a mistake. I was trying to bring clarity to the debate, and I was 
afraid that they would try to run something bogus by. 

Q You're saying that you think there is no way you could 
have gotten a health insurance deal in '94? 

THE PRESIDENT: No. 

Q You don't think so? 

THE PRESIDENT: No. 

Q What about -

THE PRESIDENT: Let me tell you what happened. 

Q What if you had gone and just dumped your bill and gone 
over to Chafee's press conference and said "I'm with him"? 

THE PRESIDENT: Wdl, maybe, bu t -

Q He had universality. He had a tax increase to pay for 
it, and he had Bob Dole. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, he sort of did, but let me tell you what 
happened. What happened was, 1 offered and Hillary offered not to submit 
a bill. We offered to do two different things. We offered to submit sort 
of a generic bill and let Congress fill in the blanks, and Rostenkowski 
asked us - this is a little more detail, but - then we offered not to 
submit our own bill at all, but instead to submit a joint bill with Dole, 
which I thought was good politics for him, because then he couldn't lose 
anything — 

Q What was the time frame for this? When did you make that 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, before we introduced a bill. I can't 
remember exactly when — 

Q So this is while the task force was — 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, before we introduced the bill. And Dole said 
to me — I'll never forget this, because we were at a leadership meeting 
in the Cabinet Room and he said, no, he said that's not the way we should 



do it. He said, you introduce a bill, we'll introduce a bill, then we'll 
get together, we'll put them together, we'll compromise and pass them. 

Then after that. Dole got the memo from Bill Kristol, 1 think, 
which said — which basically took the Gingrich line. The way you guys 
are going to win in the Congress and weaken them is to have nothing 
happen. If anything happens, the Democrats will get credit for it, so you 
guys have to make sure nothing happens. After that, I don't think we 
really had a chance. Because Mitchell killed himself to try to figure out 
a way to get to Chafee, do something and — maybe if 1 had gone to 
Chafee's press conference, maybe that would have worked. 

Q Or if the First Lady had. 

THE PRESIDENT: You know, I hadn't thought of that, but all I can 
tdl you is that 1 really believed because Dole — with that single 
exception, all my other dealings with Dole, whatever he said, was the way 
we did i t In other words, not the way we did it, but I mean, if I made a 
deal with him, it always was honest. 

Q He was as good as his word. 

THE PRESIDENT: Exadly. And in this case, I just think, you 
know, he saw a chance to win the majority, saw a chance to get elected 
president. Bill Kristol told them don't do it; they didn't do it And 
that's what 1 think happened. 

Q But this is the thing that people on the left point to, 
that would have been your big achievement, the big, new deal kind of 
achievement. And when you look back on it, do you regret the substance of 
what you did? Do you think that going with an employer mandate was the 
wrong thing? And also, do you regret the detail in which you did it, the 
fact that you did the 1,300 pages and -

THE PRESIDENT: 1 think politically it was bad politics. On the 
substance, I think basically it was a privately-financed plan that relied 
on managed care, but had a patients' bill of rights in it. And 1 think 
the two things that made it unpalatable to Republicans were the employer 
mandate and the patients bill of rights. I think the thing that made it 
unpalatable to Democrats, a few of them, was the employer mandate. 

But if you're not going to have an employer mandate, then you have 
to have a subsidy where people buy into either Medicare or Medicaid. And 
probably, that would have been simpler. 

Q That's what you're going to have eventually. 

THE PRESIDENT: That's what you're going to have eventually. And 
if I could do it now, that's what I would offer. But the problem is, I 
couldn't do it in '94 with the deficits the way they were without a tax 
increase. And I didn't feel that I could ask the Congress to vote for 
another tax increase even if it was a dedicated thing after we had just 
had that big one in '93. 



Q Plus the reporting was way out of whack at that point, 
because you weren't getting credit for the savings, the managed care — 

THE PRESIDENT: We were getting killed by the scoring. The 
scoring was all wrong, and we knew it was wrong. But I was stuck with the 
scoring. So if you look at it, the position I was in is, I was stuck with 
the scoring, 1 didn't want to ask for another tax increase; 1 didn't think 
that was right. So I had to try stay with the private insurance system. 
And 1 would have thought that the insurers would actually have liked that, 
because they were going to get a lot more customers. 

But basically, they didn't like it because we couldn't just let 
them have all those mandated customers and have no patients' bill of 
rights and no restrictions on managed care, so they then developed this 
whole argument that it's a Rube Goldberg machine, it's a govemment 
takeover of health care and all this stuff, and that sort of stuck because 
they had all that money to put behind it. 

But the truth is, in defense of what we offered, if you go back 
and look at all the early soundings from all the experts when we first 
laid it out there, everybody said this is a moderate plan, this is not too 
far left, they've tried to keep their private insurance system, they've 
certainly left the private health care delivery system intact, because 
nobody said it was some big government takeover until all the people spent 
whatever they spent, $100 million, $200 million, whatever they spent in 
their later to try to perform reverse plastic surgery on it. 

But 1 think that in the context you ask the questions, to go back, 
I think that the combined impact of the economic plan with people not 
fully feeling the benefits in '94, the gun deal where people had their 
fears fully allayed, and the health care thing where the people that 
wanted it didn't get it and the people that didn't like it knew what they 
didn't like about it. That tended to depress the Democratic voters, and 
the three things together produced — plus the fact that the Republicans 
had this Contract on America, and people didn't really know what it was, 
they just knew they had a plan, gave them the big win they got. 

Q Just to stay with health insurance for a minute, do you 
regret structurally the way you went about doing it? If you had to do it 
all over again, would you give it to the First Lady? Was that a mistake? 

THE PRESIDENT: I don't think it was a mistake to give it to her; 
I think the mistake 1 made was, I either should have insisted on having 
her say, okay, here's all of our work, look at it. Here are the basic 
principles we want, you guys draft the bill. Or, 1 would have insisted 
that we had a joint bill. If we were going to draft the bill, I would 
have made the Republicans draft it with me. That was the mistake I made. 

Neither one of those things was her doing. She gets a total bum 
rap on this. The plan she came up with, which was, she was told, we ain't 
going to have a tax increase, right, and therefore it's not going to be a 
total government program, but you have to try to get 100 percent coverage, 
so there was no other way to do it except with an employer mandate. And 
she was also told that managed care is going to happen and we favor it. 



which she did favor it, but we've got to have some protections in there 
for people. 

1 don't know how many doctors I've had come up to me since then, 
tell me that we were right and that basically it was a good plan. So in a 
way, 1 think she really got a bum rap on that deal because she was 
operating within constraints that were — we now know impossible. What 1 
should have done is to let her do all the work, publish all the findings, 
say here are our principles, you guys write the bill. 

Or, 1 should have said, if you want me to do a bill, I will only 
do it if we have a bipartisan agreement on the bill. That would have 
produced something less than 100 percent of coverage, but at least it 
would have produced something that would have passed and gotten us up to 
90 or maybe above 90 percent. That was the mistake I made. 

But it was my mistake, not hers. She, I think, has gotten a 
totally bum rap on this deal. All she did was what she was asked to do. 

Q I asked Ira about it, and he pointed to his e-commerce 
protocols, and he said, what I did was, I decided to do everything the 
exact opposite of what we did with health insurance, and it worked. 

THE PRESIDENT: But the interesting thing there was, it worked 
because number one, we didn't have to pass a big bill because of the 
Telecommunications Act, which was a great success, which we ought to talk 
about later, was a big part of the economic program, was operating on a 
parallel track. And all we had to do there was to basically invite them 
to help us make govemment policy that would maximize economic growth. It 
was a much simpler problem. 

There was absolutely no way to get to 100 percent of coverage, to 
have universal health coverage — unless you had an employer mandate or 
the govemment filled in the difference. If we were doing it today, we 
could do it. And the next administration could do it, because now we have 
the money to do it; but then, we didn't. 

Q You're going to come down closer to get what you want in 
reconciliation if you move the CHIPS program to cover the parents, and 
only — 

THE PRESIDENT: The CHIPS program - the parents, and you let 
people between 55 and 65 buy into Medicare, then the only people that 
won't be able to get health insurance are young, single people who think 
they'll live forever and just don't want to do it, or very wealthy people 
who just would rather go ahead and just pay their doctor. 

Q The reason why I was always for universal was because I 
thought those people had a moral responsibility to pay in to help the risk 
pools. 

THE PRESIDENT: I don't know if I can gd this CHIPS thing, but if 
1 can, it will make a huge difference. 



Q 1 don't want to stick on the bad stuff in the first term 
too long, but — things — in retrospect, things seemed pretty much a mess 
in the White House for the first couple of years. And there were times — 
several people have said to me that you came to them at various times and 
said, look, I'm in the wrong position; I'm to the left of where I should 
be, or things just don't feel right or things are out of control. And I 
guess two or three questions you could answer in a bunch. 

How did that happen? I mean, how do you come out of the box doing 
gays in the military, for example, which 1 assume — well, you believe 
in the policy — it probably wasn't the best thing to come out of the box 
with — why did you surround yourself with — why were there so few — 

(end of tape one, beginning of tape two - no overlap) 

Q At what point did you get a White House that you were 
really happy with the way it was working? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, first of all, 1 think that in retrospect, I 
think if you compare the functioning of our White House, for example, with 
the Reagan White House in the first term, I think ours looks pretty good. 
And I think that the problems we had were fundamentally — most of the 
mistakes we made were political, not substantive. 

I mean, Bruce Reed was there, Sperling was there, McLarty was 
there, and Rubin was there. So I don't think — I don't think it's fair 
to say — and Laura Tyson agreed with us — I don't think we had a bad — 
I think we did have people who were philosophically and substantively and 
on policy terms, consistent with our New Democrat philosophy. And I think 
that budget from the empowerment zones to the charter schools we got in 
the beginning, to the Goals 2000 program to what we did on the student 
loan program, which was terrific — it saved $8 billion in student loan 
costs for kids — to the overall economic plan, I think it was consistent. 

I think the economic plan was consistent — I mean the crime bill 
was completely New Democrat. 1 think family leave and the Brady Bill 
were. A lot of the most important things that were done that made 
possible all the stuff we've done in the last four years — 

Q You left out NAFTA and reinventing government. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, we had NAFTA and we did RIGO and we did the 
WTO — all that in the first two years. 

Q But even given all that— 

THE PRESIDENT: But what was wrong was that the political image 
was different from the reality. The substantive reality 1 think was quite 
good. I've heard Bob Rubin defend the White House repeatedly and talk 
about how the things that worked well later, especially the sense of 
comradery and team work and joint decision-making, were all put in place 
in that first year and a half. 



But let's just go through the problems, and you'll see. Part of 
it was I think none of us were sensitive to the way — sufficiently 
sensitive to the way Washington works and to the way little things would 
look big to other people. Now, let's just start with the gays in the 
military. How did that happen? It is not true that we brought it up 
first. 

Q Andrea Mitchell brought it up in a press conference on 
November 11th. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, but why? What happened? Dole introduced 
legislation — Dole deserves credit for this. The Republicans should give 
Dole credit for this. They always say he was too moderate and all that — 
they should give Dole credit for this. And I give him credit for i t 
I've thought a lot of times about how I could have out-maneuvered him on 
it. But I had two things going - and the Joint Chiefs obviously agreed 
with him, which helped. 

But what put this on the front bumer early? Not me, it wasn't my 
decision. Dole introduced a bill in Congress which was going to fly 
through there, because Nunn agreed with him, to keep the present policy. 
That was like the first thing he did. And then the Joint Chiefs demanded 
a meeting with me. The President can't refuse to meet with the Joint 
Chiefs. So it was those two things that put this thing front and center. 
I did not want this — 

Q The bill came in after you said — after Andrea Mitchell 
asked the question and you responded the way you did. I always thought 
that was because she needed a vacation and hadn't taken it. 

THE PRESIDENT: No, no, it was because — but he was going to put 
that in anyway. We knew what he was doing. So what happened was between 
the Joint Chiefs and the Dole bill, we were forced to put it up. 1 was 
going - what I intended to do was to get all the stuff, my basic stuff 
organized, lead with that, and figure out how to handle the gays in the 
military. And they basically forced me to deal with it from the 
beginning. 

And then the thing that — then I got a lot of heat, obviously, 
from the gay community for what I did. But everybody ignores what 
precipitated "don't ask, don't tell," which was a vote in the Senate 
essentially on the Dole position that passed 68-32, i.e. by a veto-proof 
margin. There was no vote in the House. 

In retrospect, given the way Washington works, what I probably 
should have done is issued a clean executive order, let them overturn it 
and basically let them live with the consequences ofit. And 1 might have 
actually gotten a better result in the end, more like the one 1 wanted. 

But when General Powell came to see me about the "don't ask, don't 
tell" policy, the commitments that were made were very different from the 
way that it worked out in practice later on. And so there was no question 
in my mind, given the way they laid out what their policy was going to be. 



that gay servicepeople would be better off under the new policy than they 
were under the old one. It didn't work out that way, but the commitments 
that 1 got and the descriptions that 1 gave when 1 announced it at the War 
College, there's no question that if that if had been followed through, 
the gays in the military would have been better off than they were under 
the old policy. 

And the thing that 1 didn't understand about the way things play 
out in public, because I really was inexperienced in the way Washington 
worked when I got there, is that sometimes you just need clarity. And 
even if you lose, it's better to lose with clarity than ambiguity. And 
what had not sunk in on 1 think even the press writing about this was that 
once the Senate voted 68-32, the jig was up, it was over, because 
everybody knew there were more than 300 votes in the House against the 
policy. So we had a veto-proof majority in both Houses in favor of 
legislating the present policy unless I could find some way to go 
forward. So that's what I tried to do. 

But the reason it came up first was essentially because the Joint 
Chiefs and Dole were determined -

Q So it wasn't the Andrea Mitchell question on November 
11th? 

THE PRESIDENT: No. 

Q It was up — 

THE PRESIDENT: Because 1 had lots of options there. I mean, 
Harry Truman basically — if you go back and look at what he did with 
integration of the military, he basically signed an order that said, 
integrate; come back within three years and tell me how you did it. 

Q You could have signed an executive order. 

THE PRESIDENT: I could have done that. And like I said, in 
retrospect, we would have had greater clarity. And since there had been 
so many problems with implementing the policy, I'm not sure that for the 
past six years it would have been better. Now I think Secretary Cohen has 
really taken hold of this thing and there have been some changes in the 
last six months that I think really will make the future better than the 
previous policy was. 

Q But to go back to the original question, I have a strong 
sense that during that first year, year and a half, you weren't satisfied 
with the way the White House was working -

THE PRESIDENT: No, because 1 thought we were often - first of 
all, we had to do some stuff that was tough, that was going to get us out 
of position. Our foreign policy team I think was working very well, and 
except for it took us too long to build an international consensus in 
Bosnia, but we eventually did it and did the right thing there. We were 
doing well in the Middle East. We took a big, bold step away from the 
traditional American position to get involved in the Irish peace process. 



And on balance, I was pleased with that. 

And actually, a lot of people have forgotten this, but when I came 
back from Jordan from the signing of the peace agreement in the Wadi Araba 
in Jordan in late '94, right before the election, we were still in 
reasonably good shape because my numbers went back up and that helped the 
Democrats. 

But I still believe that the underlying problems were the reasons 
for the election results. But the political problems of gays in the 
military hurt. I think that we had a lot of — I was more frustrated by 
operational things, like leaks on Supreme Court appointments that weren't 
even accurate, and 1 thought that the White House was not operating 
politically in a way that I thought was effective. 

1 thought, policy-wise, we weren't out of position on anything 
except the retrospective on health care. And I've already said what 1 
thought the political mistake was there, about how I should have handled 
it, given the fact — 

Q If you had to do it over again, you would have done 
welfare reform in '94 and the crime bill? 

THE PRESIDENT: If I had to do it over again, I would have tried 
to do the welfare reform and the crime bill in '94, together, and started 
a bipartisan process on health care. I would have had Hillary up and 
meeting, issue the report with basic principles — that whole 600-page, 
however long it was, the stuff we did — 1 would have given it all to the 
Congress and said, either you write a bill or we write a bill together. 

Q Let me give you another, 1 think a tough "if you had to 
do it all over again." When I look back on this period, you were rolling 
at the end of'93. You did NAFTA, you gave the speech in Memphis. I 
mean, even I was writing positive stuff about you at that point. And then 
came the wave of stupid scandal stories — the Troopergate story, the 
Whitewater stuff That December, the Washington Post asked for all the 
documents. And there was a meeting that you had, maybe the only time in 
recorded history that George and David Gergen agreed and said you should 
turn over all the date, everything. 

And you didn't do it. Do you regret that? Do you think that that 
changed things? 

THE PRESIDENT: I don't believe, given the subsequent coverage of 
the Whitewater thing, it would have made any difference. What 1 regret is 
asking for the special counsel, because under the law that existed before 
and the law that existed after, under neither law could a special counsel 
be called. They had one-

Q Why did you do it? I was there the night you did it. 
You were in Ukraine — Kiev. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. I did it because I was exhausted, because I 
just buried my mother and 1 had poor judgment. And I had people in the 



White House who couldn't stand the heat of the bad stories and they 
suggested that I do it, and that I'd have to do it. And I knew that there 
was nothing there. I knew it was just one guy lying. And I had Bemie 
Nussbaum and Bruce and a few other people screaming at me not to do it. 
They said, you don't understand. 

I knew that Janet Reno would appoint a Republican, even though all 
other Presidents had been investigated by people who had basically 
supported them. Lawrence Walsh supported Reagan; Sirica — no, what's his 
name? 

Q Sirica. 

THE PRESIDENT: No, Sirica was the judge. Jaworski (sp) supported 
Nixon. 1 knew Reno wouldn't do that. I knew Reno would appoint a 
Republican, but I knew that there was nothing there. I knew she'd appoint 
an honest, professional prosecutor. So I just did it. But it was wrong. 
Because the decision to appoint a special counsel is a decision to 
bankrupt anybody who's not rich. I mean, by definition, there's a penalty 
associated with it. But if Fiske had been allowed to do his job, this 
whole thing would have been over in '95 or '96, and, of course, that's why 
he was replaced, because he was going to do his job. 

Q Just staying on this for a minute— 

THE PRESIDENT: But do I think so? No, because I think - I mean, 
I don't want to get into this. 1 shouldn't talk about this much until I'm 
out of office. But 1 believe that the desire, the almost hysterical 
desire to have something to investigate was so great that it wouldn't have 
made any difference. 

Because, look, what did this thing hang on? There was nothing in 
those private papers that we — we gave it all to the Justice Department 
— there was nothing in there that did anything other than support what 
the report said, which was that we lost money on a real estate 
investment. And if you noticed, when Starr got a hold of this, he 
immediately abandoned that and just went on to other stuff There was 
never anything to it. 

And I do not believe — I have no reason to believe, given the 
coverage of the events of Whitewater, that it would have made any 
difference. I think they would have found some way to say, oh, there are 
questions here, let's have a special counsel. But do I wish I had done 
it? I mean, I don't know. 

Q Last week you talked about the clanging tea kettle, and 
you know I've written this continuum — I've wrote that this era is going 
to be remembered more for the severity — for the ferocity of its 
prosecutions than for the severity of the crimes. And there's never been 
anything proven. And yet, the hatred and the vitriol has been relentless. 

What do you think it is about you? Do you think it's you? Do you 
think it's us, our generation? And what about the Steve Skeronick (sp) 
theory, the Yale professor who talked about third way Presidents like you. 



like Wilson, substantively like Nixon, people who take the best of the 
opposition's agenda, sand off the rough edges, implement it, and are 
therefore, distrusted by their own party and hated by the opposition? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, 1 think that that - 1 read his book and 
it's a very good book. But I think, in this case that's not accurate, for 
the following reasons. Number one, if you go back to '93 and '94, the 
Democrats in Congress supported me more strongly than they had supported 
— a higher percentage of Democrats voted for my programs than voted for 
Kennedy, Johnson or Carter. It was that the Republican opposition was 
more unanimous. 

Number two, the Republicans never owned crime and welfare. They 
owned them rhetorically, but they didn't do much about it. And at least 
in the tradition that 1 came out of as a govemor, we thought we were 
supposed to act on crime and welfare. Nobody — when you check into the 
morgue, they don't ask for your party registration. And 1 never knew that 
anybody had a vested interest in poor people being out of work. 

And so 1 just never accepted that. And 1 found that there were a 
lot of Democrats in the Congress that were eager to deal with those 
issues. And if you look at i t we had — 1 don't know — more than 
two-thirds of the Democrats in the House and more than 75 percent of the 
Democrats in the Senate voted for welfare reform. And we had a higher 
percentage of Democrats than Republicans in the Senate voting for it, and 
slightly higher percentage of Republicans than Democrats voting for it in 
the House, but not huge. 

So 1 think that maybe transformational figures generally inspire 
that, because most times people like to deal with folks they can put in a 
box. Maybe it's just — maybe it's something about me that made them 
mad. You know my favorite joke about the guy that's walking along the 
edge of Grand Canyon and falls off — so this guy is hurdling down 
hundreds of feet to certain death, and he looks out and he grabs this twig 
and it breaks his fall. He heaves a sigh of relief Then all of a sudden 
he sees the roots coming loose. He looks up in the sky and says, "God, 
why me? I'm a good person. I've taken care of my family, I've paid my 
taxes, I've worked all my life. Why me?" And this thunderous voice says, 
"Son, there's just something about you I don't like." (Laughter.) 

I don't know. I don't think — 

Q The folks like you. They never cared about this stuff. 

THE PRESIDENT: But I believe the Republicans thought - 1 told 
you — I think that they thought — 

Q It wasn't just them, it was us, too. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. The press I think - I wasn't part of the 
Washington establishment, and I think that the press didn't know what to 
make of me. I think this travel office deal, it was largely a press 
deal. I mean, I didn't know that they thought they owned the travel 
office. It was a weird deal. And, of course, all I ever heard was one 



guy in the press who happened to be the head of the White House 
Correspondents at the time said, I wish you'd have somebody look into this 
because the costs are going up and it's not working well. I didn't 
realize that everybody else didn't care what happened. It was a strange 
thing. 

But I think that — all I can tell you is that the same guy that 
told me — the same senator that told me that it was about making people 
think I'd done something wrong in Whitewater also said that the 
Republicans had learned a lot from my presidency. He said, before that 
they thought there was a liberal press, and he said, now we have a 
different view, we think that they are liberal and that they vote like 
you, but they think like us and that's more important. 

And I said, what do you mean? And he said, well, we just don't 
believe in govemment very much, but we love power. And he says, you 
know, the press wants to be powerful and we both get it the same way, by 
hurting you. There could be something to that. 

But I'm sure — maybe there were times when 1 didn't handle it all 
that well in the early going. But all 1 can tell you is, if you look back 
over it, the Whitewater thing was a total fraud. Now, I've got a friend 
named Brandy Ayres who is the editor of a little newspaper in Addison, 
Alabama — do you know who he is? 

Q I've met him, yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: He wrote an editorial that said, this is what 
always happens when Republicans get in the majority. They did it when 
they got in the majority after World War II , they tried to convince us 
Harry Truman and Dean Acheson were communists. And then the second time, 
they gave us McCarthy and now they gave us this. 

I don't know. I think part of it is how you view power. But for 
whatever reason, there is something about me that they didn't like very 
much. But it all worked out all right Like 1 said, I'm sure that my not 
being familiar with Washington mores may have had something to do with the 
way 1 didn't handle the press right Maybe I didn't — 

Q Yes, you know — I mean, I've said this in prim, so I 
can say it to your face — you're the most talented politician I've ever 
come across. And you're not a slow study. That's the other thing we know 
about you. 

THE PRESIDENT: But 1 think in the beginning, for the first two 
years 1 thought I was pushing a lot of rocks up the hill. I was 
obsessed. 

Thomas Patterson, who has written books about the presidency and 
the media and all that, he said in '95 that I'd already kept a higher 
percentage of my campaign promises than the previous five Presidents, 
which I felt really good about We had just lost the Congress, 1 needed 
something to feel good about. 



But 1 do believe in '95 1 was - and '93 and '94,1 was just 
fixated on trying to get as much done as quickly as 1 could, and also on 
trying to leam the job, get the White House functioning, all that kind of 
stuff And 1 think that I did not spend enough time probably at least 
working with the media, letting them ask me questions, at least trying to 
get the whole — letting them get something in perspective. And I 
think maybe I was just the last gasp of 25 years of scandal mania. We may 
be swinging the other way on the pendulum now. 

Q 1 think after '98 maybe we've learned — I think we're 
doing a little bit better this year. You might see that in a different 
way. 

Let's talk about '95 for a second. To my mind, the period of this 
presidency that is most touching to me, 1 think, are the weeks after — 
well, the two days, April 18, 1995 -

THE PRESIDENT: Oklahoma City? 

Q No, the press conference the night before Oklahoma City 
when you said the President is still relevant here. I thought, oh, my 
God, that must be the rock bottom for him. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, actually, it wasn't - I didn't have the 
same reaction to it than maybe — you know, we often don't perceive 
ourselves as others see us. But that question, 1 learned something from 
that, which is, if someone asks you a question that you want to answer 
directly, but there's a word in it that's dynamite, you should answer it 
without using the word. Because actually, what I was doing in April of 
'95 in my own mind was prefiguring the fight which occurred at the end of 
'95 and the end of'96. 

That is, I honestly didn't feel pathetic or irrelevant or 
anything. I knew that in the end, if a veto-proof minority of my party 
would stay with me, after the terrible licking they'd taken in '94, if 
they would stay with me, I believed in the end we'd have our chance to 
make our case to the American people. In other words, I believed it would 
tum out the way it did turn out at the end of'95 and the beginning of 
'96. 

So, actually, to me, it wasn't the worst point of the presidency. 
When they asked me that question, a light went on in my head. I actually 
felt good about it. But because I used the word, it came out — people 
perceived it differently than I did. I didn't feel that about it. 

Q But then, a week later, you said — at Michigan State, 
you said, you can't love your country and despise its government. And 
that's when a light went off in my mind, he's figured out how he's going 
to go up against these folks. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, that's what I believed. 1 think the Oklahoma 
City thing was awful, it was awful. But I think it began a kind of 
reassessment, a kind of breaking of the ice. And I don't mean that — God 
knows — 



Q Someone told me that you said, you told them that you 
wouldn't use the word "bureaucrat" again in a speech after that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. I did. It affected even me. I realized 
that 1 had played on the resentments people feel about government, and 1 
thought that when government did something stupid or indefensible, they 
ought to be taken on. But I realized that even when you do that, you have 
to be careful what word you use. And I did say that. I said, how many 
times have I used the word "bureaucrat," and there are people there. And 
I didn't mean to say that I or even Newt Gingrich was responsible for 
Timothy McVeigh. I don't want to get - that's what he did. Are the 
liberals responsible for Susan Smith - the one throwing her kid out the 
window? I didn't want to get into that. But Oklahoma City had a profound 
impact on me, too. 

I went down there and I was sitting there with the relatives, and 
one of the people that was killed had been in my inaugural and I was 
talking to his kinfolk. And I said, you know — I just made up my mind I 
would try never again to discuss the government, even people's 
frustrations with it, in a way that could be directed against categories 
of people. It really had a big impact on me. And I think it did on the 
country. 

Q Would it be fair to say that by the time you gave that 
speech at Michigan State, you were ready for battle? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. Yes. 

Q Now, this is a really interesting part of your presidency 
to me. You had at that point a brilliant strategy in place to screw 
them. It was, smoke them out You could have just sat there and said, 
well, what's your plan? You could have done to them what they did to you 
in '94. And yet, you insisted, ultimately, against, from what I can 
gather, your entire staff, including people like Bob Rubin, you insisted 
on coming out with your own budget, your own balanced budget that June. 
Why did you do that? I mean you didn't have to politically, right? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, probably not. In other words, I could have 
done to them what they did to me. And that was the argument, that we'd 
just say no to them like they just said no to us. But goveming is 
important to me. And I thought that in the end we would all be judged by 
how we had performed, and by whether we had performed. And this may sound 
naive, but I believed that in the end we could change the politics of 
Washington. 

See, one of the reasons I ran for President is I didn't just want 
to prove that I could play the game they'd all been playing with each 
other — " I got an idea, you got an idea, let's fight and maybe we can 
both get our 15 seconds on the evening news." That's basically the 
operative mode. I didn't want to do that. I came here to do things. I 
wanted to be President to do things, to change the country, to be 
relevant. And 1 thought that the Democrats — I didn't think the 
Republicans would take us up on it initially, because Gingrich had 



basically made it clear that he wanted to basically be prime minister of 
the country and turn me into a ceremonial and foreign policy President. 
We'd have the French system, in effect. 

Q Not only that, he told me on the phone one night he was 
personally going to lead a Wesleyan revolution that year. 

THE PRESIDENT: So that's basically what he wanted to do. But I 
just felt that the Democrats could not sacrifice - what 1 was trying to 
do was to build the Democrats as a party of fiscal responsibility. 1 
wanted to prove that you could be socially progressive and fiscally 
responsible. And for us - and 1 went out there saying, look, our credo 
is opportunity, responsibility, community. 1 just didn't see that I could 
stand there and say, what do you expect of me, I'm just the President, 
they're in the majority. That's just not my way. 1 believe that you have 
to do things if you can. And my own view of politics is that there's 
always plenty that the parties are honestly divided about at election 
time, no matter how much you get done. 

Furthermore, I really did believe that the Democrat Party, in the 
end, would be successful by developing what is now known as the Third Way, 
but which I really saw as basically an information age version of what 
we'd always been for. 

Q What was your fantasy for a second term? If you'd had 
everything you wanted the day after you were reelected, what would it have 
been? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, the validation of the economic strategy has 
been a part ofit. I would have finished the job in health care and 
enacted my entire education budget. And the rest ofit is still sort of 
pending. The Irish peace process worked out the way I'd hoped. I'm still 
hoping that we'll get more done in the Middle East. It's very difficult, 
but I'm hoping we will. And then, on the foreign policy front, it's going 
to pretty much work out the way I'd hoped it would I think. 

Q When I look back at your speeches, if there were a couple 
of paragraphs where you best describe your political philosophy, the Third 
Way, they were in the 1998 State of the Union address, and nobody paid any 
attention. And you know why? 

THE PRESIDENT: Because I was standing - what I got credit for 
there was just getting up, standing up. (Laughter.) 

Q What was the opportunity cost of that scandal? what did 
it cost you? 

THE PRESIDENT: 1 don't know yet, because actually we did — in 
'98 we won seats in the House of Representatives, the first time a 
President's party has done that since — 

Q 1 mean, substantively. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I don't know. Because I don't know whdher 
the Congress, the Republicans would have been more willing to work with 



me, or not. 

Q What about things like Social Security reform — could 
you have made a — 

THE PRESIDENT: Maybe. What 1 wanted to do with Social Security 
- I am disappointed there. We still may get some Medicare restructural 
reform out of this. And in any case. Medicare is going to be okay for 30 
years, which is the longest it's been okay for in forever and ever. And I 
think -

Q Yes, but that's a problem, for god sakes. I mean, the 
generational transfer issue I think is something that you're really 
concerned about. 

THE PRESIDENT: I am concemed about it. But-

Q You can't keep a fee-for-service — 

THE PRESIDENT: But, but, but both Medicare taxes and Social 
Security taxes, in fairness, since 1983 have been paying for everything 
else. So we've had a little of that in reverse. 

Q That's very good. 

THE PRESIDENT: Everybody has forgotten that. We've been dumping 
all these Social Security and Medicare taxes into the general economy all 
this time. 1 personally believe, though, that - I regret we didn't get 
to do Social Security because I would have — what happened was 1 think 
maybe we could have gotten it if we hadn't had that whole impeachment 
thing. But there was more resistance in both parties to do anything than 
I had imagined there was. 

They'll have to come to terms with this. It will have to be 
done. And I think you've either got to raise taxes, cut benefits, or 
increase the rate of return. What I proposed in '98 on Social Security I 
think was a very good beginning, and I really thought we'd get something. 
Was that '98 or '99? 

Q That was '98. And there was also the Breaux-Thomas, 
later Breaux-Frisk commission on Medicare. You could have, with your 
abilities, you could have gotten some kind of deal if you'd been able to 
at that point. 

THE PRESIDENT: Maybe. But they-

Q Breaux was your guy, right? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I don't agree with what he wanted to do 
there. And he knows that. I mean, I thought - I agree with some of what 
they proposed, but some of what they proposed 1 think would not be good 
for Medicare. On policy grounds, he and I have had long discussions about 
it. 1 think there are a couple of things in that report that 1 just 
simply didn't agree with. 



Q In general, when you talk about an information age safety 
net, what would it be and what would be the guiding principles? 1 don't 
think that you can have the kind of centralized, top-down sort of programs 
that Social Security and Medicare — 

THE PRESIDENT: 1 think if you had - yes, but there's a great 
article - let me just say this - there's a great article in the New York 
Times Sunday Magazine the day before yesterday -

Q The Sarah Moseley article? 

THE PRESIDENT: About volunteerism. And 1 don't believe - 1 
think you have to have some sort of — if you believe there should be a 
safety net, there has to be some sort of safety net. Now, there's all 
kinds of options to get it done, and 1 think there should be more - you 
can have some more room for private initiative, but if you had a safety 
net that worked, you'd have something for the poor and the disabled, the 
people who through no fault of their own were in trouble. You would have 
genuinely world-class education for everybody who needed it, which is 
everybody. You would have access to health care at an affordable rate, 
and decent housing, and you'd have to have a lifetime learning system. 

And then I think you'd have to have some more generous version of 
the New Markets Initiative I proposed, because there will always be 
unevenness in the growth of the market economy. That's part of its genius 
because you have to have opportunity for new things to branch out. But in 
my view, this New Markets thing has been under-appreciated. 

Q 1 was out there a year ago watching Al From and Jesse 
Jackson cavort along beside you. 

THE PRESIDENT: And it may be one of the great opportunities for 
bipartisan achievement in this session. It may be one of the great 
opportunities because Hastert is completely committed to it, he's been as 
good as his word on everything. And I think Lott knows it's the right 
thing to do. I've talked to them both a lot. We do have a good working 
relationship now, even though we have our differences. I think the Senate 
has been far too grudging on the judges, particularly since I appointed 
basically mainstream judges, but they want more ideologues, and they hope 
they can get them next year. And I hope they can't, and we'll see what 
happens. 

But anyway, I think a part of the safety net ought to be viewed as 
a willingness of the government to make continuing extraordinary efforts 
including big tax incentives to keep the people in places that are left 
behind in the emerging global economy, keep giving them a chance to catch 
up. 

And 1 think this whole digital divide is a — I prefer to think of 
it as a digital bridge. I think if you think about what this means, 
basically, this information economy can collapse distances in a way that 
telephones and railroads and electrical - 1 mean, I think about it in 
terms of Arkansas. When they brought us REA and the interstate highway 
system, and I put all these little airports up in remote towns and all 



that — it all helped to bring, like, small-scale manufacturing to places 
that had been left behind. But there was always the factor of distance. 

And then 1 got to a place like the Ship Rock Navaho Reservation 
where they make really beautiful jewelry, for example, where the 
unemployment rate is 58 percent and only 30 percent of the people have 
telephones. And you realize that if they really were part of an 
information age economy, there are ways in which they could do — I 
remember when I became President there were a lot of banks in New York 
shipping their data processing to Northern Ireland every day — every 
day. And then bringing it back. There are all kinds of opportunities 
that we never had before. And 1 think people ought to start thinking 
about that as a part of the safety net. 

Q You know, this raises an interesting point about you, 
personally. Shalala said to me that she thought that just as you were 
obsessed and voracious about social policy when you were government in the 
'80s — that's one of the things I first noticed about you, is that you 
knew everything. I mean, you knew about the schools up here in East 
Harlem, more than Cuomo did, in fact. But as you were to social policy in 
the '80s you've been hungry in the same way for knowledge about science 
and technology in the '90s. 

And I talked to Herald Farmus (sp) about it, and other people have 
said the same thing. Is that true? And in that regard, talk to me a 
little bit about the policy that you pursued in high-tech and information 
age things that I don't understand that well, like telecommunications and 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, let's talk about that. The one thing in our 
mantra about our economic policy which we always repeat, fiscal 
responsibility, expanded trade, and investing in people — those three 
things really were the sort of three stools of our economic policy. But 
one thing I think that tends to understate is the role that technology, 
particularly information technology has played in this remarkable growth, 
and the productivity growth and the long economic expansion. 

And I think our major contribution to that, apart from getting 
interest rates down so capital can flow to that sector, was in the 
Telecommunications Act of'96. And there were — our major contributions 
to that act, I might say, Al Gore deserves a lot of credit for because he 
was our front guy on it — were two. One is we insisted that the Telecom 
Act would be very much pro-competition, which required us to get into a 
very difficult political fight principally with the RBOCs, - operating 
companies — many of whom I've had very good relationships with because 
they do great stuff They've helped us on all of our digital divide 
stuff, a lot of the New Market stuff But I just thought that we had to 
bend over backwards to maximize the opportunity for people with ideas to 
start new companies and get in and compete. 

And we fought that through, and it delayed the passage of the 
Telecom Act but eventually we got what we wanted. And as I remember, 
while there were more Democrats than Republicans for our position, there 
were actually people on both sides of both parties. But we very much 



wanted to have a pro-competition bias. 

The other night, interestingly enough, I was at dinner in New York 
with a friend of mine who was in the telecom business and then got in the 
venture capital business with telecom. He had a dinner for me and I had 
dinner with like 40 people, all of whom headed companies that didn't exist 
in 1996. 1 went out to UUP, which is an Intemet connection company, 
which had 40 or 80 employees, something like that, in 1993, when I became 
President, and they have 8,000 now. 1 mean, it's amazing. 

So that was good. And the second thing we did was to fight for 
the e-rate, which democratized the Internet and democratized the 
telecommunications revolution. We've got 95 percent of our schools have 
at least one Internet connection, and 90 percent of the poorest schools 
have an Internet connection. 

So 1 think that those are the two things that happened. And then 
I also continued to push relentlessly these last eight years for greater 
investment in science and technology. 

It was interesting, I've had an interesting relationship with the 
Congress since the Republicans won the majority because they look around 
for things that they can spend more money on than me. 

Q NIH. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. And it's been very interesting. They knew 
they would always be - whatever defense number I proposed, they'd always 
be for more. And they liked to — I'm always for a balance between mass 
transit and highways, and they're always a little more on the highways 
side. But the big area was NIH. And Herald Farmus (sp) did a brilliant 
job — when the Republicans won the Congress, he brought all these 
freshmen congressman out, showed them the NIH, showed them what they were 
doing, explained the genome project to them. And I think John Porter was 
the head of the subcommittee in the House that had this. He's a good 
man. He's smart and he wanted to do the right thing. And so, anyway, I 
figured out after the first go-round that whatever I proposed, they 
propose more, which suited me fine because I basically don't think you can 
spend too much on those things. 

But the problem I had early on, and the problem I still have is, 
notwithstanding how much money we have, the Republicans do not, in my 
view, spend enough money on non-NlH research. For example, they just took 
out all the money that I proposed for nanotechnology, this highly 
microscopic technology which could increase the power of computer 
generation by unfathomable amounts. 

Now, why is that a mistake? Because as — one night Hillary had 
— we had all these millennial evenings at the White House and then we had 
one the other day on outer space and the deep oceans. We did it in the 
aftemoon. But we had one on the Human Genome Project, and we had Eric 
Ladner from Harvard, who is a biological scientist, and we had Ben Cerf, 
who was one of the developers of the Intemet. 



He actually sent the first e-mail ever sent, 18 years ago - or 19 
years ago now - to his then profoundly deaf wife, who now can hear 
because she's got a microdigital chip that's been planted deep in her 
ear. She heard at 50 - she said she's sure she's the only person who's 
ever heard James Taylor sing "Fire And Rain" at the age of 50 for the 
first time. She came and sort of stood up and was exhibit A. 

But the point they were making is that the biomedical advances 
that would flow out of the Human Genome Project, which the Republican 
majority will support lavishly, depended upon the development of the 
computer technology. And that without the development of the computer 
technology, you could never parse something as small as the human genome, 
and get into all these genes and understand all the permutations. 

For example, there was a fascinating article the other day about 
one of the implications of the human genome, saying that — talking about 
these two women who had a form of cancer, and that basically, if you look 
at the historical studies of all women in this category with this kind of 
cancer, diagnosed at this point in their illness, that you would say they 
had a 45-percent chance of survival. But now they can do genetic testing 
showing that they actually have very different conditions, and that one of 
them had a 20-percent chance of survival, the other had an 80-percent 
chance of survival. 

Now, the reason they can do that is because not only of the 
biological advances, but the non-biological advances that make it possible 
to measure the biological differences. And 1 could give you lots of other 
examples. 

And, again, 1 owe a lot of this to Al Gore. He convinced me in 
1993 that climate change was real. And he wrote that book in '88 and 
they're still making fun ofhis book, and 1 remember as late as last year 
we had a House subcommittee that treated climate change like a conspiracy 
to destroy the economy of the United States. But now you've got all the 
major oil companies admitting that it's real, that the climate really is 
warming at an unsustainable rate. And that's why we pushed the Kyoto 
Protocol and why I want to spend a lot more money, and also have tax 
incentives, for people to keep making advances in energy technologies and 
environmental conservation technologies. 

So my frustration about where we are now is that I'm really 
grateful that the Republican majority has embraced NIH, because it's been 
good and it's enabled me to present budgets under the old budget caps that 
I knew they would break, so 1 could get adequate funding for education, 
for example, and still know we're going to do a really good job on NIH. 
But I think we need a much broader commitment in the Congress to research 
in other areas of science and technology, going beyond the biological 
sciences. 

(end of tape 2, beginning of tape 3 — no overlap) 

Q — when it became clear to you — I mean, I know this is 
prompting you to sound braggart, but so be it. There must have come a 
time when you realized, hey, our economic policy worked, this whole thing 



is taking off, and my larger sense of us moving from the Industrial Age to 
the Information Age is really true, and all of a sudden we have these 
surpluses. Was there a moment when the bolt of lightning hit and knocked 
you off the donkey on the way to the West Wing? Was there a day when you 
realized that — 

THE PRESIDENT: I spent a lot of'98 trying to dodge bolts of 
lightning. (Laughter.) 

Q Well, that's the irony of this, I think, is that that was 
probably going to be the moment that the press was going to realize that 
there had been a coherence to this whole project all along, and we managed 
to work our way out of that. 

THE PRESIDENT: In '98, I spent a lot of'98 -

Q Is it fair to say '98 was the time that this — 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, yes. And I spent a lot of'98 sort of 
wrestling with three overwhelming feelings. One is, obviously there was a 
lot of pain involved because 1 had made a terrible personal mistake, which 
I did try to correct, which then a year later got outed on — or almost a 
year later — and had to live with. And it caused an enormous amount of 
pain to my family and my administration and to the country at large, and 1 
felt awful about it. And I had to deal with the aftermath of it. 

And then, 1 had to deal with what the Republicans were trying to 
do with it. But I had a totally different take on it than most people. I 
really believed then and 1 believe now I was defending the Constitution. 
And while I was responsible for what I did, I was not responsible for what 
they did with what I did - that was their decision - and that I had to 
defend the Constitution. 

And so I felt that - I still believe historically two of the 
great achievements of my administration were facing down the govemment 
shutdown in '95 and '96, and then facing this back; and that those two 
things together, essentially, ended the most overt and extreme 
manifestations of the Gingrich revolution. 

And then the third thing 1 felt was this "gosh, it is all working 
and it's coming together and all these things will be possible." And I 
still believe if we can get one or two things straight for the future, 
that a lot of the good stuff is still ahead. 

Q I'm not going to let you off that so easily. Were there 
days, were there moments that you remember where you saw, hey, this is 
happening? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, 1 was really happy. 1 just was happy because 
1 thought — to be fair, 1 don't think any of us thought in '93 — if you 
asked me in '93, what level of confidence do you have this economic plan 
is going to work, I would say, very, very high. And if you asked me, what 
do you mean by "working," when I started in '93,1 would say we'd probably 
have between 16 million and 18 million new jobs. I never would have 
guessed 22.5 million, and maybe more. 



I would have said — I was fairly sure that we'd get rid of the 
deficit by the time I left office. I didn't know in '93 that we'd be 
paying off nearly $400 billion of the national debt when I left of fice, 
and we'd be looking at taking America out of debt, which is a goal I hope 
will be ratified by this election and 1 hope the American people will 
embrace that, because I think that's quite important. 

So in '98 1 began to imagine just how far we could go, you know, 
and to think about that. 

Q There's another aspect to this that we haven't talked 
about that I think has really been central. In '93 would you have 
predicted that the state of race relations would have gotten to the point 
that it's gotten to now? I mean, I don't know whether you can sense — I 
sensed it out on the trail this year. Bob Dole went to Bob Jones in '96 
and didn't pay any price at all, did he? This year you couldn't do it, 
and everywhere you go in this country, people of different races are 
having lunch together and holding hands. 

THE PRESIDENT: I confess, you know, I like Senator Dole very 
much, but I would have made him pay a price if I had known he went to Bob 
Jones University. 1 just didn't know. 

Q You didn't know about the dating policy? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, I didn't know he went to Bob Jones 
University. 1 didn't know about the dating policy, but I knew about Bob 
Jones because I'm a white southerner. And I think the Bob Jones thing — 
I think Governor Bush going there mattered more maybe to white southerners 
my age who supported civil rights than maybe to even other Americans, 
because it has a whole — because of the history there. It was a big deal 
to me. I just didn't know. 

But I do believe we have come a long way. And I think — I hope I 
made some contribution to that, because I think it's really important. 
I've tried to get Americans to understand that how we handle this — I 
still believe how we handle this is in a way the most important thing, 
because we're a great country and we're full of smart people, and we 
nearly always get it right, unless we get in our own way. And it's just 
like me — nations are like people, individuals, in the sense that very 
often all their greatest wounds are self-inflicted. And this whole state 
of racism, it's a self-inflicted wound. 

Q This was where 1 was wrong on afflrmative action, I 
think, in the end, when I kicked you around on that. 

THE PRESIDENT: I never wanted it to last forever, and I think 
that we had to clean up some of the contracting policies and some of the 
other things. But we -

Q Have those been done? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, we made some changes, and 1 hear a lot of 



complaining about it from people that have been affected by them. But 1 
still believe that - and to be fair to my critics or skeptics, it's a lot 
easier to sell and affirmative action in good economic times than in tough 
economic times. 1 believe what launched the assault on affirmative action 
in the beginning was that, number one, it did seem to be that nobody was 
ever reexamining it, its premises. 

But secondly, the big start was in Califomia because California 
was suffering so much from a recession in the late '80s and early '90s, 
and people felt that they were being disenfranchised, and they felt that 
the circumstances were squeezing in on them anyway and they didn't want 
any other burdens that they lost just because they happened to be in the 
majority. So 1 think maybe the acid test of whether I was right or not 
won't come until there's another period of economic difficulty. 

Q People argue the same on welfare reform, as well, 
although -

THE PRESIDENT: But I think there's enough evidence in on that. 1 
think if there are adversities coming out of welfare reform in the next 
economic downturn, or as far as there are now, it may be because — it's 
largely because of decisions states have made about how to spend or not to 
spend properly the big extra money they got because we grandfathered them 
in at the amount of money they were getting when welfare rolls were at 
their height in February of'94. 1 think that's when we did that. Maybe 
it was '96, but 1 think it was '94. I think we grandfathered them -
anyway, whatever month it was, we grandfathered their cash flow in when 
welfare rolls were high, on the theory that we wanted them to spend this 
money on education, on transportation, on housing assistance, on training 
people to not just take jobs, but to be able to keep jobs, or flnd new 
jobs if they lost them. And there are some stories coming in which are 
troubling, but which have more to do with decisions that were made at the 
state level. 

The thing that some of the people who criticized me on the left 
for welfare reform never understood, 1 don't think - they said, oh, gosh, 
he's ending this national benefit. But that was a joke, because for more 
than 20 years, by 1996, states had been able to set their own rate. So 
you had the family support, monthly support for a family of three on 
welfare varied anywhere from a low of $187 a month to a high of $665 a 
month — on the day 1 signed the welfare reform bill. 

So to pretend that there was somehow some national income safety 
net was a joke. Nobody was going to go below $187 a month. And if there 
was a political consensus for a higher level, they weren't going to go out 
and gut people. And the idea of spending this money to empower people to 
go into the workplace, and then require people who could do so to try to 
get their personal act together and access the benefits and go in there, 
and then letting them keep their medical coverage for a while, is very, 
very important. 

The only thing 1 didn't like about the welfare reform bill was not 
that, it was the immigrant thing. But the two I vetoed — everybody acted 
at the time — the only thing that really disturbed me, and I realized I 



had not succeeded in getting people into the intricacies of welfare policy 
was that I had people, both liberals and conservatives, who said, well, he 
vetoed two of them, but he signed the third one because it's getting close 
to the election and he wants credit for that. That's not true. 

The thing we were fighting about was whether or not, if you 
required people on welfare to go to work and they refused to meet the 
requirement - that is, they acted in a away that violated the 
responsibility portions of the law — how do you minimize the impact on 
their kids. And what I was unwilling to do, because there was a uniform 
national benefit there, was to scrap the food stamps or the Medicaid 
coverage for the children, where we did have a uniform national standard. 
And nowhere near the variations that already existed in the monthly cash 
payment. 

So I thought that finally when they agreed to put those back in, 1 
believed, given the way the budget fights were unfolding - and by then I 
was in my second one, in '96 — that within a couple of years 1 would be 
able to restore most of the immigrant cuts. And sure enough, we did. 

So I still think that some of them are not right and that we 
haven't restored, but 1 think, on balance, the welfare reform bill was a 
big net advance in American social policy and the right thing to do. 

Q That's an interesting phrase, "given the way the budget 
fights were unfolding." There seems to have been a pattern since '95, and 
1 think that that may be part of the reason why people might not see the 
whole of what has gone on here — is that a lot of the stuff you've gotten 
since '95 has come in budget reconciliations at the end of the year — 

THE PRESIDENT: Huge. And I've got to give a lot of credit to 
Panetta and Bowles, who was brilliant at it, and John Podesta and 
Ricchetti, and all these people that worked the Congress, because they — 
and the congressional leadership in our party — keep in mind, any time 
that our support among the Democratic minority drops below a third plus 
one, 1 have no power in the budget process. So 1 think that — but we 
have gotten enormous amounts done for poor people, for the cause of 
education — we've gone from a million dollars a year in three years to 
$445 million a year, something like that, in programs for after-school. 
And my budget this year, if we get that, we'll really be able to put an 
after-school program in every failing school in America — if we get what 
1 asked for this year. Amazing stuff 

I think that's one of the reasons that a lot of what we did in 
education has not been fully appreciated. 

Q Ten million people taking advantage of HOPE Scholarships 
and Lifelong Leaming credits this year, according to Gene. 

THE PRESIDENT: That's right 

Q I mean, are you frustrated that this kind of stuff isn't 
more known? 



THE PRESIDENT: Oh, a little bit. But the main thing for me now 
is that it's happening. And the other thing that 1 think is really 
important I'd just like to mention, that I think almost no one knows, that 
I think is, over the long run, particularly if we can get — it's 
interesting, the Republicans say they're for accountability, but they 
won't adopt my education accountability act, which would require more 
explicit standards, more explicit - turn around failing schools or shut 
them down, and voluntary national tests, which they're against, but we're 
working on it still. 

But just what we did in '94 — in '94, in a little-known provision 
of our reenactment of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, we 
required states to identify - getting Title I money — to identify 
failing schools and to develop strategies to turn them around. States 
like Kentucky the have taken it seriously have had a breath-taking result. 

1 was down at that little school in Kentucky, in eastern Kentucky, 
the other day. And it was a failing school, one of the worst in Kentucky, 
over half the kids on school lunches, now ranked in the top 20 elementary 
schools in Kentucky — in three years. 

Q What did they do. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, let me tell you the results they got. In 
three years, here's what happened — they went from 12 percent of the kids 
reading at or above grade level to 57 percent. They went from 5 percent 
of the kids doing math at or above grade level to 70 percent. They went 
from zero percent of the kids doing at or above grade level in science to 
63 percent. In three years. And they ranked 18th in the performance of 
elementary schools in Kentucky. 

Well, smaller classes, good school leadership, heavy involvement 
by the parents, and basically measuring their performance. It's 
stunning. I mean, it's just amazing. 

1 was in a school the other day in Spanish Harlem that in two 
years went from 80 percent of the kids doing reading and math at or below 
grade level to 74 percent of the kids doing reading and math at or above 
grade level. Below grade level, 80 percent below, to 74 percent at or 
above grade level. In two years. And I know what they did there because 
1 spent a lot of time there. They got a new principal and they basically 
— they went to a school uniform policy, one of my little ideas that was 
falsely maligned, had a huge impact — and they basically went to — they 
established goals and results, and you either met them or you didn't. 
It's amazing. And these children, the pride these children felt was 
breath-taking. 

So one of the things - 1 mean, 1 think one of the most important 
accomplishments of the administration was basically opening the doors of 
college to everybody with the HOPE Scholarships and the direct loans. And 
if we could just get this tuition tax deductibility then — we haven't 
made it possible for every person making $40,000 to send all their kids to 
Yale, but we made it possible for everybody to send all their kids 
somewhere. 



Q That's not refundable, is it? 

THE PRESIDENT: Not refundable, but it is deductible at the 
28-percent level for people that are in the 15-percent income tax bracket. 

Q Oh, 1 see. So it's a kind of semi-deduction. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, well, in our proposal you get to deduct up to 
$10,000 at the 28-percent level even if you're in the 15-percent income 
tax bracket. So it's not refundable, but for the people that need 
refundability, they have access to the Pell Grants and to loans they can 
pay back now as a percentage of their income under the Direct Loan 
Program. 

Q You're getting restless. Let me ask you one last -
well, I'm not going to guarantee this is one last, 1 might want to ask you 
— if I have a few more over time, is there some way I can get in touch 
with you? 

THE PRESIDENT: Sure. You've interviewed 50 people, you've taken 
this seriously, so I want to try to — 

Q Well, it's the last eight years of my life, too, you 
know. (Laughter.) And I haven't even asked you about foreign policy, for 
god sakes. We'll do two things. Let me ask you about foreign policy. It 
seems to me that if you look at what you did, there are two big things you 
did in foreign policy. One was raise economic issues to the same level as 
strategic issues, which was crucial, and the other was to demonstrate over 
time that America was going to be involved and use force when necessary in 
the rest of the world. 

The second one is, obviously, more messy and dicey than the 
first. The third thing you did was essentially not do anything wrong and 
do really right things when it came to the big things like Middle East, 
Russia, China. 

The messy part of it is the dustups in places like Bosnia, 
Kosovo. People have told me that you really feel awful that you didn't do 
more in Rwanda. Is that true? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. I don't know that 1 could have. Let me back 
up and say, I had a — when I came here, came to the White House, 1 sat 
down, basically, and made my own list of what I wanted to accomplish in 
foreign policy. I wanted to maximize the chance that Russia would take 
the right course. I wanted to maximize the chance that China would take 
the right course. I wanted to do what I could to minimize these ethnic 
slaughters, which basically the end of the Cold War ripped the lid off — 
it's not that they didn't occur before, but now they became the main 
problem with the world. 

I wanted to try to create a unified Europe which included an 
expanded NATO, supporting European unification and dealing with all the 
countries around. I wanted to try to get Turkey into Europe as a bulwark 



against fundamentalist terrorism. That required some progress between 
Greece and Turkey, and we made some, not enough to suit me. 

1 wanted to try to minimize the turbulence — the possibility of 
war and nuclear war between India and Pakistan, which is something that 
was not right for my involvement until rather late in my term. But one of 
the things that — and I wanted to try to — and I'll leave this until 
last — 1 wanted to try to broaden the notion in America of what foreign 
policy and national security was, to include health issues, to include — 
like we made AIDS a national security threat — to include climate change; 
to include the globalized society, all these issues we started talking 
about. 

So the one thing 1 would say to you is that I think this has all 
occurred kind of under the radar screen — I'll come back to Rwanda — but 
one of the things 1 think should be mentioned is we have spent an enormous 
amount of money and time and effort focusing America on how to minimize 
the threats of biological warfare, of chemical warfare. What are we going 
to do — will the miniaturization of the information revolution lead to 
small-scale chemical, biological, even, God forbid, nuclear weapons; how 
are we going to deal with that. So we've done a lot of work on that. 

And to come back to Rwanda, one of the things I've tried to do 
with Africa is to — and Sierra Leone is giving us a good test case here 
— is to increase the capacity of the African nations to deal with their 
own problems, to support the regional operations like ECOWAS or OAU. And 
I developed something called the African Crisis Response Initiative, where 
we would go in and train African militaries. When I was in Senegal, for 
example, I went out to the community — to the training site there on our 
trip to Africa, and saw the American soldiers training with the Senegalese 
to dramatically increase their capacity. 

What happened basically with Rwanda is we were obsessed with 
Bosnia and all the other stuff, and it was over in 90 days. I mean, they 
basically killed hundreds of thousands of people in 90 days. And I just 
don't think we were — any of us focused on it and whether we could have 
done something. But I made up my mind that we would certainly try to 
increase the capacity of Africans to deal with it and we would move in as 
quickly as we could. And like I said, what happens in Sierra Leone is 
going to be a little test of that. 

Q Do you think you were prepared for being a foreign policy 
leader when you came in? What are the things that you've leamed in terms 
o f -

THE PRESIDENT: 1 would say, yes and no. 1 think-

Q You had it in principle. 

THE PRESIDENT: I think I had a very - because I'd been 
interested in it since I was a student in college, and I'd always been 
fascinated by world affairs. So the fact that I had not been a senator or 
served in a previous administration I don't think was a particular 
disadvantage. I think all the economic stuff 1 think I had right, and the 



fact that there was a lot more in economics involved and it was about 
democracy, it was about minimizing war, it was about lifting people's 
sights so they had something better to do than killing their neighbors be 
they were of a different religion or ethnic group. 1 think we had that 
right. 

I think we basically had the nuclear issues right, and the big 
power issues right with Russia, with China, what we tried to do in the 
Korean Peninsula. 

Where I felt — I think where I felt some frustration is maybe 
where even a President with a lot of experience would have felt 
frustration, a lot of experience in this, which is building the post-Cold 
War alliances, which proved to be very frustrating. I mean, we had a lot 
of frustrations — and we got panned a lot, and maybe we deserved some of 
it and maybe we didn't — in '93 and '94, trying to put together some kind 
of coalition of our European allies to move in Bosnia. 

In Kosovo, having had the Bosnia experience, even though there 
were differences in the alliance, I have nothing but compliments for my 
allies. They were basically — we had our arguments; we should have. 
Nobody has got a monopoly on truth. But basically, we got together, we 
moved quickly, we did the right things. 

And I think that the idea of how we might even go about 
mechanically, operationally, dealing with something like Rwanda just 
wasn't there. The French and others that had been more active in that 
part of Africa, 1 think they may have had a better sense of it, although 
they went in late. 

Q But you were acting with more confidence, too. You 
weren't asking, you were telling. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, well, it happens once you've been around and 
you know people, you know what it was. But it was — 1 think that some of 
that, when you've got to have some support from other countries, and you 
can have an uncertain result, but you think you have to try, it just takes 
a while until you get your sea legs and you get everything worked out, 
particularly when there aren't sort of institutional structures and 
policies and rules of the road there. And so I think we did get it right. 

If you take another sort of sad moment of the administration, when 
we lost our soldiers in Somalia — 

Q Almost at the same time as the ship turned around in the 
harbor in Port-au-Prince. 

THE PRESIDENT: When we lost our soldiers in Somalia, it was a 
very sad thing. But that happened I think — and I hope the Congress will 
never decline to put people in peacekeeping missions because of it, 
because basically our guys did a terrific job there. But there was an 
operational, I think, decision made there, which, if I had to do it again, 
I might do what we did then, but I would do It in a different way. 



I remember General Powell coming to me and saying, Aideed has 
killed all these Pakistanis and they're our allies. Somebody needs to try 
to arrest him, and we're the only people with the capacity to do it. And 
he said, we've got a 50-percent chance of getting him, and a 25-percent 
chance of getting him alive. And so, he said, 1 think you ought to do 
it And 1 said, okay. 

But today, with that number of people there — and then he 
retired, he left like the next week - I'm not blaming him, I'm just 
saying that he was gone. So what happened was, we had this huge battle in 
broad daylight where hundreds and hundreds of Somalis were killed and we 
lost 18 soldiers, in what was a U.N. action that basically, if 1 were 
going to do it again, 1 would treat it just like - if we were going to do 
that, I'd say, okay, 1 need to know what's involved here, and let's do 
this the way we planned out the military action we took against Saddam 
Hussein, for example - or the military action 1 took to try to get Usama 
bin Laden's training camps, or anything else. 

It doesn't mean America shouldn't be involved in peacekeeping, but 
it means if you go beyond the normal parameters that you decide on the 
front end, then the United States has to operate in a very different way. 

Q There doesn't seem to be a uniform set of ground rules 
yet in place. 

THE PRESIDENT: I don't think there is, but we're getting there. 

Q Should there be? Could there be? 

THE PRESIDENT: I think it's pretty hard, but I think you -
anyway, 1 will always regret that. I don't know if I could have saved 
those lives, or not, because I think what we were trying to do was the 
right thing to do, and the people who were there on the ground did the 
best they could. But I would have handled it in a different way if 1 had 
more experience, I think. I know I would have. 

The only other thing I was going to say about this is that — we 
talked about earlier how I hope in the future that the Congress will give 
more support to science and technology, beyond NIH. I hope in the future 
the Congress will give more support to our national security budget beyond 
the defense budget. As well-off as we are, one real big problem, we 
should be spending much more than we're spending, in my judgment, to fight 
global disease, to promote global development to facilitate global 
peace-making and peacekeeping. 

I think that we need to succeed in getting the bipartisan majority 
in Congress with a much broader view, because people look at us - and 
they know how much money we've got and they know what our surplus is, and 
all these other countries are struggling, and we shouldn't be so 
begrudging — 1 fight with the Congress all the time - in our 
contributions to peacekeeping and to creating the conditions in which 
democracy and peace will flourish. 

I'm encouraged by how Congress voted in this Colombia package 



because it's a balanced package and it has a lot of non-military, 
non-police stuff in it. And I'm hopeful that we'll have a more - 1 saw 
Ben Oilman had a very good article — somebody else, he and a Democrat, 1 
can't remember who it was — wrote an article in the L.A. Times yesterday, 
talking about the importance of the United States taking the lead in the 
international flght against global disease. That's one thing that 1 hope, 
after I'm gone, I hope that the next President will be more successful at 
than I was. 

Q Let me ask you - this is it - after you're gone, you're 
going to be the youngest ex-President since Teddy Roosevelt. If there was 
one thing that Teddy Roosevelt did absolutely awful, it was be an 
ex-President I mean, he was really terrible at it because he was so 
engaged, so involved, and he couldn't quit kibitzing. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, he felt, to be fair to him, that the 
Republicans had abandoned his philosophy. He felt Taft had kind of let 
him down. 

Q You also have a restraining amendment in the Constitution 
that he didn't. But do you worry about that? 

THE PRESIDENT: No. Well, I do, because - (laughter) - but not 
in the way you think. I don't think that the next President, whoever it 
is, will have problems with me acting like I wish I were still President 
1 mean, I think I know how to behave, and I've been here, and I want my 
country to succeed, and for my country to succeed, the presidency has to 
function. And I don't want to complicate that. 

So the challenge I have is to figure out how to have a meaningful 
life, how to use all this phenomenal experience I've got and what 1 know 
and the ideas I have in a way that helps my country and helps the things I 
believe in around the world, and doesn't get in the way of the next 
President. And that's what I have to do. I've got to figure out how to 
do it. 

Q Any thoughts? 

THE PRESIDENT: I've thought about it, but I'm not ready to talk 
about it yet. But the one thing that I - (laughter) -

Q You've talked about everything else today. (Laughter.) 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, but the one thing that 1 - the reason 1 
wanted to spend so much time with this interview — if you want to talk to 
me anymore, just call and we'll talk more on the phone — is that you 
always knew — and even when you got mad at me it was because you thought 
I'd stopped it — that I would take this job seriously. I mean, the basic 
thing that I can tell you about this is I will leave Washington, believe 
it or not, after all I've been through, more idealistic than 1 showed up 
here as, because I believe that if you have a serious presidency, if you 
have ideas and you're willing to work, and you're not so pig-headed that 
you think you've got the total truth, and you work with other people, and 
you just keep working at it, and you're willing to win in inches as well 



as feet, that a phenomenal amount of positive things can happen. 

And you always thought that 1 was trying to have a serious 
presidency. That's all 1 ever wanted. 

Q 1 got pretty pissed off at times. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, that was all right. But at least - but when 
you were mad, it was because you thought I was abandoning something I said 
I would do, that I was trying to do. 1 never had any - my frustration 
was with the people in your line of work that I thought didn't take all 
this seriously, that thought it didn't matter one way or the other, that 
thought it was some game or who was up or who was down, or where was the 
power equation, or something. 

Because it really does matter. There are consequences to the 
ideas people have. One of the worries I have about this election is all 
these people writing as if there is no differences and there are no 
consequences. The American people should make a judgment knowing that 
there are differences and there are consequences and it matters what you 
do. 

The thing that I think the last several years has shown is that a 
lot of these problems yield to effort. And if you're willing to just put 
in a few years of effort, you can push a lot of rocks up a lot of hills. 
People should feel really good about that. 

One of the things that 1 hope when 1 leave office that people will 
say is, I hope that there will be a greater sense of self-confidence about 
what America can achieve. But it requires you — everybody has got to 
play politics, and I understand all that. I don't want to get 
sanctimonious about that just because I'm not running for office for the 
first time in 26 years. That's part of the political system. And 
everybody will take their shots and do this. But in the end, the 
presidency should be informed by a set not just of core principles and 
core values, but ideas — that there ought to be an agenda here; people 
ought to always be trying to get something done. And you shouldn't be 
deterred by people saying it's not big enough, or it's too big, or all 
that. There ought to be a broad-based view of where the world should go 
and what the role of the presidency is in taking America where it should 
go. 

And as long as there is, 1 think our country is going to do pretty 
well. In that sense, I will leave office phenomenally optimistic. And 
everything I ever believed about the American people has been confirmed by 
my experience here. If they have enough time and enough information, no 
matter how it's thrown at them, in how many pieces and how slanted it is, 
or whether it's inflammatory or whether it's designed to produce sedation, 
no matter what happens, they nearly always get it right. That's the only 
reason we're around here after — the Founding Fathers were right; 
democracy, if given a chance to work, really does. If there's enough time 
and enough information, the American people nearly always get it right. 

So, in that sense, 1 just — I'm grateful I've had the chance to 



serve. I've had the time of my life. I've loved it. Probably good we've 
got a 22nd Amendment; if we didn't, I'd probably try to do it for four 
more years. (Laughter.) 

Q Well, I'll tell you something — turning this of f Two 
things. One is, every last campaign I've covered since '92 I found myself 
judging against that one, in just big ways and little ways. And the other 
thing 1 promised my son I'd tell you — he's just flnishing up his first 
tour as a foreign service officer in Turkmenistan, and he said his 
proudest possession is his commission document with your signature on i t 

THE PRESIDENT: Wow. Well, if you go back to that'92 campaign, 
it just shows you, though - the only other thing I would say is I think I 
was so advantaged by having been a governor for 10 years when I started 
running, or however long I'd been serving, and having had the opportunity 
to develop these ideas over time, and then to measure them against the 
experience I've had. 

I still think ideas and organized, concentrated effort mattered. 
No President with an ambitious agenda will fail to make errors. Things 
happen in other people's lives. Maybe something will happen to the next 
President — God knows they won't go through what I did, but maybe their 
kids will get sick. Things happen in people's lives and mistakes get 
made. And sometimes you just make a wrong call. But if you've got — if 
you're serious and you've got a good agenda, and you have good people and 
you work at it in a steady way, you get results. 

It really is a job like other jobs. That's another thing — 1 
think it's important — you said something in your letter to me, which 1 
think is true, that maybe we had removed all the mystery around the 
President -

Q 1 didn't even get a chance to ask that question. 

THE PRESIDENT: — and maybe that's not good. And maybe that's 
not good, but I do believe that we need to demystify the job. It is a 
job. And if you love your country and you've got something you want to 
do, and you've thought it through and you've put together a good team, and 
you're willing to be relentless and to exhaust yourself in the effort, 
results will come. 

That's what 1 would like the American people to know. 
They should be very optimistic about this. 

Q You know, they are. They're in such great shape right 
now. I noticed it traveling around this year. It's not just everybody is 
getting along, but they appreciate the thing that you always said way back 
when, which is that diversity is a strength. 

Sandy was telling me about your first G-7 conference, which I 
don't expect you to talk about on the record, but he was telling me about 
how the Japanese were lecturing you about how to run an economy. And when 
you took office most people believed that we were going to get taken to 
the cleaners by the Japanese and the Germans, because they were homogenous 



and we were mongrels. And now most people — you know, most of those 
Archie Bunkers out in Queens have a niece or a nephew who is dating a 
Puerto Rican at this point. And most people — 

THE PRESIDENT: Or an Indian or a Pakistani. 1 went to a school 
in Queens the other day, and I mean I thought I was — there was one guy 
there I could swear the kid was from Mongolia. There were a lot of East 
Asians; there were a lot of South Asians; there were all the Puerto 
Ricans; there were all the other Latins, you know. 

But the test that — that's not over, but I think people are 
beginning to feel good about i t 

Q Well, 1 mean, kids my kids' age, your kid's age, think 
it's a positive value — 

THE PRESIDENT: It is a positive value. It makes life more 
interesting. I keep telling everybody, the trick is to figure out how to 
respect all these people's — other people's traditions, religions, the 
whole thing, cherish your own, and then — but the only way to make it 
work — which is why I keep citing this human genome finding that we're 
99.9 percent the same — is to realize that the differences make life 
interesting, but the similarities are fundamental. 

If you can get people to think that — what we have in common is 
fundamental, but the differences make life more interesting — then I 
think we'll be okay. And 1 still think that's still the most important 
thing of all. It's even more important than the right economic policy — 
because, eventually, we'll get all that stuff We'll make mistakes, we'll 
correct it. But if your whole heart and mind and spirit is wrongly 
turned, then you can do everything else right and you still come a 
cropper. You'll have problems. 

So 1 really — I think this advance in race relations is 
profoundly important. I'll give you one - exhibit A was old Gordon 
Smith's speech for the hate crimes bill. Did you see that? 

END 7:10 P.M. EDT 
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The Democrats release their proposed list of party promises with more good 
news for g/l/b/t's, while the platform from the other place takes hits from 
GOP friends and foes. 

This past weekend — while some of the most conservative elements of the 
Republican Party were reinserting anti-gay language into its platform in 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania — the Democratic Platform Committee was at work 
in Cleveland, Ohio. 

The Democratic Platform Draft 
The Democratic Platform Committee had nine openly gay and lesbian members, 
including Human Rights Campaign (HRC) executive director Elizabeth Birch, 
Seattle, Washington City Councilmember Tina Podlowdowski, Cynthia Smith of 
the Federation of New York Gay and Lesbian Democratic Clubs, and National 
Stonewall Democratic Federation board member Michael Milliken. Language was 
proposed by a coalition of gay and lesbian civil rights groups and drafted 
by 
gay Democratic National Committee members Jeff Soref and Emily Giske for 
what 
the Stonewall group calls "the strongest planks of support for gay and 
lesbian Americans ever inscribed in the platform of a major political 
party." 
As approved without dissent by the Platform Committee — final approval 
will 
come from delegates to the Democratic National Convention in Los Angeles 
August 14 - 17 — the Democratic platform includes supportive statements in 
several areas. 

According to the Democratic National Committee, "The Democrats are 
committed 
to ending discrimination on the basis of race, gender, religion, age. 



ethnicity, disability and sexual orientation." The platform says the party 
will "Support continued efforts, such as the Employment Non-Discrimination 
Act, to end workplace discrimination against gay men and lesbians." The 
platform also calls for federal hate crimes legislation that includes 
coverage for "gender, disability, or sexual orientation.'" 

Presidential nominee-apparent Vice President Al Gore, while stopping short 
of 
support for same-gender marriage, has been vocal in supporting recognition 
of 
domestic partnerships. The party's platform draft calls for "the full 
inclusion of gay and lesbian families in the life of the nation. This would 
include an equitable alignment of benefits." 

Where an earlier draft had made no mention of military discrimination, the 
gay and lesbian Platform Committee members were able to insert a statement 
that "Al Gore is committed to equal treatment of all service members and 
believes all patriotic Americans should be allowed to serve their country 
without discrimination, persecution, and violence." Gore has previously 
expressed his support for military service by open gays and lesbians, but 
the 
so-called "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" policy, the compromise approved by Gore's 
boss President Bill Clinton when his own attempt to open military service 
failed, is currently the law of the land. 

On the subject of AIDS the platform says, "A top priority for Democrats 
will 
be the continued investment in [AIDS] research, prevention, care, and 
treatment, and we are deeply committed to the search for a cure." The 
document reportedly also cites the need to respond to the pandemic on the 
global scale. 

Reactions to Republican Platform 
Bush supporter and government and public affairs consultant Carl Schmid, 
HRC 
goveming board member and one of the first dozen gay Republicans to meet 
with Presidential nominee-apparent Texas Govemor George W. Bush, was 
disappointed by the Republican National Platform Committee's reinsertion of 
anti-gay language, which had been omitted from the July 27 draft more or 
less 
at Bush's behest. He recognized it represented the "extreme right wing's" 
control of the party but remains hopeful that at least some of the views 
expressed are further right than Bush's — particularly that Bush has said 
he 
supports "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" rather than the platform's "Homosexuality 
is 
incompatible with military service" position. Yet no real effort was made 
to 
stop the juggemaut of anti-gay sentiment, as it was successfully avoided 
in 
some other areas. It takes considerable faith to believe Bush would stand 
up 
to the conservative Republican leaders of the House and Senate on gay 
issues 



he didn't bother to defend against convention delegates. 

The officially non-partisan National Gay and Lesbian Task Force (NGLTF) 
called the Republican Party Platform approved July 31 "almost a duplicate 
of 
1996," pointing to its use of the phrase "sexual preference" rather than 
"orientation," its statement that "homosexuality is incompatible with 
military service," and its endorsement of "the importance of having a 
father 
and a mother in the home" as "the best environment of stability, 
discipline, 
responsibility, and character." NGLTF executive director Elizabeth Toledo 
said in a statement August I that, "The GOP has made progress in moderating 
the coarse rhetoric of previous conventions, but we have yet to see a 
substantive change in the party's historic positions on several key issues. 
Where is the compassion in telling gay, lesbian, and bisexual 
servicemembers 
that they must serve their country in silence? Where is the compassion in 
denying a woman the fundamental right to make the extremely personal and 
very 
difficult decision about reproductive health?" 

Toledo continued, "The Republican Party faces an internal struggle. On one 
hand, gay/lesbian/bisexual/transgender people are more politically visible 
than ever before. On the other hand, GLBT voters will have to weigh each 
political party's platform and each of the presidential candidates' stances 
on important issues. Much is at stake this election year, and the GLBT 
electorate is powerful enough to make sure our voices are heard on November 
7." NGLTF has launched a new online tool. Election Center 2000, at 
http://www.ngltf org/elections. 

The Republican Platform and HIV/AIDS 
Columnist David Broder tweaked the Republican Platform Committee for its 
"Victorian morality." He described how in a discussion of increasing 
funding 
for teen abstinence education (something which has yet to be shown to be 
effective), Michigan delegate Robert Eleveld said, "It should not be the 
policy of the Republican Party to say, 'We are not going to assist you in 
preventing AIDS.'" But Utah Eagle Forum leader Gayle Ruzicka responded, "We 
don't want them passing out condoms in the schools and handing out 
brochures 
about how to put them on. We want those people out of our classrooms." Two 
physicians argued in support of birth control as a means of preventing 
abortions as well as unwanted pregnancy and disease, but Texas Eagle Forum 
leader Cathie Adams trumped all that with, "We should not be spending money 
to promote promiscuity." 

A third physician. Bush representative Senator Bill Frist of Tennessee, 
told 
the panel to vote their consciences, which ultimately meant replacing 
family 
planning programs with abstinence education. At the far-right apogee of the 
Bush campaign back in South Carolina, Broder had seen Bush endorse an 
abstinence-only program Broder said "derided" contraception, because the 



Presidential hopeful said that combining abstinence education with "safe 
sex" 
education "sends a contradictory message." 

The New York Times noted that after speaking to both the 1992 and 1996 
Republican conventions, and offering to appear again this year, Mary 
Fisher, 
a person with AIDS, has been replaced in the lineup by abstinence-only 
supporter Patricia Funderbunk Ware, president of the Preserving Family 
Weil-Being Foundation and a staffer in the elder Bush's administration, not 
known to have HIV/AIDS and more conservative than Fisher. Schmid commented, 
" I think it was important that it be an African-American" given the current 
demographics of the epidemic. 

The Republican National Platform says, "Abstinence from sexual activity is 
the only protection that is 100 percent effective against out-of-wedlock 
pregnancies and sexually transmitted diseases, including HIV/AIDS, when 
transmitted sexually." The only other mention of AIDS is its inclusion in 
lists enumerating events causing fewer fatalities per year than medical 
errors and possible targets for gene research. 

The item above is being distributed as a free, non-profit informational 
service to a limited number of individuals who have expressed interest in 
this topic for educational and research purposes only. Please do not 
redistribute or post copyrighted material anyplace on the Internet 
accessible to the public without attribution and permission from the 
author. Please note that distribution of this item does not necessarily 
constitute endorsement of the content; in fact, often items are distributed 
as "opposition research." 
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CNN Crossfire 
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Is the GOP Really an Inclusive Political Party? 

WOLF BLITZER, CNN ANCHOR: Welcome back to the Republican 
National 

Convention in Philadelphia. You can test your political 
IQ on our Web site. We 

have three new questions. You can go there. First 
question: Which presidential 

elecfion winner eamed the highest electoral vote total 
in history. Number two: 

Prescott Bush, grandfather of George W. Bush, served as 
a U.S. senator from 

which state? And number three, who of these presidential 
candidates carried 27 

states, the most ever in a losing campaign. The answers 
to those questions in the 

next hour, 7:00 p.m. Eastern. 

Take the test and keep up with all the news from the 
convention and the 

campaigns on our Web site, cnn.com/election2000. 

And join me for an online chat about the convention 
tomorrow at 2:00 p.m. 

Eastern. Log in at cnn.com/chat. 

As we continue tonight's coverage of this Republican 
National Convention, we 

want to go now to CROSSFIRE. Bill Press is on the left, 
Mary Matalin is on the 

right. 

BILL PRESS, CO-HOST: All right. Wolf, thank you. Indeed 
here with a special 

edition of CROSSFIRE, live from Philadelphia. Mary 
Matalin our co-host, and 

our guest tonight, Ohio Congressman John Kasich, started 
out running for 

president himself, now a strong supporter of George W. 
Bush. 

REP. JOHN KASICH (R), OHIO: You got It 

PRESS: Congressman, good to have you here. 



KASICH: Thanks. 

PRESS: The word for this convention is "inclusive," 
inclusive, inclusive, 

inclusive. But when I look around. Congressman, 1 say 
that it includes 

everybody but conservative members or leaders of 
Congress. There's no 

primetime speech for Dennis Hastert, none for Trent 
Lott, none for Dick Armey, 

none for Tom DeLay. My question is, why are you 
embarrassed by these guys, 

and who do you think you're kidding? You put them in a 
closet. 

KASICH: I think, first of all, the message is not just 
inclusion; it's bottom up. We 

ought to run the country from families and neighborhoods 
to the top. 

I'm going to make a big speech tomorrow. I'll be in 
primetime. Henry Bonilla 

was on yesterday. 

PRESS: You're leaving. 

KASICH: But, Bill, the job in the convention is really 
to allow George Bush to 

enunciate his themes. I can tell you the Republican 
members of Congress are 

pretty dam happy with what's going on here. The better 
Bush does, the better 

we'll be able to keep the House, which we think is very, 
very important. 

PRESS: The Republicans are grousing. And let tell you 
somebody who is missing 

in action 1 have to tell you about. Last year, the 
heroes of the Republican Party 

were the impeachment managers. Henry Hyde and all the 
little dwarfs that 

followed him onto the floor, they're nowhere to be seen 
in the convention. "The 

Weekly Standard" said they up on the podium and should 
be welcomed like rock 

stars. No mention of the impeachment managers this year. 
Again, why are you 

putting them in the closet, John? 

KASICH: 1 think. Bill, the heroes of this convention are 
the normal people, the 

everyday heroes. And frankly. Bill, since 1995, I've 
been trying to say that our 



message should be improved. Our policies were great, to 
balance the budget, 

improve the economy, and fix welfare. But the fact is 
some of the message we 

gave is not very effective. And I think the message this 
time we believe in 

everyday heroes, we think they're the ones that build 
America, they're the ones 

we believe in, and that's why you've had a whole host of 
the people who've 

come right from the streets to tell the people what the 
Republican Party is all 

about. 

MARY MATALIN, CO-HOST: You might be leaving Congress, 
but you're my 

candidate for OMB director. Any shot you'll serve the 
Bush administration? 

KASICH: I'll planning to leave government for a while, 
Mary, and go and explore 

some other things, but you know, like the Terminator 
says, I'll be back. 

MATALIN: Yes, make my day, to support those twins. All 
right, well, who 

never goes away, speaking of I'll be back, is President 
Clinton has lead the 

course of attacks this week on Govemor Bush, and as the 
many things that have 

been unprecedented with this president, this has never 
happened before in the 

history of presidents or conventions. And finally today, 
Govemor Bush 

responded to that activity by his predecessor. Here's 
what he had to say. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

GOV. GEORGE W. BUSH (R-TX), PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE: It's 
amazing to me that the president of the United States 

would spend fime trying to 
be a political pundit. He is so desperate to have his 

legacy intact by getting Al 
Gore elected, he'll say anything, just like Al Gore 

will, and I welcome him into 
the arena. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

MATALIN: Isn't this a problem for Gore, I mean, to have 
the president be so 

omnipresent? 



KASICH: I don't think this is working. 1 think they try 
to go after and savage 

Cheney. That backfired on them. And, frankly, Mary, 
people aren't paying that 

much attention to politics, but they are interested in 
what we have to say positive 

right now. And I think Bill Clinton making these kinds 
of attacks at this point is 

just not going to work. It's too shrill, and I think it 
is counterproductive for 

them. Kind of hard to believe, though, isn't it? 

MATALIN: That they're running such a lousy campaign? 

KASICH: You know what it is, is that this campaign, this 
convention and this 

idea that we want to invite everybody into our party, 
the idea that we want to 

give you power, whether it's through tax cuts, or school 
choice or things like 

that, it really has the Democrats very nervous, because 
— and that's why they 

are attacking now. They don't want us to get the 
momentum. But I think this 

convention is going so well, with Colin Powell last 
night and the kind of thing — 

Norman Schwarzkopf tonight and I just think it's a 
great program, and we're 

getting the big momentum, and they know i t 

(LAUGHTER) 

PRESS: Somebody else said "big mo." We know what 
happened to them. 

MATALIN: Yes, let me follow up on Bush's point on 
impeachment, because 

Laura Bush was also on last night, and the biggest round 
of applause that she got 

she said something to this effect — They say to George 
— these are children, 

these are people on the campaign trail - they say to 
George, I'm counting on 

you, as they show pictures of their children and 
grandchildren. " I want my son 

and daughter to respect the president of the United 
States." We're not running 

away from impeachment. Throw it in somebody's face. 
Isn't it just an odor in 

the culture that is not going to go away and it is going 
to be on this race and in 

Gore's face all the way through? 

KASICH: 1 think the problem is - and 1 think Bill 



probably won't admit it, but he 
should, that there is Clinton fatigue, and I think that 

while people said they 
wanted Bill Clinton to serve out his term, I think that 

they look at this president 
and they say, enough already, enough of the team, kind 

of like when you go to 
the movies, used to flash popcorn up subliminally, and 

you'd go get a coca-cola. 
Bill Clinton is going to be a subliminal message in the 

campaign and people say 
enough of him and team. Let's have a new start. 

PRESS: Well, I have inclusion fatigue. I want to come 
back to the word again, 

because you used it again, talking about Colin Powell. I 
have to tell you all the 

African-Americans that you are parading up there, how 
does it square for the 

fact, you talk about inclusion, and out of 2,006 
delegates at this convention, only 

85 are African- American. So what you see on the podium 
doesn't reflect the 

party, doesn't reflect the audience; it's still 
all-white, all-male party. 

KASICH: First of all. Bill. The greatest civil rights 
issue for anybody who is poor 

or middle class in America is school choice, and we want 
to deliver it to 

America. Secondly, do we have a long way to go to break 
the monopoly that the 

Democrats have on African American? There's no question 
we do, but we're 

trying, and 1 think we've got some good issues to break 
that monopoly. And 

secondly, Hispanics, you're going to see George Bush 
begin to bring Hispanics 

into the Republican column. 

PRESS: If the party really wants to be inclusive, why 
don't you support gays in 

the military, for example? Why don't you support a ban 
on discrimination based 

on sexual preference? Why don't you support affirmative 
action? I mean, where 

are the inclusive policies to follow — to back up the 
inclusive cause? 

KASICH: Well, here's the deal, we're inclusive, but we 
don't want to be mush. 

PRESS: It's not mush. 



KASICH: I mean, I think we've had enough of mush for the 
last eight years. 

PRESS: Affirmative action? 

KASICH: Let me say this, look, on gays in the military, 
we have "don't ask, don't 

tell." We think it's the best policy. On affirmative 
action, 1 favor affirmative 

action, but you know what I don't favor, quotas. 1 think 
it's incumbent on all of 

us to give people who are poor, who are minorities, an 
opportunity to be able to 

get employment, jobs in the professional schools, but I 
don't believe in quotas. 1 

think quotas are wrong. 1 think they discriminate 
against the whole rest of the 

population, and frankly, I don't think many minorities 
support quotas, so 1 think 

affirmative action without quotas is a good policy, and 
we believe in it. 

MATALIN: We're almost out of time. We want to really 
thank you for coming 

here, because it's been reported that the most recent 
citing of you outside the 

convention hall was hanging out at Finnegan's with punk 
rock rebel Johnny 

Rotten, who says, "He's a nice chump. 1 like him. Ifhe 
runs for president, I'd 

vote for him." 

KASICH: The College Republicans gave me the Lee Atwater 
award yesterday, 

and MTV was there to cover it. And you know what, if 
we're going to be 

inclusive, we'd better be talking to the MTV crowd as 
well. 

MATALIN: This is the face of the Republican Party. We're 
really going after 

punk rockers. 

PRESS: 1 have to congratulate him that he would even 
recognize Johnny Rotten. 

Let me tell you, I could walk by him and have no idea 
who he was, and I'm 

willing to admit it. 

John Kasich, thank you very much for joining us today. 

KASICH: Thank you. It's good to be with you. 

PRESS: Good to have you here. I'm Bill Press. From the 



left, good night from 
CROSSFIRE. 

MATALIN: Well actually, we have a few more minutes. Stay 
with us for closing 

comments, from the right as well. Stay with us. 

(COMMERCIAL BREAK) 

PRESS: You know, Mary, Bob Barr today — Congressman Bob 
Barr said that he 

thought it was very surprising that there were not many 
conservatives appearing 

on the podium. And nothing happens by coincidence in 
politics. He knows it's 

planned. I mean, I think it's funny. You are trying to 
hide the conservatives in the 

closet during this convention, like you would put your 
crazy aunt in the attic. 

You're not fooling anybody, Mary. When this convention 
is over, it's still going 

to be the party of Newt Gingrich and Dick Armey and Tom 
DeLay! Nothing's 

changed. 

MATALIN: They ought to put you in the attic. Oh, please. 
Oh, please. You 

know, it's not — this is the reflection of the Bush 
candidacy. They are not — 

we're taking — we're making our message- delivery 
system better. We're not 

getting off of our principles. And let me remind you — 
let me preview — there 

will not be one pro-life speaker at the Democratic 
Convention, despite the fact 

that a third, a full third of the Democratic Congress 
supports the pro-life 

position. Don't talk to me about what's not going... 

PRESS: Let me tell you, we won't have to bus in 
minorities to Los Angeles, 

because they'll be there as delegates. We won't have to 
bus in labor people. 

They'll be there as delegates. 

MATALIN: Well, Jimmy Hoffa was here last night, being 
celebrated by us. 

PRESS: One. All right, for the second time tonight, from 
the left, I'm Bill Press. 

Good night for CROSSFIRE. 

MATALIN: And from the right, I'm Mary Matalin. Thank you 



joining — and we 
hope you'll join all week our abbreviated special 

edition of CROSSFIRE. 

END 
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C. Dixon Osburn, the co-founder of Service Members' Legal Defense Network 
(the 
organization that is policing the "Don't Ask Don't Tell" Policy, and was 
instrumental in getting the Pentagon and DOD to announce last week that it 
is 
overhauling the entire "Don't Ask Don't Tell" enforcement system, is 
available 
to speak with us next week during one of our cancelled luncheons. Shall I 
pursue? 

Tim 
Original Message - -

Any interest in trying to schedule a lunch with Baltimore's Mayor O'Malley? 
Don't know the possibility, but after reading a Post article on the guy a 
few months back and talking with an in-law who is a Baltimore resident who 
raves about him, my interest in piqued. He's a white mayor who won a 
surprise victory in a crowded field; seems to be tackling drug/crime 
problems; is outspoken; plays in a Irish rock and roll band and still does 
monthly night dub gigs (there is hope for Juan); and is said to be 
bringing a real sense of leadership to the City. Perhaps we could even do a 
half-day in Baltimore (to satisfy Dan's second-tier city fetish) which 
would include a meeting with him. I'm thinking week of the 14th or 21 st. 

Daniel F. Feldman 
08/03/2000 04:09:49 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: jblumenthal@whf gov @ inet, gbritton@whf gov @ inet, raaron@whf gov 
inet 

Subject: Lunch Cancellations 8/7 and 8/8 

All — Rebecca just called me and asked me to send around this email on her 
behalf Two of our lunches for next week have been postponed. On Monday, 
Charles Burson will be in Nashville and therefore unavailable, and on 
Tuesday, Greg Craig will be out of town on a case, and therefore 



unavailable. Both have offered to reschedule later in the month, and 
Rebecca will do so and send us the updated info when she's back in the 
office next week. 
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blprice@opm.gov 

End of Original Message 



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Timothy Wu <twu@os.dhhs.gov> ( Timothy Wu <twu@os.dhhs.gov> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 

CREATION DATE/TIME: 3-AUG-2000 18:29:06.00 

SUBJECT: re: Re: Lunch Cancellations 8/7 and 8/8 

TO: Daniel F. Feldman ( CN=Daniel F. Feldman/OU=NSC/0=EOP [ NSC ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: John B. Buxton ( CN=John B. Buxton/OU=OPD/0=EOP [ OPD ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: gbritton@whf gov ( gbritton@whf gov [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: blprice@opm.gov ( blprice@opm.gov [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: Sonny Garg ( CN=Sonny Garg/OU-OMB/0=EOP [ OMB ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: Reynaldo Valencia ( CN=Reynaldo Valencia/OU=WHO/0=EOP [ WHO ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: Melissa M. Goldstein ( CN=Melissa M. Goldstein/OU=OVP/0=EOP [ OVP ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: azimk@ms.com ( azimk@ms.com [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: Jacqueline F. Lain ( CN=Jacqueline F. Lain/OU=WHO/0=EOP [ WHO ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: gary.hall@do.treas.gov ( gary.hall@do.treas.gov [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: christopher.m.moore@usdoj.gov ( christopher.m.moore@usdoj.gov [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: raaron@whf gov ( raaron@whf gov [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: jblumenthal@whfgov (jblumenthal@whfgov [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: ariel_m._zwang@hud.gov ( ariel_m._zwang@hud.gov [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: lance_wyatt@hotmail.com (lance_wyatt@hotmail.com [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:LrNKNOWN 



CC: juan_garcia@ed.gov (juan_garcia@ed.gov [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: benjamin-esther@dol.gov ( benjamin-esther@dol.gov [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: petenajera@aol.com ( petenajera@aol.com [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 
C. Dixon Osburn, the co-founder of Service Members' Legal Defense Network 
(the 
organization that is policing the "Don't Ask Don't Tell" Policy, and was 
instrumental in getting the Pentagon and DOD to announce last week that it 
is 
overhauling the entire "Don't Ask Don't Tell" enforcement system, is 
available 
to speak with us next week during one of our cancelled luncheons. Shall I 
pursue? 

Tim 
- - Original Message 

Any interest in trying to schedule a lunch with Baltimore's Mayor O'Malley? 
Don't know the possibility, but after reading a Post article on the guy a 
few months back and talking with an in-law who is a Baltimore resident who 
raves about him, my interest in piqued. He's a white mayor who won a 
surprise victory in a crowded field; seems to be tackling drug/crime 
problems; is outspoken; plays in a Irish rock and roll band and still does 
monthly night club gigs (there is hope for Juan); and is said to be 
bringing a real sense of leadership to the City. Perhaps we could even do a 
half-day in Baltimore (to satisfy Dan's second-tier city fetish) which 
would include a meeting with him. I'm thinking week of the 14th or 21st. 

Daniel F. Feldman 
08/03/2000 04:09:49 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: jblumenthal@whf gov @ inet, gbritton@whf gov @ inet, raaron@whf gov 
inet 

Subject: Lunch Cancellations 8/7 and 8/8 

All — Rebecca just called me and asked me to send around this email on her 
behalf Two of our lunches for next week have been postponed. On Monday, 
Charles Burson will be in Nashville and therefore unavailable, and on 
Tuesday, Greg Craig will be out of town on a case, and therefore 



unavailable. Both have offered to reschedule later in the month, and 
Rebecca will do so and send us the updated info when she's back in the 
office next week. 

Message Sent 
To: 

petenajera@aol.com 
Christopher.M.Moore@usdoj.gov 
benjamin-esther@dol.gov 
Gary.Hall@do.treas.gov 
Jacqueline F. Lain/WHO/EOP@EOP 
John B. Buxton/OPD/EOP@EOP 
Juan_Garcia@ed.gov 
azimk@ms.com 
lance wy att@hotmai I .com 
Melissa_Goldstein@ovp.eop.gov 
Reynaldo Valencia/WHO/EOP@EOP 
Sonny Garg/OMB/EOP@EOP 
TWU@os.dhhs.gov 
ariel_m._zwang@hud.gov 
blprice@opm.gov 

End of Original Message 



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: John B. Buxton ( CN=John B. Buxton/OU=OPD/0=EOP [ OPD ] ) 

CREATION DATE/TIME: 3-AUG-2000 19:26:30.00 

SUBJECT: re: Re: Lunch Cancellations 8/7 and 8/8 

TO: twu@os.dhhs.gov (twu@os.dhhs.gov [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 

Sure. I'll be out all next week (enjoy the pun?). 

JB 

Timothy Wu <twu@os.dhhs.gov> 
08/03/2000 06:20:44 PM 

Please respond to twu@os.dhhs.gov 
Record Type: Record 

To: John B. Buxton/OPD/EOP, Daniel F. Feldman/NSC/EOP 
cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 
Subject: re: Re: Lunch Cancellations 8/7 and 8/8 

C. Dixon Osburn, the co-founder of Service Members' Legal Defense Network 
(the 
organization that is policing the "Don't Ask Don't Tell" Policy, and was 
instrumental in getting the Pentagon and DOD to announce last week that it 
is 
overhauling the entire "Don't Ask Don't Tell" enforcement system, is 
available 
to speak with us next week during one of our cancelled luncheons. Shall I 
pursue? 

Tim 
Original Message 

Any interest in trying to schedule a lunch with Baltimore's Mayor O'Malley? 
Don't know the possibility, but after reading a Post article on the guy a 
few months back and talking with an in-law who is a Baltimore resident who 
raves about him, my interest in piqued. He's a white mayor who won a 
surprise victory in a crowded field; seems to be tackling drug/crime 
problems; is outspoken; plays in a Irish rock and roll band and still 
does 
monthly night club gigs (there is hope for Juan); and is said to be 
bringing a real sense of leadership to the City. Perhaps we could even do a 
half-day in Baltimore (to satisfy Dan's second-tier city fetish) which 



would include a meeting with him. I'm thinking week of the 14th or 21st. 

Daniel F. Feldman 
08/03/2000 04:09:49 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: jblumenthal@whf gov @ inet, gbritton@whf gov @ inet, raaron@whf gov 
inet 

Subject: Lunch Cancellations 8/7 and 8/8 

All — Rebecca just called me and asked me to send around this email on her 
behalf Two of our lunches for next week have been postponed. On Monday, 
Charles Burson will be in Nashville and therefore unavailable, and on 
Tuesday, Greg Craig will be out of town on a case, and therefore 
unavailable. Both have offered to reschedule later in the month, and 
Rebecca will do so and send us the updated info when she's back in the 
office next week. 

Message Sent 
To: 

petenajera@aol.com 
Christopher.M.Moore@usdoj.gov 
benjamin-esther@dol.gov 
Gary.Hall@do.treas.gov 
Jacqueline F. Lain/WHO/EOP@EOP 
John B. Buxton/OPD/EOP@EOP 
J uanG arc i a@ed .gov 
azimk@ms.com 
lance_wyatt@hotmail.com 
Melissa_Goldstein@ovp.eop.gov 
Reynaldo Valencia/WHO/EOP@EOP 
Sonny Garg/OMB/EOP@EOP 
TWU@os.dhhs.gov 
ariel_m._zwang@hud.gov 
blprice@opm.gov 



End of Original Message 

Message Copied 
To: 
petenajera@aol.com 
christopher.m.moore@usdoj.gov 
benjamin-esther@dol.gov 
gary.hall@do.treas.gov 
Jacqueline F. Lain/WHO/EOP 
j uangarc ia@ed .go V 
azimk@ms.com 
lance_wyatt@hotmail.com 
Melissa M. Goldstein/OVP/EOP 
Reynaldo Valencia/WHO/EOP 
Sonny Garg/OMB/EOP 
ariel_m._zwang@hud.gov 
blprice@opm.gov 
jblumenthal@whf gov 
gbritton@whf gov 
raaron@whfgov 



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Timothy Wu <twu@os.dhhs.gov> ( Timothy Wu <twu@os.dhhs.gov> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 

CREATION DATE/TIME: 4-AUG-2000 14:09:08.00 

SUBJECT: Tuesday Lunch with SLDN 

TO: Melissa M. Goldstein ( CN=Melissa M. Goldstein/OU=OVP/0=EOP [ OVP ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: "'azimk@ms.com@inetgw2'" <azimk@ms.com> ( "'azimk@ms.com@inetgw2'" <azimk@ms.com> [ UNKNOWN 

] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: John B. Buxton ( CN-John B. Buxton/OU=OPD/0=EOP [ OPD ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: Jacqueline F. Lain ( CN^Jacqueline F. Lain/OU=WHO/0=EOP [ WHO ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: "'benjamin-esther@dol.gov@inetgw2"' <benjamin-esther@dol.gov> ( "'benjamin-esther@dol.gov@inetgw2'" 
<benjamin-esther@dol.gov> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: Daniel F. Feldman ( CN=Daniel F. Feldman/OU=NSC/0=EOP [ NSC ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: "'lance_wyatt@hotmail.com@inetgw2"' <lance_wyatt@hotmail.com> ("'lance_wyatt@hotmail.com@inetgw2'" 
<lance_wyatt@hotmail.com> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: "'Juan_Garcia@ed.gov@inetgw2"' <Juan_Garcia@ed.gov> ("'Juan_Garcia@ed.gov@inetgw2"' 
<Juan_Garcia@ed.gov> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: "'Gary.Hall@do.treas.gov@inetgw2'" <Gary.Hall@do.treas.gov> ( "'Gary.Hall@do.treas.gov@inetgw2'" 
<Gary.Hall@do.treas.gov> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: "'petenajera@aol.com@inetgw2'" <petenajera@aol.com> ( "'petenajera@aol.com@inetgw2'" 
<petenajera@aol.com> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: Christopher.M.Moore@usdoj.gov ( Christopher.M.Moore@usdoj.gov [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: "'raaron@whf gov@inetgw2"' <raaron@whf gov> ("'raaron@whf.gov@inetgw2"' <raaron@whf gov> [ 
UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: "'jblumenthal@whf gov@inetgw2"' <jblumenthal@whf gov> ( "jblumenthal@whf gov@inetgw2'" 
<jblumenthal@whf gov> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 



READ:UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 
Hey, All... 

Since 1 got a generally very positive response, 1 have gone ahead and 
confirmed with C. Dixon Osburn, Co-Founder of Service Members' Legal 
Defense 
Network, to speak with us at lunch on Tuesday, 8/8 from 12:00 - 1:30 p.m. 
at 
the Fellows Office. 

This should be a very interesting session, in light of the Pentagon and 
DOD'S 
recent admission that there have been numerous violations of the military's 
enforcement of "Don't Ask, Don't Tell," the most egregious of which was the 
beating death of Private Barry Wintchell last year. SLDN was the driving 
force in getting DOD to enforce the provisions of "Don't Ask, Don't Tell," 
as 
well as getting the military to institute safeguards to prevent anti-gay 
witch 
hunts in the armed forces. SLDN is also in an interesting position 
bcause, as 
a non-profit 501(c)(3) organization, it CANNOT seek to overturn the 
government 
policy; it can only act to protect those who are harmed by violations of 
the 
policy, and to advocate for fairer and more just enforcement measures. 1 
think that you'll find Dixon to be very articulate and well versed in the 
issues on both sides, and not a single-issue driven person. 

Please let me know if you cannot attend. I will send out a bio and 
background on SLDN on Monday. 

Tim 

— Original Message 

A l l -

Please arrive no later than 2:45 today at the Pennsylvania Ave. entrance to 
the Justice Department (mid-block between 9th and 10th) so that I can get 
everyone cleared through security and up to the AG's Conference Room by 
3:00. 
Our total head count is now 12 (9 WHF, 3 Judicial Fellows). I look 
forward to 
a great session. 

Chris 

http://www.usdoj.gov/ag/jreno.html 

- End of Original Message 



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Timothy Wu <twu@os.dhhs.gov> ( Timothy Wu <twu@os.dhhs.gov> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 

CREATION DATE/TIME: 4-AUG-2000 14:10:56.00 

SUBJECT: Tuesday Lunch with SLDN 

TO: Melissa M. Goldstein ( CN=Melissa M. Goldstein/OU=OVP/0=EOP [ OVP ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: "'azimk@ms.com@inetgw2'" <azimk@ms.com> ( "'azimk@ms.com@inetgw2'" <azimk@ms.com> [ UNKNOWN 
] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: John B. Buxton ( CN=John B. Buxton/OU=OPD/0=EOP [ OPD ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: Jacqueline F. Lain ( CN Ĵacqueline F. Lain/OU=WHO/0=EOP [ WHO ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: "'benjamin-esther@dol.gov@inetgw2"' <benjamin-esther@dol.gov> ( "'benjamin-esther@dol.gov@inetgw2'" 
<benjamin-esther@dol.gov> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: Daniel F. Feldman ( CN=Daniel F. Feldman/OU-NSC/0=EOP [ NSC ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: "'lance_wyatt@hotmail.com@inetgw2"' <lance_wyatt@hotmail.com> ("'lance_wyatt@hotmail.com@inetgw2"' 
<lance_wyatt@hotmail.com> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: "'Juan_Garcia@ed.gov@inetgw2"' <Juan_Garcia@ed.gov> ("'Juan_Garcia@ed.gov@inetgw2"' 
<Juan_Garcia@ed.gov> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: "'Gary.Hall@do.treas.gov@inetgw2'" <Gary.Hall@do.treas.gov> ( "'Gary.Hall@do.treas.gov@inetgw2'" 
<Gary.Hall@do.treas.gov> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: "'petenajera@aol.com@inetgw2"' <petenajera@aol.com> ( "'petenajera@aol.com@inetgw2"' 
<petenajera@aol.com> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: Christopher.M.Moore@usdoj.gov ( Christopher.M.Moore@usdoj.gov [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: "'raaron@whf gov@inetgw2"' <raaron@whf gov> ("'raaron@whf gov@inetgw2"' <raaron@whf gov> [ 
UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: "jblumenthal@whf gov@inetgw2'" <jblumenthal@whf gov> ( "jblumenthal@whf gov@inetgw2"' 
<jblumenthal@whf gov> [ UNKNOWN ] ) 



READ:UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 
Hey, All... 

Since 1 got a generally very positive response, I have gone ahead and 
confirmed with C. Dixon Osburn, Co-Founder of Service Members' Legal 
Defense 
Network, to speak with us at lunch on Tuesday, 8/8 from 12:00 - 1:30 p.m. 
at 
the Fellows Office. 

This should be a very interesting session, in light of the Pentagon and 
DOD'S 
recent admission that there have been numerous violations of the military's 
enforcement of "Don't Ask, Don't Tell," the most egregious of which was the 
beating death of Private Barry Wintchell last year. SLDN was the driving 
force in getting DOD to enforce the provisions of "Don't Ask, Don't Tell," 
as 
well as getting the military to institute safeguards to prevent anti-gay 
witch 
hunts in the armed forces. SLDN is also in an interesting position 
bcause, as 
a non-profit 501(c)(3) organization, it CANNOT seek to overturn the 
govemment 
policy; it can only act to protect those who are harmed by violations of 
the 
policy, and to advocate for fairer and more just enforcement measures. 1 
think that you'll find Dixon to be very articulate and well versed in the 
issues on both sides, and not a single-issue driven person. 

Please let me know if you cannot attend. 1 will send out a bio and 
background on SLDN on Monday. 

Tim 

Original Message 

A l l -

Please arrive no later than 2:45 today at the Pennsylvania Ave. entrance to 
the Justice Department (mid-block between 9th and 10th) so that I can get 
everyone cleared through security and up to the AG's Conference Room by 
3:00. 
Our total head count is now 12 (9 WHF, 3 Judicial Fellows). I look 
forward to 
a great session. 

Chris 

http://www.usdoj.gov/ag/jreno.html 

End of Original Message 


