
RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Kim B. Widdess ( CN=Kim B. Wiiddess/OU=WHO/O=EOP [WHO] ) 

CREATION DA TE/TIME: 6-JAN-1998 l 9:22::58.00 

SUBJECT: Revised Dinner list - please note addition of Camarillo and Kennedy 

TO: Wendy Hartman ( CN=Wendy Hartman/O=OVP@ OVP [ UNKNOWN l ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: Christopher R. Ulrich ( CN=Christopher R. Ulrich/O=OVP @ OVP [UNKNOWN]) 
R.EAD:UNKNOWN

TEXT: 
LEADERS AND THINKERS DINNER 1/7/97' 

POTUS 
FLOTUS 
VPOTUS 

Benjamin Barber 
Samuel Beer 
Albert Camarillo 
Bill Gallston 
Randall Kennedy 
Michael Lind 
Paula Rayman 
Dani Rodrick 
Richard Rorty 
Michael Sandel 
Cass Sunstein 
Barbara Dafoe Whitehead 
Patricia Williams 
Daniel Yergin 

WH Staff tbd 



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREA TOR: Kim B. Widdess ( CN=Kim B. Widdess/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO]) 

CREATION DA TE/TIME: 6-JAN-1998 19:31 :02.00 

SUBJECT; Dinner 1/7 

TO: Robin J. Bachman ( CN=Robin J. Bachman/OU=WHO/O=EOP@EOP [WHO]) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: Thomas D. Janenda ( CN=Thomas D. Janenda/OU=WHO/O=EOP@ EOP [WHO] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 
This is the list for the dinner tomorrow night with the President, state 
of the union prep. Communications (Sid), Rahm and Paul B. put together 
the list, but didn't send it to be vetted. Oops. If you have any 
questions on it, please call Kevin Moran. Thanks, and sorry for the 
lateness. 

happy new year. 
---------------------- Forwarded by Kim B. Widdess/WHO/EOP on O l /06/98 
07:28 PM -------------- -----------

Kim B. Widdess 

01/06/98 07:22:54 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Christopher R. Ulrich/OVP@ OVP, Wendy Hartman/OVP@ OVP 
cc: 
Subject: Revised Dinner list - please note addition of Camarillo and 
Kennedy 

LEADERS AND THINKERS DlNNER 1/7/97 

POTUS 
FLOTUS 
VPOTUS 

Benjamin Barber 
Samuel Beer 
Albert Camarillo 
Bill Gallston 
Randall Kennedy 
Michael Lind 
Paula Rayman 
Dani Rodrick 



Richard Rorty Michael andcl
Cass Suns tein
Barbara Dafoe Whitehe ad 
Pat ricia Willia ms 
Daniel Yergin

WH Staff tbd



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Kevin S. Moran ( CN=Kevin S. Moran/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ])

CREATION DATE/TIME: 6-JAN-1998 09:43:28.00

SUBJECT:

TO: JAMIE (Pager) tfSCHWARTZ ( JAMIE (Pager) #SCHWARTZ [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: KEVIN (Pager) #MORAN ( KEVIN (Pager) #MORAN [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TEXT:
Randall Kennedy number for invite purposes: 617-495-0907. kevin



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Kim B. Widdess ( CN=Kim B. Widdess/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ])

CREATION DATE/TIME: 6-JAN-1998 16:16:00.00

SUBJECT:

POTUS
FLOTUS
VPOTUS
MEG (t)

Benjamin Barber
Samuel Beer
Bill Gallston
Randall Kennedy (t)
Michael Lind
Paula Rayman
Dani Rodrick
Richard Rorty
Michael Sandel
Cass Sunstein
Barbara Dafoe Whitehead
Patricia Williams
Daniel Yergin

TEXT:
LEADERS AND THINKERS DINNER 1/7/97

TO: Wendy Hartman ( CN=Wendy Hartman/O=OVP @ OVP [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: David E. Hughes ( CN=David E. Hughes/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ])

CREATION DATE/TIME: 6-JAN-1998 20:38:11.00

SUBJECT:

Dani Rodrik
&Sense and Nonsense in the Globalization Debate 8 

Foreign Policy - Summer 1997

Randall Kennedy
&Social Justice Demands Sacrifice 8 

Los Angeles Times - June 12, 1997 
&In Praise of Racial +Integration , 8 

Intellectual Capital - July 24, 1997

Michael Lind
&A Forgotten Founder Could Save the Democrats 8 

Washington Post - November 23, 1997

Samuel Beer
&Britain after Blair 8

Political Science Quarterly - October/December 1997

TEXT:
Recent Writings
Leaders and Thinkers Dinner
January 7, 1998

Albert Camarillo
&Affirmative Action and the Creed of American

Opportunity 8
October 12, 1995

TO: Kevin S. Moran ( CN=Kevin S. Moran/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

Paula Rayman
&A Labor Day look at working men and women 8 

Boston Globe - September 1, 1997 
&Are We Working Too Many Hours? 8 

BusinessToday.com - December 1, 1997 
&Building stability for transient workers 8 

BusinessToday.com - October 6, 1997
BusinessToday.com article

April 25, 1997
BusinessToday.com article

May 23, 1997
Radcliffe-Fleet Project Team Report

Radcliffe Public Policy Institute - December 1997



Barbara Whitehead
&Women and the Future of Fatherhood 8 

The Wilson Quarterly - Spring 1996

Cass Sunstein
&Free Markets and Social Justice 8 

Oxford University Press - 1997

Patricia Williams
&The World Beyond Words 8 

The Nation - September 22, 1997

Richard Rorty
&The People ,s Flag Is Deepest Red 8

Audacious Democracy: Labor, Intellectuals, and the Social 
Reconstruction of America - 1977

Daniel Yergin
The Commanding Heights

Introduction and Chapter 13, &The Balance of 
Confidence 8



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Robin J. Bachman ( CN=Robin J. Bachman/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ])

CREATION DATE/TIME: 7-JAN-1998 12:33:19.00

SUBJECT: Are these OK?

TEXT:
Forwarded by Robin J. Bachman/WHO/EOP on 01/07/98

12:24 PM -

Forwarded by Robin J. Bachman/WHO/EOP on 01/07/98
12:24 PM

Kim B. Widdess

01/06/98 07:30:56 PM

Record Type: Record

This is the list for the dinner tomorrow night with the President, state 
of the union prep. Communications (Sid), Rahm and Paul B. put together 
the list, but didn't send it to be vetted. Oops. If you have any

Please vet Archbishop Reymundo (or Raymundo) Pena of the Archdiocese of 
Brownsville, TX. I believe he may be the first Hispanic to be named a 
Catholic archbishop? He is a proposed invocation speaker at the Mission 
HS event. Thats all I know about him, but trying to get more 
information? I can be reached at 65245. Thanx.

TO: Thomas D. Janenda ( CN=Thomas D. Janenda/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

Cynthia M. Jasso-Rotunno 
01/06/98 04:44:59 PM
Record Type: Record

To: Thomas D. Janenda/WHO/EOP, Robin J. Bachman/WHO/EOP 
cc:
Subject: Dinner 1/7

To: Thomas D. Janenda/WHO/EOP
cc: Laura A. Graham/WHO/EOP, Robin J. Bachman/WHO/EOP, Janet
Murguia/WHO/EOP
Subject: Proposed program speaker



happy new year.
Forwarded by Kim B. Widdess/WHO/EOP on 01/06/98

07:28 PM

Kim B. Widdess

01/06/98 07:22:54 PM

Record Type: Record

LEADERS AND THINKERS DINNER 1/7/97

WH Staff tbd 4

POTUS
FLOTUS
VPOTUS

questions on it, please call Kevin Moran. Thanks, and sorry for the 
lateness.

Benjamin Barber
Samuel Beer
Albert Camarillo
Bill Gallston
Randall Kennedy
Michael Lind
Paula Rayman
Dani Rodrick
Richard Rorty
Michael Sandel
Cass Sunstein
Barbara Dafoe Whitehead
Patricia Williams
Daniel Yergin

To: Christopher R. Ulrich/OVP @ OVP, Wendy Hartman/OVP @ OVP 
cc:
Subject: Revised Dinner list - please note addition of Camarillo and 
Kennedy



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Michelle Crisci ( CN=Michelle Crisci/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ])

CREATION DATE/T1ME:13-JAN-1998 18:11:35.00

SUBJECT: Addresses: Leaders and Thinkers Dinner

05:52 PM

Forwarded by Kevin S. Moran/WHO/EOP on 01/13/98
06:10 PM

Albert Camarillo
Center for Comparative Studies in Race and Ethnicity
Building 240
Stanford University

TEXT:
i am so good to you
................................Forwarded by Michelle Crisci/WHO/EOP on 01/13/98

Benjamin Barber
1019 River Road
Piscataway, NJ 08854

Elizabeth A. Borod 
01/13/98 06:01:54 PM 
Record Type: Record

TO: Paul J. Cusack ( CN=Paul J. Cusack/O=OVP @ OVP [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

Kevin S. Moran 
01/13/98 06:10:34 PM 
Record Type: Record

Samuel Beer
2912 32nd St.,N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016

To: Michelle Crisci/WHO/EOP 
cc:
Subject: Addresses: Leaders and Thinkers Dinner

To: Kevin S. Moran/WHO/EOP 
cc:
Subject: Addresses: Leaders and Thinkers Dinner



Stanford, CA 94305-2152 

Michael Lind 
240 East 76th St. 
Apartment 8M 
New York, NY 10021 

Randall Kennedy 
Areeda 335 
Harvard Law School 
Cambridge, MS 02138 

Paula Rayman 
Radcliffe Public Policy lnstitute 
69 Brattle St. 
Cambridge, MS 02138 

Dani Rodrik 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University 
79 John F. Kennedy St. 
Cambridge, MS 02138 

Richard Rorty 
512 Cabell Hall 
University of Virginia 
Charlottesvi lie, VA 22903 

Michael Sandel 
Dept. of Government 
Harvard University 
Littaver 319 
Cambridge, MS 02138 

Cass Sunstein 
University of Chicago Law School 
1111 East 60th St. 
Chicago, l1l 60637 

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead 
15 Forrest Edge Road 
Amherst, MS 01002 

Daniel Yergin 
3710 Davenport St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016 

NOTE: Still waiting for the addresses of Bill Galston and Patricia Williams 



RECORD TYPE: PRESTDENTLAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Kevin S. Moran ( CN=Kevin S. Moran/OU=WHO/O=EOP [WHO] ) 

CREATION DATE/TIME:13-JAN-1998 13:06:07.00 

SUBJECT: unproofed document -- dinner 

TO: Rahm I. Emanuel ( CN=Rahm I. Emanuel/OU=WHO/O=EOP@ EOP [WHO] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: Michael Waldman ( CN=Michael Waldman/OU=WHO/O=EOP@ EOP [WHO] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TO: Sidney Blumenthal ( CN=Sidney Blumenthal/OU=WHO/O=EOP@ EOP [WHO]) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: Jordan Tamagni ( CN=Jordan Tamagni/OU=WHO/O=EOP@ EOP [UNKNOWN]) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

CC: Michelle Crisci ( CN=Michelle Crisci/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 
Final version should be available later this afternoon. This is still 
missing approx. 1/3 of the conversation. k 
---------------------- Forwarded by Kevin S. Moran/WHO/EOP on 01/13/98 
01 :05 PM ---------------------------

SlJNTUM_M@Al 
01/13/98 12:55:00 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Kevin S. Moran 
cc: 
Subject: unproofed document -- dinner 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

Internal Transcript January 7, 1998 

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT 
AT LEADERS AND THINKERS DINNER 



The Blue Room 

8:37 P.M. EST 

MR. BLUMENTHAL: We have with us this evening historians 
and philosophers, political scientists and legal scholars, economists 
and sociologists. You arrive here at the White House at a time of 
momentum and possibility for progressive reform. This White House 
bas turned into a vital center for national debate. And I'd just 
like to talk about just what's happened over the past couple weeks, 
very, very, briefly. 

Since Christmas alone, this White House has really been 
an engine of social policy. Just starting on Christmas Day, when the 
White House announced a record increase in funding for the homeless, 
followed two days later by an expansion of Medicare benefits for 39 
million Medicare beneficiaries who are guaranteed regular tests for 
cancer. The next day, the White House announced an increase in 
spending on food inspection and safety, which makes this an increase 
of 60 percent under this administration. Two days later, we 
announced a 35 percent increase in spending for treatment infected 
with the virus that causes AIDS. 

On January 3rd, we announced the greatest increase in 
funding for the Peace Corps since the 1960s, since it was founded. 
On January 6th, as if this were all tax spend, the White House could 
announce that the deficit is expected to be less than $22 billion. 
You know, when the President came in he was informed by the outgoing 
Budget Director that the budget deficit at this point was expected to 
be $357 billion. The next day, the President announced an expansion 
of Medicare, to include those who may not be covered, ages 55 to 65. 

And, today, we have announced the largest sjngle 
investment in child care in the nation's history. So you are really 
present at a moment of great public action. For the senior staff 
assembled here, I feel safe in saying that we anticipate a truly 
significant State of the Union address, charting the territory into 
the 21st century. 

Now, for our guests, some ground rules of this 
discussion. You are not here to provide lists of policy 
prescriptions -- though, they're welcome -- but something larger -­
your illumination on important questions that confront our country. 
And I should tell you that they are going to be preserved for 
prosperity in the Clinton library because we plan to tape this 
discussion -- (laughter) --

THE PRESIDENT: We told you first. (Laughter.) 

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Thank you, Mr. President. 



['ve spoken to all of you recently and I want to remind 
you to be frank, direct, conversational, adventurous and, above all, 
pithy. Anyone who wants to speak should let me know by raising a 
hand or nodding, and I'll make sure you get your chance. I'll change 

the topic as we go along, so we cover a good deal of ground. And a 
lot of these questions wi II be the under-girding, thematically, to 
the State of the Union. 

The President, the First Lady and the Vice President can 
jump into the head of the line any time they want in the discussion. 
and in that spirit, Mr. President, if you don't mind, I'd like to 
start with you. 

Would you share your views with us on the following 
question: What are your thoughts -- and perhaps you can set us off 
on whether or not this a period of transformation similar to the 
Industrial Revolution; and what are the social and political 
parallels between this period and others? Is this a period, do you 
think, similar to that of the turn of the 20th century when, in a 
time of relative prosperity, inequities and insecurities grew and led 
to reform -- let's not forget advanced by the White House. And is 
this a new time for some sort of new social contract? 

It's a lot of questions, but if you could lead us off. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, the pithy response is yes, yes, 
yes. (Laughter.) 

MR. BLUMENTHAL: I thought so. 

THE PRESIDENT: A lot of you who have been here before 
know that I basically believe that I think that this period is in 
some instances without parallel, but most like the transformation 
from the agricultural to the industrial society that occurred over a 
long period of time but resulted in, among other things, the 
presidencies of Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson. And were not 
arguably -- that the issues raised by it were arguably not fully 
resolved until the presidency of Franklin Roosevelt and two New Deals 
and the advent of World Warn. 

But let me basically say a couple of things. The wrap 
on our administration is that we get a whole lot of things done, but 
they all seem like they're small and incremental and there's no 
larger vision. J never heard that in '91 and '92 when I was 
campaigning. And a lot of times now I talk about larger vision in 
every speech and it never gets reported on, and then the people that 
don't repo,t it say that. But they may be right, I may be incapable 
of, or at least so far have failed to present to the American people 
the larger framework in which these specific things are occurring. 



But let me just offer a couple of very brief 
observations. I think that in a very real sense the history of 
America is the story of how we have been about the business of 
forming a more perfect union. And that, essentially, at critical 
junctures along the way we have been called upon to redefine what 
America means and, therefore, what it means to be an American in ways 
that strengthen the union and extend the constitution to the current 
set of facts. 

I think that's what happened when we had to deal with 
slavery and separatism during the Civil War. 1 think that's what's 
happened when we had to deal with all the good and bad consequences 
of the Industrial Revolution. I think that's what happened when we 
had to come to grips with totalitarianism• in the form first of the 
fascists and then of the communists. I think it's what happened when 
we had to deal with race and, to a much smaller extent, poverty, in 
the Civil Rights revolution. And I think that's what happens now 
--we have to deal with globalization and the attendant revolution in 
information and technology and science, with all the good things that 
it brings and all the new challenges that it brings. 

And a lot of these processes have been underway for 
quite a long time, as they often are. But basically we've had one 
foot in the 21st century for several years now. But that's what I 
think -- so I think this is truly a historic time with a historic set 
of challenges and opportunities for the United States. 

I think if you look at the political history of our 
country you see that generally we have been stabilized by two 
competing political views, one of which attempted to be the voice of 
the nation and the voice of extending the Constitution to its logical 
conclusion; and the other, which warned of the dangers of the 
government. I think ever since Woodrow Wilson basically the 
Democratic Party has largely been the voice of the nation and trying 
to strengthen it and extend the guarantees of the Constitution -­
weakened by some of the problems which are obvious in the last 
several elections. 

And I think now when the Republicans won the Congress 
they made explicit that their view was that the government was 
inherently bad and it ought to be weakened at the expense -- to 
strengthen the market and the forces of private power and influence. 
And I think that the fight over the Contract on America proved that 
the American people agreed with me. So they're trying to fuzz up the 
argument. 

I believe we have made significant ground in the last 
few years in proving that government could be trusted to be an 
instrument of the public good. I agree also that people don't 
necessarily have a new, "articuable" consensus about what the role of 
government is and what the nature of this time is and how we get the 



Q I'm reluctant, Mr. President, to complicate your
task, especially for a Democrat. But in some ways the challenge that 
you face and that we face now is more difficult than the one that 
Theodore Roosevelt and Herbert Crowley (phonetic) and Woodrow Wilson 
and all those folks were struggling with back then. The similarity 
is then, as now, the scope of the economy had outgrown and outrun the 
terms of democratic politics, which were still organized locally — 
people took their bearings and their sense of identity and community 
from decentralized democratic institutions for the economy to become 
national. And they were struggling, and we're struggling, about how 
to ease the gap, heal the gap between the scale of the economy and 
the terms of democratic politics and political authority.

So it seems to me your challenge, our challenge, is to 
be able to do both at once — enlarge the horizons of democratic

Their solution in a way was simpler than our solution 
can be. Because their solution, the solution of progressive 
politics, of the 60 or 70 years that followed, was to build up the 
national government; and not just to build up the national government 
as a counter poise* to economic power, but also to cultivate a sense 
of national community, to support a strong national government. And 
this goes back to Herbert Crowley and Sam Veer (phonetic), who 
emphasized that this is really the genius of the progressive response 
internationally — a sense the community had to keep up with the 
political institutions which were trying to match the economy.

benefits of it while dealing frankly with the insecurities and 
uncertainties, which this huge level of change has unleashed, and the 
fears that people have that basically our democratic values cannot be 
preserved in the face of rapidly moving global markets.

So on balance I feel very good about what's been 
accomplished in the last five years and I'm very upbeat about the 
agenda we have for the next three. But I do think it's important to 
try to give the American people confidence and optimism that can 
sustain us for the next three years and have them be able to say 
around the coffee tables of their houses and work places and cafes, 
essentially what the heck is going on now and what the government is 
supposed to be doing about it. And I think that, you know, I've not 
succeeded in doing that yet -- which is one reason I couldn't past 
fast track, I hadn't been able to sell anybody on the inextricable 
links between foreign policy, domestic policy, international economic 
policy and domestic economic policy.

But now the economy is global, our gap is different.
And if we simply follow their logic we would have to do what to some 
extent we are doing, building transnational institutions and 
conventions and agreements — from NAFTA to Kyoto to International 
Human Rights accords. But the terms of political community can't be 
stretched for all purposes to that extent, which is why people these 
days are talking so much about the institutions of civil society, 
forms of political —* and democratic authority -- closer to home 
families, neighborhoods, schools, congregations and so on.



THE PRESIDENT: We've tried to talk about it in those 
terms, but I don't think we've registered.

political authority; while at the same time filling in the 
intermediate institutions and forms of political community, without 
which the American people are never going to identify with those 
vacant structures.

To expand that a little bit, the same point, liberty in 
a way depends on taxes. If we don't have a well funded government 
that's able to protect people in their private domain, we can't be 
free. So this government intervention versus markets opposition, 
which Reagan really got going, it’s destructive confusion. No one 
who is committed to markets is against government intervention.

And what we need and what we're starting to get is much 
less in the way of government commands and rigid responses that are 
insensitive to incentives, and much more in the way of two things: 
information and economic instruments in the form of taxes and 
subsidies. And the thing that's being glimpsed, I think, and that's 
really, really good, is a commitment to social values of the New Deal 
-- which were actually Madison's also - while at the same time a 
belief that we need institutions that have the kind of flexibility 
and adaptive potential of economic incentives, and not rigid 
dictates. And that's the large thing that's emerging hasn't gotten 
attention yet, but it's on the horizon.

There is a fire in the Hamptons — I think you were 
involved in this, I was, too, I was in the Hamptons. There's a fire 
in the Hamptons and the property owners in the Hamptons, not poor 
people, needed government protection, local, state and national, to 
get their property protected. And that's not exotic, that happens 
every day, that government intervention is necessary to protect 
ourselves from private violence or public violence. So this idea 
that government intervention is a bad thing, Republicans can't 
believe that, no one can believe that.

Q These are two points — one is pretty adventurous, 
it comes from Roosevelt, who said, we must lay hold of the fact that 
the laws of economics are not made by nature, they are made by human 
beings. And what Roosevelt was really trying to do was to undue the 
opposition between government and markets, on the theory that you 
can't have markets without government. No one is against government 
intervention, certainly not the Republicans.

The second point really is responsive to what Michael 
said and what you said, Mr. President, which is that one way of 
thinking about the largeness of these supposedly small initiatives is 
to say that they're an effort to keep faith with the New Deal and the 
great society under social and economic circumstances that are 
extremely different and that call for non-dinosaur institutions. And 
so what we have still, after a few years of this presidency, is 
institutions that are very poorly adapted for the international 
market and for our own domestic market.



After those kind remarks from Michael, I obviously

Q (Inaudible.)

— with whom I agree so much, like any teacher, how

So he is right. The question can you do it with talking
— (inaudible) with acting. And competent education is the common 
prescription. But I don't know anyone who is better qualified, 
certainly any President as well qualified as you to handle this. 
You've got more sensitivity, you've got more background. And you're 
so right to make this central. (Inaudible) — to solve this by

That's why I think the armed services are a great 
example, because they have a mission and you can see who's performing 
and you can measure people and the color and the -- (inaudible) — 
for you. I can't tell you how proud I was in 1975, that parade 
through Lexington. Every float was segregated, they were all white 
— except the armed services, every one of them was integrated. 
We've done — and you pointed that out — I remember how hard it was 
in the Army, and saw it going on.

Q
have to —

I think it's a fundamental mistake to think that the 
effort is that of the natural citizenship began with Herbert Crowley 
and Teddy Roosevelt, and with the founding of the Republic. And 
Jefferson's words himself, when he said, "one people," in the 
Declaration. We're already a people, we discovered that we're a 
people. We created a constitution, a federation and a constitution. 
But, above all, we're using these instruments and a great line,** the 
ancestors of the Republicans. And nothing infuriates a Republican 
more than the way the Republicans sell off the best part of their 
heritage— which comes from Alexander Hamilton and Daniel Webster and 
McLean, not to mention Abraham Lincoln and the enormously 
constructive work that the Republican Party in directing the 
development of the country after the Civil War.

And we have the same task of making the union more 
perfect. This is just what the President said in his San Diego -** 
problem of change or, rather, the old ones emerge. And now the most 
of their problem, the problem of race, which is what he --*. It's 
not just race, it's a problem of blacks and whites. And you have to 
be perfectly frank about that. That's it. And this is not just our 
problem, this is a world problem. And we are the leaders. If we 
don't tackle this, nobody will. And —* because we have to set the 
example. And fortunately, economic things in such balance it could 
have a little leeway and he's trying now through talking. And 
there's always a problem about talking. You know, these marriage 
therapists say to you, got a problem with your wife? Talk it over. 
That's known as quarreling. (Laughter.) And I say the thing to do 
is go do something, when some friends of ours have trouble. They 
haven't said to go and join a choral society. (Laughter.)

Q
much I disagree.



Q I did.

9

Q There were some very good presidents —

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, there were. They were.

THE PRESIDENT: Well, let me just briefly respond to
that. Somebody wrote a piece in the New York Times a couple of years 
ago that said that I had a great stealth poverty policy, I just 
didn't talk about it. But when we raised the taxes on the upper 
one-and-a-half percent of the American people in 1993, and doubled 
the earned income tax credit so that today it amounts to a tax cut of 
$1,000 a year on any family of four with an income of under $30,000,

I think that despite everything one can say about 
government already being big enough, Crowly is still right, 
redistribution of wealth will only be accomplished through 
governmental action. I have no idea what the equivalent of the 
redistributive measures that were performed in the 50 years between 
Crowley and the '60s can be in an age of globalization; but I think 
that seeing that globalization doesn't make the poor poorer and 
divide the country into two nations is probably the first priority.

THE PRESIDENT: I was telling somebody today, I finally 
started reading the history of America between the Civil War and 
World War I. And the way I got it figured, if you grew up in a small 
town in Ohio and you wore a Union uniform, you had about a one in 10 
chance of being elected President. (Laughter.) Every President we 
had was a Union soldier from Ohio.

Q Sam Veer and Michael Sandel (phonetic) and I are 
all fans of Herbert Crowly. I think the most important thing in 
Crowly's book is saying that the transition to an industrial society 
means that the government has to ensure a redistribution of wealth. 
1 think that was the central thesis of the American Left, up until 
the '60s, when the Left sort of disappeared.

It seems to me that globalization is, in fact, and in 
the minds of most poor Americans, going to increase the tendency of 
the rich to get richer and the poor to get poorer. It's going to be 
seen, as the press were seeing, as a way of making it possible for 
decision-makers in Zurich and Singapore to put people out of work in 
Pennsylvania.

THE PRESIDENT: Well, you grew up in a small town in 
Ohio, right?

decentralization or (inaudible). It was precisely in decentralized 
federal America that this vice spread and survived. And as a small 
town boy who's only too complacent about his small town background, I 
found an anti-localist. I mean, we were proud of what we did because 
we thought we were the best people in the country. (Inaudible.)
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Part of it is based on irrational fear. But I think

Q I basically agree with you, Mr. President, about 
the parallel, historical parallel between late 20th century America 
and if were to project back in time 100 years ago, the fundamental 
changes that were sweeping the nation economically, in terms of our 
industrial foundation with a new industrial economy.

that was the biggest redistributive thing that had been done in
America in over two decades.

And we have the education premium, the skills premium, 
for example, today, as compared with 30 years ago, is breathtakingly 
different. So the one other thing we've got to do is to change the 
job mix in the country, change the investment incentives for the 
people that are left behind and dramatically universalize high 
quality education. I do not believe that we have the power through 
tax policy alone to restore equality without having more widely 
dispersed skills and a higher level of them. 1 may be wrong, but 
that's what I believe based not only my study of history, but my 
analysis of the present situation. And I say that having affected 
the biggest redistribution of wealth that there maybe one of the 
things that cost us the Congress, because people didn't understand 
it. But it was a big redistribution of wealth and I'm proud of it, 
and I was glad to pay my extra taxes. And it helped to get the 
deficit down and got the economy going again.

But I think we've got to recognize that we have a lot of 
people in this country that are almost dysfunctional in the kind of 
economy we're living in. We've got to give them the capacity to be 
more than they can be right now.

But something else that comes to mind when you think 
about these two historical periods together, there was, 100 years 
ago, enormous anxiety and fear about change. People were reacting to 
change, almost irrational fear about change. And I think we see some 
of that today, as we saw it 100 years ago. A hundred years ago the 
nation was reacting to the enormous tidal wave of immigrants from 
Europe, eastern and southern Europe. We see this today, certainly in 
a state like California, where I'm from.

Now, since then, we have raised the minimum wage, we've 
passed the child tax credit and we've done some other things that I 
think help. But the one thing that I think is important to know - 
you talked about how this redistribution thing went on over a period 
of decades. When you have a change in the economic paradigm, if the 
government follows bad policies it can make it worse. I think the 
Reagan-Bush economic policies exaggerated the inequality. But I 
believe if a liberal Democrat had been President inequality would 
have increased when the economic paradigm changed, in the absence of 
dramatic measures to the contrary, because new kinds of skills get 
rewarded.
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But I think this economic and values tension is 
something that I hope people will also address, as well as 
globalization now. And I'm going to call on Paula because I know 
she's done some work on that as well. But please speak on what you 
were thinking.

Q First of all, I want to say that I think that 
what's happened in the last few days has been incredibly important, 
(inaudible) — all the calls that I’ve gotten in the last two days, 
one, my daughter and people of her generation, 20-year-olds, is

THE PRESIDENT: If you go back to what — just very 
briefly I'm going to try to spark - go back to what Cass (phonetic) 
said about how we're trying to find less bureaucratic answers with 
democratic values to build a common society and preserve the social 
contract.

If you think about the new deal and afterward, in the 
'50s and '60s, the world that most of us grew up in or lived a lot of 
our adult lives in — we basically had Social Security and Medicare 
for people who worked their way, all through their lives, and then 
they went out of the work force because of their age. And we had a 
welfare state, if you will, of some significance, if people fell out 
of the work force. And then we had an unemployment system if they 
were temporarily out of the work force because of the business cycle 
we thought they'd already come back in.

part of it is based on not being able to cope with change. So here's 
the challenge I think that you face and your administration faces: 
how do you convince the American public that the government is best 
situated to facilitate that change; and that change need not be 
feared, that it can be embraced. And we are positioned, even though 
we live in an extremely complex society, for the government to be the 
engineer of that change, and the President and his administration the 
head of that — (inaudible). That's a hard sell to the American 
public, because I think there continues to be a great amount of fear 
about changing society, changing economy, changing job, labor market. 
But I see it as an enormously important part of American democracy in 
the next century.

economic issues, on the one hand, and social or values issues on the 
other, should be addressed separately, or whether they can be dealt 
with together. And that includes issues like the tensions between 
working family and the roles of women. And also, the question of why 
people think the rights rhetoric on values resonate so much, 
especially with families in the country, and whether people think 
their approach to values has been useful in sparking a debate, or 
whether or not their agenda is an obstacle to dealing with values 
questions.



(inaudible) about the expansion of the Peace Corps. And we were 
talking earlier, a few of us here, about the fact this generation 
feels that there's really no hook, no place for them to be a part of 
the nation (inaudible). And for a lot of us who have had that 
experience (inaudible) but it would be the greatest movement -- other 
civil rights movement groups were a part of this younger generation 
hasn't had that. 

And when they heard about the expansion of the Peace 
Corps, that that might be something they could take advantage of, it 
was very important, the group of young people that were around my 
house over the last few days and hearing this. And so l want to 
thank you and say that that's part of the tone of the message that's 
important. 

And two other things that have happened -- and this 
isn't just to advertise yourself, it's really -- T think these are 
the kinds of things that resonate -- the child care effort that 
happened this afternoon. David Hamburg (phonetic) and I were talking 
on the phone this morning -- this is cross-cutting across America. 
This is the kind of inclusionary politics that crosses class, it 
crosses (inaudible) people with various occupations (inaudible) but 
also puts meaning back to what our nation is about and what good 
government is about. I'd like the conversation (inaudible) to also 
address the issue of good government, not the question of less 
government, more government, but what is good government. And this 
is exactly -- this kind of an issue people get. 

And the final word that 1 just wanted to -- the 
(inaudible) on health care. Now, the expansion of that -- it's 
terrific. It's in some case a women's issue that -- it's aJways on 
the top of our -- big women's issue (inaudible). We do 90 percent of 
the care-giving (inaudible). Anything that is going to help out 
women on this is going to help families, all the dependents, et 
cetera. It's wonderful. And these are the kind of issues I think 
that's sparked the kind of (inaudible). 

I'd like to say just two other quick things on that. 
One is that I think that most Americans, from the focus groups and 
things we've been doing across the issue, people do not have a 
(inaudible) case on the global economy. And if there's some way that 
that could be translated for Americans to get. And I don't know what 
the sound bites are, that's not my field. But when we were thinking 
about doing the project on NAFTA (inaudible) we had been thinking of 
looking at three different family units, one in Mexico, one in the 
United States, one in Canada. And we were doing a more up-close 
examination of that. People need to understand these issues in a 
more intimate way. 

And right now it's confusing, it's frightening. I think 
people don't get it and 1 think that we need leadership on this. 
People need to find a way of getting inside it that provides comfort 
instead of fear. 



Let me just say one other thing on the trade deal. All 
the research I've seen shows that superficially people are quite

They don't feel they have the time. They feel 
incredible pressures. They feel the anxieties that were mentioned. 
I think that's exactly right. And it's not because the economy isn't 
doing well. A lot of people are even doing better on that level. 
But deep down there's this incredible sense of disjunction between 
the various institutions that play on people's roles and lives.

In some ways that has been put forth too often as a 
women's issue. Yes, yes, it's a women's issue. But it's a universal 
issue. And we need to have leadership. And I want to say that in 
all the focus groups one of the things we heard is that people, 
bipartisan, different people in different age groups, feel that 
there's not political leadership on this - that there's not 
political leadership in getting our institutions to work together for 
the better of the nation and for the better of the people.

And there's a desperate wanting of that. I think that's 
the hopeful part. But how this is going to come together, how we get 
work to be reorganized that really enhances family values and 
community life -- these are the questions of the 21 st century and if 
we're (inaudible) we're really going to have to give the American 
people a sense of hope and leadership that this can happen.

THE PRESIDENT: Let me just briefly say, to tie that to 
the comment you made about the Peace Corps, since I have been here, 
the largest number of specific comments made to me -- specific 
comments by ordinary citizens when I'm out and around, working a 
ropeline and a crowd on the street, whatever — about things that I 
have done that have affected their lives have come from two sources, 
two things. One is, people who have been in the AmeriCorps program, 
the national service program. There are 100,000 of them now so there 
are a lot of them out there walking around. They said it changed 
their lives and made them feel ennobled and blah, blah, blah. And 
people who -- one of the 12 million people, now probably 15 million 
people who have benefitted by the Family and Medical Leave law 
because it went right to the heart of what you’re saying. This whole 
business of — one of the reasons the child care thing will be so 
important is that it helps people balance work and family.

And the last think I want to say, because I don't want 
to take too much time, is, of course, the world family issue. We 
presently have and we've had certainly since World War II — the way 
our institutions are set up they remain fixed as if Ozzie and Harriet 
were the dominant (inaudible) and we know that's not true. I'm not 
even sure how true Ozzie and Harriet were back in those days. It 
certainly wasn't true in my own family. But it doesn't work. It 
doesn't work (inaudible). And probably the most important common 
ground theme that we've heard in focus groups from Republican 
(inaudible) and yuppies up in Seattle and retirees down in Florida 
was this issue of people not feeling that they have a chance to 
experience a quality of life.



But you're absolutely right about the trade deal. It 
just kills us every time it comes up.

On the other hand, all the jobs we got out of trade were 
added incrementally in small groups, somebody else got them, it 
didn't get a headline. And I do think, to me, that argues, among 
other things, for being much more explicit and coherent about how we 
should be helping people if they lose their jobs, whether they lose 
it from trade or not. People don't care whether they lose their jobs 
from trade or not. If technology displaces them or if the boss 
screws up, or whatever, if you're still in your working years and 
you're treated like a free agent, you don't have lifetime employment 
anymore — we need a way of expanding the winner's circle, to use the 
DOC phrase that's been around, quickly. And that will capture 
people's imagination and they can put it with all the new jobs and 
think, well, I got a way better than average chance to come out of 
this, I think on that.

MS. WILLIAMS: I might be a little scattered - I'm very 
nervous, I must say. But I wanted to address the question of science 
fiction and of the story, because I do think that you, Mr. President, 
are doing all the right things, but how one conveys that story really 
is fairly complicated at this moment in time when the right has so 
captured the metaphors and the sort of sailing ships of language and 
the rhetoric. And so let me just throw out my own thoughts of what 
the story is and how it might be recaptured.

And one of the problems we've got on the global economy, 
let me say, is the benefits — Ben Barber (phonetic) said this - the 
smartest thing he said — he wrote me this letter, he's absolutely 
right — is that you cannot answer these problems with the facts. If 
you confront people with a laundry list of the facts they will turn 
you off. You have to change their imagination.

confident. That is, superficially, most people believe, the 
overwhelming majority of people believe their economic situation will 
either get better or stay the same next year. But when you scratch 
the surface they're very concerned about what they consider to be the 
moral tensions in American life. And what of it is work and family, 
a lot of it is not having time to raise their kids, a lot of it is 
worrying about crime and drugs. But it is -- there is a sense of 
things still not in balance.

One reason is — let's just take Louisiana. Louisiana 
just lost 3,400 jobs when Fruit of the Loom closed these big plants. 
Now, it didn't have anything to do with NAFTA really. It had a lot 
to do with decisions they made. But anyway, they did. You couldn't 
convince anyone that 100 percent of those jobs weren't lost because 
of trade. Or in a larger sense, something I know more about, Levi 
Strauss just announced they were downsizing by 11,000; most of us 
will buy more Dockers khaki pants and fewer denim Levis now. That's 
the main reason that they are. But you couldn’t convince anybody 
that Levi is not closing all those things because they're going to 
give these jobs to somebody making 10 cents an hour.
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Overlayed on top of that, it seems to me, there's also a 
hive notion of humanity. I was going to really describe it as sort 
of a very econometric notion of discreet, hard-edged individuals who 
make rational choices and so forth, which really has replaced a 
notion of citizenship. But there's this other level of hive 
mentality where you have sort of the queen bees and the king bees who 
are sort of those who are the skilled workers, but not just skilled 
but who earn it by merit.

It does seem to me that there is a way in which the 
image of the "city on the hill," which has been such a consistent 
theme in our political discourse, has been revamped as a certain kind 
of Olympus of privilege for those who have earned it by certain acts 
and then Olympus as a gated community, as opposed to the new 
Jerusalem. And at the other end of this is not just a hell, but a 
prison. And there's a certain sacrifice, an image of sacrifice, 
almost - (inaudible) of humanity at the other end. And although 
it's not explicitly racialized in a lot of us, it is visually 
racialized in terms of our television media.

and at the same time, an overlay on that of people who are bom to 
it; merit comes -- is almost, at some -- and again, popular sense, 
merit is something with which you are born. And the extent to which 
unskilled - and I mean that by the extent to which the discussion of 
unskilled labor is frequently under - the subtext of that is that 
those are people who are bom inferior, the genetic inferior, the 
Charles Murray side of it. And again, visually racialized, if not

And there's another tension that seems to be going on 
between the notion of American's perception of our government as 
being embodied in the Constitution. There's an equation with the 
Constitution as protecting certain inalienable rights — or the 
Declaration of Independence -- but there's a certain inalienability 
to our participation and what we expect from government. And rather 
than really being at polar opposites with the market place, it seems 
like the language of market has invaded that sense of inalienability 
and made it precisely alienable in the ultimate market sense, so that 
now the discourse that has been so powerful in the wake of the Reagan 
and Bush administration — this question of sort of purchasing 
freedom, a question of purchase of freedom, which is almost a 
replacement of the purchase of Christ. But it's purchase in almost a 
prayerful sense rather than a political sense. It's purchase which 
implies the option of not purchasing, of opting out in some sense, if 
not — if you don't want to pay for it, you don't have to. I 
shouldn't have to be taxed for the common good. I should only be 
able to sort of buy it like slipping a coin in the slot of the 
automat of political presentation.



THE PRESIDENT: (Inaudible).

Q Yes, and it was —

THE PRESIDENT: Working in the prisons?

Q Working in the prisons.

THE PRESIDENT: They got jobs in the — yes, I read it.

explicitly. And again, the split between those who by virtue of 
being either skilled or bom to it, enter Olympus, and those who are 
unskilled, sort of fall into this realm of Sisyphean make work and 
display labor, whether chain gangs or work —

One of the most powerful, almost medieval epic 
embodiments of this was the — it was about a of couple of weeks ago, 
there was an article in the Wall Street Journal, it was on the front 
page, and the headline was, women on welfare -- something like, women 
on welfare find freedom through prison.

Q Bill Bloss (phonetic). Well, we just- 
(inaudible) -- Mr. President, I'd like to take a - (inaudible) - 
challenge on the - (inaudible) -- which I think is a very, very 
important one. But I think you know how important it is to work even 
harder towards expanding the winners circle. I think there's some

Q And it was all about these women who were — and 
again, the article didn't say any of this explicitly, but through the 
use of pictures and through very subtle images, cast two black women 
as mothers of potential criminals, and therefore, their way out of it 
was to learn how to not just guard them in the prisons, but at one 
point, to kill them. And from this there would be hope. It was 
characterized as demanding work. It was characterized in the 
brightest and most biblical of terms, actually. And it seems to me 
— it was a wonderful — wonderfully crafted epic with lots of rich 
mythological symbolism laid in it. And to sort of unpack that, it 
seems to me, is the -- the power of that particular piece is at the 
heart of what - you know, if you could invert that, recapture that. 
When I read that piece in the Wall Street Journal - the final thing 
I want to say is that it reminded me of — my response to it — what 
I kept thinking of was there --1 think it's a chapter in Isaiah and 
it's about the city being forsaken. And this particular image of 
these women being in some ways mythologically wedded to these 
prisoners -- to these male prisoners -- struck me as being the 
precise antithesis of the exhortation in Isaiah that this shall be 
the city in which you shall — I think there's an image of marriage 
that the city shall be like a bride and we shall adore you like a 
bride. And it seems to be that that has been so completely 
abandoned, and as a vehicle for something we might revivify this as a 
discussion.



very important things that can be done, whether it's returning some 
expanded version of the G.I. Bill for American workers -- (inaudible) 
— three years ago, or thinking more expansively about what some 
people have called under-employment insurance - be sort of a 21st 
Century version of unemployment insurance, or whether, as I believe 
is imperative, it's time to declare an urban education emergency 
because we don't have one public school system in this country, we 
have two. One is mediocre and the other is failing.

They feel much better about the economy than they do 
about the society. And they feel much better about their own lives 
than they do about the country as a whole. One of the best students 
of American public opinion I know, a fellow by the name of Andy Kohot 
(phonetic), who is the head of the — (inaudible) — center of people 
in the press here in town, has talked about what he calls his 
optimism gap. He's been charting this now for nearly 25 years and he 
says that he's never seen a wider gap between how people feel about 
their home lives and what they think about the present state and 
future course of the country as a whole.

Second, there's a conviction that the ties that bind in 
neighborhoods and local communities are much weaker than they were a 
generation ago. There's an elaborate scholarly debate as to whether 
that is true or not, but I can tell you this for sure, people think 
it's true. And that belief that it's true is a powerful element in 
social comment**.

Those are - it seems to me that the theme in expanding 
the winners circle is capacious enough to include a lot of things 
that we need to do - that need to be done in this country. But I 
guess I want to focus on the values question that - (inaudible) - 
put on the table because I've spent the past year and half of my life 
serving as Executive Director of something called the National 
Commission on Civic Renewal, which is dealing with some of the 
questions about - (inaudible) - put on the table. And in the 
course of that. I've spend a lot of time wading through survey data, 
focus groups, any evidence that I could find about what Americans are 
really feeling - (inaudible) - about their current condition. And 
I've reached the following conclusion.

And so I've asked myself, well, what is the source of 
this optimism gap. Why has the economy, which is really in 
incredibly good condition, made people feel relatively optimistic 
about their own prospects, but what is there that's not the exact 
spot. It turns out that not only can't man live by bread alone, but 
nations can’t live by bread alone. And people understand that. If 
you ask them what's wrong, over and over again you hear the same four 
things: number one, people are terrified about the condition of the 
American family. A circumstance in which 30 percent of all kids are 
born out of wedlock and 50 percent of all marriages end in divorce is 
something that scares the hell out of the American people. They 
don't know exactly what to do about it. But it is deeply disturbing 
as a reality — (inaudible) —
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We want the comforts of the family without its 
patriarchy. We want the solidarity of the family without its 
inequality. But those aren't so easy to have. And the same with 
religion. We want the comfort and consolation of religion without 
the dogmatism and intolerance — not so easy.

But clearly I don't think the President can get up in 
the State of the Union and say, "Jenny has Two Mommies" - (laughter) 
- is the story now I'm going to tell to help America into the new 
age of the family.

But on the other hand - you asked a question about - 
we live in a world where the family in structure, and there is no 
going back - or I don't think we want to go back -- to a family 
bought at the price of patriarchy and inequality, yet we still want 
much of what the family gave us and don't know quite how to get that 
same thing with religion, and here I think we're in a very, very 
tough place, the world is changing and uncomfortable in deeply 
disturbing ways. And we reach to the past to console ourselves but 
can really go back and ought not to go back, because the price of 
going back is too grim.

So the question is, is there a new concept of the family 
that allows for diversified forms other for the family?

And on the other hand, progressives say, well, that kind 
of family we don't want, but they end up perhaps with less family 
altogether than they want as a consequence of certain kinds of 
liberation.

The easy answer for the conservatives is go back to the 
19th century and resurrect those old families. A, you can't do it. 
And, B, if you could, you would do it an impossible price to justice.

We've tried it. In New York City they had "Jenny has 
Two Mommies." That was not a story that most people who care about 
families could buy, yet it was a story that in some ways told the 
story of what for some people the new family is like. A new lesbian 
family would have two mommies.

— isn't easy. The Republicans and conservatives answer 
it by saying, let's resurrect the old family, the way it was, with 
its patriarchy and its inequality and the women in the home.

Number three, crime and personal insecurity. And I know 
there's been an enormous amount of progress on this front for the 
past five years, but I've got to tell you, people are not comparing 
crime and security for what it was in 1990. They're comparing it to 
what it was in 1960. And by that standard, we have a long way to go 
as a country. And I find it impossible to overstate how important 
the culture - how important to the state of the entire culture the 
explosion of violent has been over the past two generation
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see —

But at the same time, we're not quite ready to go on 
into this new world, which is a fantastic world, an egalitarian 
world, but a world with also a terrible price to pay for men and 
women and for families.

Now, I say that only to point that most of the states 
where Dole won were like Nebraska and North Dakota, had 1.9 
unemployment rates. But white married Protestants don't think 
they're supposed to vote for Democrats yet. I can just tell you they 
don't, because they see their values as manifested by people who 
advocate things they believe in. Whereas single working women 
believe in interdependence and community and understand 
reinforcement, and they see their values by people who live out there

And finding our way through that, or to ask the 
President or any government to negotiate those waters, may be asking 
too much. One thing I think we can do, and here's an attempt at 
answering your question, I don't think a President can lead the moral 
way into whatever new form of families there will be. That's going 
to take more than any government or any President can do. I think 
he can work to prevent the kinds of abuses and dangers from arising 
around those transitions. And there are American values that count 
for a lot - pluralism and diversity is one, tolerance is another.

So 1 think here — I just want to point to the fact that 
there are deep real conflicts in our society that simply mentioning 
the terms "religion" and "family" cannot paper over going back to 
some earlier version cannot respond to in rushing forward to 
something that most Americans are unready to accept, even though they

THE PRESIDENT: If I could just — I don't want to say 
much, and I'll defer to Sam. But just to sort of support what Ben 
said and what Bill Galston (phonetic) said, just kind of 
informationally for all of you, because we just finished another 
presidential election not very long ago. I'm convinced that the 
overwhelming driving impulse of most voters, if the economy is at all 
acceptable, is values-based. I just got the November unemployment 
rates. I get them a month later than I get the state-by-state. The 
national unemployment, I get the state-by-state unemployment rates. 
In the 26 states with the lowest unemployment, Bob Dole carried 13 
and I carried 13 - the people that I benefited the most. In the 25 
states and the District of Columbia with the highest unemployment, 1 
carried 19 and Bob Dole carried 6.

That is to say, I don't think the President can point 
the way to what the new family is going to look like. He can try to 
create a climate in which there is more openness to the 
experimentation and the cost of that experimentation that are going 
to be necessary. Same thing with race. Race remains a deep issue 
and no conversation, no presidential policy can solve it. But at the 
same time, the President can make sure that it's a conversation 
that's had that's open, that's tolerant, and that really represents 
the side.



me.

Q (Inaudible.)

Basically most racial minorities, having been subject to 
all kinds of problems, not only have a historical - black have a 
historical affinity to the Democratic Party, but I got a record 
Hispanic vote because Mi Familia is about more than just you come and 
tell me you spout the same rhetoric I do. And Hispanics figured out 
that the Republicans basically were using them to whip up white 
resentment and get votes, so we got a record Hispanic vote, from 
people who believe that the model of society was community 
interdependence. For people who believe the best model for society 
was exhortation to good behavior, I got the living hell beat out of 

And the truth is, most of the those states in the 
inter-mountain west, for example, our prosperous as hell, and they 
got what they needed out of the government 50 years ago, and it's 
fine with them to treat it as a problem. You know, if you've got 2 
percent unemployment, you don't need anything. What does Nebraska 
need from us?

THE PRESIDENT: First of all, the reason that Al and I 
won is that we got a bigger percentage of people who had been voting 
for Republicans in the past, partly with good economics and partly 
because they did think we represented their values. There has always 
been a great divide in America between those who believe that the 
government was the instrument of our common good, helping to 
reinforce our community and our own family life and our own 
individual aspirations, and those who basically believe the 
government was a problem and they wanted people in power in politics 
who would say what they believed and have whatever policies they 
agreed with and otherwise get out of their way.

I'm just sort of putting this out to reinforce what 
Galston said and Ben said and what others said, and people who do 
believe that the market is the primary purpose of politics, we lose 
them too, because I don't believe that. In other words, I don't 
think all this stuff is for sale. But I think it's just interesting. 
I'm just saying that to sort of enlighten the conversation.

and are busting it trying to help them raise their kids and get 
through the day and make a better life.

But a lot of it, to be fair, is honest values — white 
married Protestants who are, particularly if their Christian 
conservatives, basically believe we're still cultural aliens, because 
of gays of abortion or whatever it is, and because they think the 
government is bad. Which is why I say again - I like all this 
modern talk, but don't forget, we are in a historic battle here to 
define the nation. It is the same battle — you wrote that piece 
back in November saying that the Democrats ought to be hearkening 
back to Alexander Hamilton, not Thomas Jefferson. That's absolutely 
right.



Alexander Hamilton and John Marshall set the tone for 
this country that was then taken up by Abraham Lincoln, as you 
pointed out, with Henry Clay and Webster and John Quincy Adams in the 
middle, and then Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson, all the way 
down to the present day, and the people that were against them.

It doesn't bother me what we're having with the — we 
are repeating what we have done for 220 years, but it really does 
matter how it comes out, which is why I asked you all here, because 
it's real important that we find a way to get enough of those people 
to feel like they're part of our American community, and that there 
is an interdependence, and that government is a part of that, that 
markets and religion and rhetoric can't get the whole thing done. 
There is a way in which we are tangibly bound together. That's 
really what this fight is about, I believe.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: If I could say just one more thing. 
If we want to create the conditions wherein people will reinvest 
psychologically in the nation and in their communities and in their 
families, I think there are certain practical things that can be 
done. Balancing the budget, reinventing government, creating a 
record of success in solving specific problems, avoiding terrible 
mistakes — that can cause people to believe that it's important to 
reinvest in the nation. Family and Medical Leave, child care, 
deadbeat dad child support collections, et cetera can make it easier 
for people to believe that it's worth hanging in there with their 
families.

And 1 think all those things are very closely related. 
And I think the one continuing thread in this presidency, which I 
agree we haven't been able to sloganize or articulate in as 
compelling a way as we'd like to, has been a steady, relentless 
rebuilding of those institutions and strengthening of those 
institutions such that people feel more confident about them.

I didn't mean to say all that, but I think it's 
important that you understand, there are real political consequences 
here to how people think about this.

Community policing, brownfield redevelopment, et cetera, 
et cetera can bring communities together with stronger cohesion to 
create a climate in which people say, okay, I'm not just going to 
become a zombie in front of the TV and I'm not just going to be an 
individual actor without respect to my community, my neighborhood, 
and my family. I'm going to reinvest in it.

If you read the decisions of the Supreme Court in this 
last term, they were all minor cases except for the Brady Bill, so 
they each had no scholarly review to amount to a hill of beans. If 
you read the rhetoric in those Supreme Court cases, they are the 
biggest assault on the nation since the FDR Supreme Court invalidated 
the New Deal legislation. They are -- it's chilling. They 
challenged John Marshall's conclusions.



And since this is so important, and I know it's so

And I don't think we're that far from crossing a 
threshold beyond which people say, hey, I feel a real big difference 
now. I think we're close to that.

It's a big issue. It's an issue that comes up with 
policing all the time. Should police officers take race into account 
in questioning people and detaining people? It's an issue that comes 
up when people decide who they're going to hire, who they're going to 
let out apartments to for rent.

Q Yes, on a couple of occasions people have made 
references to the importance of the race question, and I know this is 
an issue about which you feel passionately. I must say, in my own 
view the conversation on race has been, in my view, very 
disappointing, largely because it has lacked vividness. I think that 
a lot of people feel - I certainly have felt and when I've watched 
snatches of the conversation or listened in, I think people feel that 
a lot of this is just pure public relations, and I think that people 
feel it's largely just pure public relations because the real things 
that grip people where they are are so often glossed over.

These sorts of issues — I mean, affirmative action has 
taken up a huge part of the discussion, I think maybe, probably too 
much of it. 1 think there are a lot of just basic issues in terms of 
ethics, just day-to-day ethics that people discuss that are really on 
people's minds and they're close to people's hearts, but seem to be 
cut out of the conversation at the very point at which people really 
might get a good conversation going, where there might really be a 
disagreement, a real honest disagreement, where people candor might 
flow to the surface. Those points don't come up, though in 
day-to-day life, there are lots of — they do come up, and there are 
lots of places where people really do feel things very intensely, but 
thus far, in so far as the official conversation, it hasn't been 
there at all.

MR. BLUMENTHAL: I want to not add any more speakers. 
We just have a few more speakers. I want to conclude with Sam Bier 
(phonetic), but I have a few more people, Mr. President, who wish to 
speak, and I'd like to call on Randall Kennedy.

In the last discussion, for instance, you talked with 
the - you applauded the young man who said that sometimes he sees a 
black guy walking down the street and he feels a little bit fearful. 
Now, that particular issue is a big one. It's a big issue. It's an 
issue that comes up in day-to-day life. It's an issue that affects 
every pedestrian trying to negotiate the mean streets. How do we get 
home after a long, hard day? We're confronting strangers. What do 
we do? Do we walk down the street? Do we say hello? Do we duck 
inside of a building? Do we cross the street? How do we act towards 
our fellow citizens?



But all of this mosaic of America now, if we can deal 
with our racial and ethnic and religious diversity, it's a huge 
advantage for us in this globalized world. It will help make people

The famous African American, W.E.B. DuBois, I think had 
it right when he said that the color line was going to be the major 
problem of the 20th century. He really had so much of it correct. 
But it took a lot of guts, and have to commend you and Vice President 
Gore for putting this before Americans, because without it, we 
wouldn't have had a discussion. We would have simply been trying to 
defend affirmative action first and foremost without getting to so 
many of the other complex issues that revolve around the discussion 
of race. So I applaud for that.

important to you, I would urge you to structure things in such a way 
as to allow a real discussion.

THE PRESIDENT: I've only had one guy -- Kit was the 
only person except for the fight I had with Abigail over affirmative 
action, that young boy who had the guts to say that was the only sort 
of meaty thing we had, you know.

And, you know, it's not altogether untrue that some of 
these Middle Eastern states have not done that, it just had nothing 
to do with this school. So these are the kinds of things — it's a 
thing like who you meet on the street. We just had a - at Christmas 
this time on the Capitol, we had a Muslim symbol that was defaced, 
and Jewish leaders came out and spoke against it. It was quite good.

THE PRESIDENT: Let me just very briefly say it's a 
highly - it's a very complicated thing, but at bottom it's very 
simple. It really is a question of whether we can continue this 
historic process of broadening are definition and deepening our 
meaning of one America. We just had a great article in the newspaper 
here the other day about this group of Muslims that has a - they 
have a school with 50 kids, and it's a grade school, and they want to 
have like 400 kids in a high school. And they're about to get turned 
around by their second community in suburban Washington to put their 
school in, because people are afraid that the Saudis are going to be 
financing Arab terrorists or something.

I would like some guidance from you later about how you 
think we could structure it to get that done.

Q You didn't have to tackle the race issue. You 
could have played it safe and not chosen it as one of the agenda 
items for your second administration. But there hasn't been a 
President for 30 years that had the fortitude enough to put that on 
the national agenda. And irrespective of whatever flack you may 
catch, you've done something fundamentally important for us, because 
you've put the issue of race and ethnicity in the mind of Americans. 
And it will be discussed. It's going to take a long time. It's 
going to go certainly beyond your administration for many, many 
years.



And also I think to try to inculcate some norms on the 
media's part by using the bully pulpit for voluntary self-restraint 
with respect to violent programming and other destructive 
programming, and programming which calls itself the news which is 
often just summaries of the violent events which were the basis for

There is a general idea about having parental control of 
new media sources. I know the Vice President has worked on this; you 
also, Mr. President. And that's not so far afield from educational 
programming for kids and free air time for candidates.

feel at home. It will give them the kind of bearings and moorings 
they need. And if we don't, then we — well, you see around the 
world what happens.

Now, a lot of initiatives are designed to do something 
about that, like educational programming for children, which many 
members of the media are for and which the FCC has taken a little 
initiative toward. That's wonderful. People really like that. 
Barbara Whitehead's suggestion, that's directly responsive to that.

And as I heard Michael talking — and I don't know if 
this is quite Michael's view - but something that emerged from what 
he was saying and others was kind of an effort to link Lincoln — 
well, this is what Lincoln -- link Hamilton with something like 
Bennett. I think William Bennett has done a lot of good in talking 
about cultural deterioration. A lot of it, too, as Ben and Barbara 
suggest, is kind of backward-looking. But at least to put his finger 
on that, that's been very helpful.

So let me get concrete. A lot of these are very 
familiar ideas, but to organize them in a way that would be coherent 
would be really good. A lot of participants in the creation of the 
culture, that is, the media, think they're a little bit in the 
position of the school systems when you don't have school uniforms. 
That is, they're in a system in which they're competing among each 
other to their collective detriment, in a way producing things that 
they really despise. Members of the media often say that privately 
and sometimes they even say it publicly.

Free air time for candidates is an effort to call up 
kind of the democratic goals of the First Amendment. And that's 
something that there is a lot of discussion of, and it's connected 
with this idea of having the media and the market serve us rather 
than control us.

Q Well, we have so many topics here and they're all 
very good. Let me start abstract and get concrete, kind of the 
opposite of a usual law professor. (Laughter.) You can think of 
what Roosevelt did that was so fantastic, is he took these two 
competing strands in American history, the Hamiltonian and the 
Jeffersonian. One was about democracy and self-government, and the 
other was about centralized national government, and he kind of yoked 
them together. That was the first time that had ever happened.



the TV movie that preceded the news.

Now, there is not a tremendous amount that can be done 
through law to control this, but there is a lot that can be done I 
think to activate something that's very widespread, which is 
Americans don't like this. Even when they watch it, they don't like 
the phenomenon.

This is a large problem. It needs a lot of thought. 
But I think it unites a lot of these different themes.

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Michael Lind (phonetic), and I hope you 
refer to the question the President raised of Hamilton, whose 
portrait hangs in the next room, and Mr. Jefferson, who dined in this 
room.

Q Well, as I was telling the First Lady earlier, it's 
rather ironic that we're eating in the Jefferson room, because the 
Democratic Party in theory traces its origins back to Thomas 
Jefferson, but in practice, as I've argued and Professor Bier and 
various other people, in fact it's the latest update of the 
Hamiltonian party in many ways, which has gone through many 
incarnations -- the Federalists, the Whigs, including the Thomas 
Dewey Republicans in mid-century.

There is a big debate between melting pot nationalism, 
which implies that indeed all groups lose their identify over time - 
they actually merge through intermarriage - as opposed to purely 
constitutional patriotism.

What I'm going to report to you is that that debate is 
completely academic, as my friend Richard Rodriguez has repeatedly 
point out. We're undergoing this amazing revolution in race 
relations in this country, symbolized by intermarriage rates. This 
is amazing. This is an enormous victory. No one in the 1960s could 
have foreseen the rate of intermarriage among groups, with some 
exceptions, which I'll address in a minute.

If you go back to the '60s, you see the civil rights 
reformers are tip-toeing very delicately around the last taboo in 
American politics, which is cross-racial marriage, which means not 
only black-white intermarriage, but marriage between Hindus and 
whites, which was illegal in the United States before 1966, 1967 in 
many states. The last time I checked the statistics, one out of 
every two Asian Americans marries outside of the group, usually to

The point I wanted to raise, however, has to do with 
nationality and race. In the 18th century. Dr. Samuel Johnson 
defined a nation, if my memory serves me correctly, as a group of 
people who live in a territory and inter-marry with one another. 
Now, this is a very unpopular thing to say in American academic 
circles and in certain liberal circles, because it's thought that 
this is the blood and soil definition, it's quasi-fascist. This is 
ethnic nationalism versus civic nationalism.



Q Not as fast, but it's happening.

I went into the bookstore the other day; there is now a 
magazine called Asia and Pacific Islander. There are courses where 
you have to choose from one of the five races. These are fictions.

We get European American; African American — which are 
the older categories - Asian American, which was kind of a historic 
category; you get Hispanic, and there is now that little asterisk, 
where it says, is not racial, but nevertheless is treated as though 
it's a race; and then you get this wonderful wacky category, Asian 
and Pacific Islander, which includes everyone from my god-children 
who are part Chinese and part European American, recent Filipino 
immigrants, and Caucasians from South India. They're all Asian and 
Pacific Islanders.

the white majority obviously. That's where most of the potential 
partners are.

If I'm not mistaken, one out of every three Latin 
American immigrants, or descendants of Latin American immigrants, 
marries outside of the group. And the numbers of intermarriage would 
be much higher if you had lower immigration rates, if these were 
second, third, fourth generations.

That's the good news. The bad news is that black 
Americans are not participating in this incredible bubbling 
trans-racial melting pot in which whites, Asians, and Hispanic 
immigrants are participating in. I think that shows one of the flaws 
in the liberal approach to race.

There was this enormous cultural war in this country 
between the Irish and the Protestants. What happened? Well, they 
inter-married. They formed the generic white American. Something 
like this is happening with Asians, whites, and Hispanics. It's not 
happening with black Americans.

David Hallinger, a very distinguished social thinker, 
has described what he calls the ethno-racial pentagon. This is the 
idea that are five more or less official races in America. They were 
actually invented by the Office of Management Budget in the Nixon and 
Ford administrations, where Congress had come up with like 18 
categories. And the administration said, these are too many races, 
give us something like more than two, but fewer than 10. So we ended 
up with five.

Now, all racial categories obviously are fictions. But 
in America, the great harm this does is twofold, I think. It 
disguises the fact that we have this extraordinary transracial 
melting pot among whites, Asians, and Hispanics, which is replicating 
the success of the old European immigrant melting pot. Where in the 
19th century, you may recall, Irish were considered a different race. 
They were actually listed separately on U.S. forms — white, black, 
Irish.



Q Slowly, but not at same speed. And I think the 
reason is, when we treat Hispanics or Asian and Pacific Islanders, 
who are immigrant ethnic groups, as though they're the same as black 
Americans, we are ignoring what black and white mean in America. 
This is a caste system within a single nation. These are not 
ethnicities. That is, the white Southern culture and the black 
Souther culture, as you know, overlap at so many points that it's 
very difficult to say at what point this is an African American 
culture and this is a white Southern culture, historically. 

Nevertheless, there was this completely arbitrary 
genetic definition so no matter what your culture was, no matter how 
you identified yourself, you were black or you were white. 

Now, I think that liberals inadvertently, in the service 
of good ends, have, by elevating the ordinary troubles that accompany 
groups like Hispanic Americans, which in my opinion are more like 
those of earlier generations of European immigrant groups. What 
they've done is, we've gotten away from what I think is the real 
racial question in the United States, which is, are we going to get a 
third melting pot in this country? We had a melting pot among the 
English colonists. We then had a white-only melting pot among 
European immigrants and Anglo-Americans. Now we may get a melting 
pot that excludes many black Americans for a third time. 

l wince every time I see the debate over -- not to take
away from the real problems that Hispanic Americans have faced, the 
serious persecution that Asian Americans have faced, but l think that 
the black American problem is an order of magnitude greater, and it's 
different in kind, than the discrimination faced by recent immigrants 
from Latin America, or even -- although they actually suffered worse 
-- Japanese Americans, Chinese immigrants, and so on. 

THE PRESIDENT: Do you draw any conclusions from the 
fact that the rate of intermarriage among blacks and whites in 
America is highest among military families? 

Q I do, frankly. 

THE PRESIDENT: What is it? 

Q It is that -- I don't think that there is 
anti-black prejudice as such. l think the stigma attaches to a 
pruiicular kind of culture in the American mind, which is partly a 
regional culture. Partly it's white Southern culture, influencing 
the black traditions. Because in many ways, if you look at rural 
white immigrants from the white South to cities like Chicago and so 
on, you get many of the same pathologies of black Americans in the 
northeastern cities, who are, among other things, immigrants from the 
South, poor immigrants from the South. 

I think a lot of this is class and culture. And what 
the military does is, it strips everyone --



THE PRESIDENT: You get a common culture. 

Q It's a common culture. Now, it's a brutal, 
coercive, painful process. (Laughter.) 

THE PRESIDENT: I think it's pretty great what they've 
done. 

Q As long as we're talking about the progressives, 
some of the progressives were racists. The non-racist progressives 

Q (Inaudible.) 

Q -- but there were non-racist progressives. And 
their answer to the dilemma of can you have people of radically 
different genetic backgrounds become Americans, was Americanization. 
Now, this has fallen into disrepute -- unjustly so, l think, given 
the fact that our American culture is in itself a mulatto or mestizo, 
mixed-race culture. 

MR. BLUMENTHAL: I've had a flurry of hands -­
(laughter) -- during this. 

THE PRESIDENT: It certainly (inaudible.) (Laughter.) 

MR. BLUMENTHAL: And before we get to Sam and his 
benediction, as it were, I'd like to just call on a few people who 
have raised their hands and have them quickly respond. And, Michael, 
you had a hand up. 

Q Before we leave I want to say a bad word about 
Alexander Hamilton. (Laughter.) Mr. President, you have been 
talking about building a nation --

THE PRESIDENT: He was slow on the draw. 

Q -- and that's laudable. And you've got Sam here 
whispering in your ear that Hamilton and the Whigs are the people we 
should -- (laughter). 

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Now, he gets a chance to respond. 

Q ff we look out this window here, there is a 
memorial to Thomas Jefferson. There is no memorial to Alexander 
Hamilton. And the reason for that is he doesn't need one, because 
the world that we inhabit, the commercial society that we inhabit, is 
Alexander Hamilton's memorial. We only build memorials on the Mall 
for Presidents who embody ideals that are under siege. And it's true 
that Alexander Hamilton spoke to the nation, and so did the Whigs, 
but it's also true that Alexander Hamilton was not a democrat. 
Alexander Hamilton wanted the presidency to be a kind of a monarchy. 
And Alexander Hamilton's idea of civic virtue was for the federal 



And Thomas Jefferson stood against that by saying that 
economics and markets should be the handmaiden of politics rather 
than the other way around. And that was the great issue that 
separated them.

I just want to say, I hear two themes from this 
discussion and two things to worry about. The number one theme I 
think of this evening's discussion is the American community — how 
to define it, how to nurture it, how it relates to what's happening 
in the rest of the world. The second theme, we started talking about 
progressives at the beginning of the dinner, and I was thinking about 
your comment that in many ways we're in this odd situation at the end 
of the 20th century where it is conjoining to the beginning of the 
20th century.

From the first world war to the end of the Cold War as a 
period would now surmount it. 1 mean, the Duma is a term that the 
Russians used at the beginning of the century. And I was thinking 
that one of the - among the two things to worry about, one of which 
has been alluded to in some degree in terms of the media — it's a 
different dimension of it, though, and it's a thing that progressives 
worried about - although the New Deal did, but it's really a 
progressive issue, is economic concentration. And that is a 
phenomenon of this age and these conditions. What to do anybody it, 
how far, is something that this administration and we will continue 

government to assume the debt of the states so that the interested 
bond-holders would come to have a stake in the national government. 
That was his idea of civic virtue.

And on that issue, Jefferson is our man, not Hamilton. 
The problem with the national idea in our time, though we have to 
summon it to awaken a sense of shared responsibility for the common 
fate of fellow citizens and for a more generous welfare state and all 
the things that you've been working toward against great odds, the 
defect of the national ideal, as it's developed, is that it's become 
complacent in the face of the project of self-government, and 
particularly asserting the prerogatives of democratic political 
authority, vis-a-vis markets and the economy. And on that score, it 
seems to me Jefferson provides a powerful corrective, and the 
national ideal is only worthy of being resuscitated and claimed by us 
in so far as it's tied to the project of cultivating citizenship, not 
just consumerism, and civic virtue and the capacity of government to 
exercise some democratic authority over the commercial forces that 
are increasingly governing our lives.

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Dan, you're going to have the final 
comment.

Q Very quickly, there is a lot of hostility to 
markets around this table. I think a market is just a way of getting 
things done, and markets depend upon governments to work (inaudible) 
you have to get the rules in place, and that's what a government 
does.



to wrestle with.

This is the direction — more people proportionately are 
going to be older in society. The pension funds are more important 
— seems that this relentless pressure is something that's going to 
continue and in some ways accelerate. And a lot of other countries 
are discovering what they call now the Anglo-Saxon pressure from 
shareholders which we're all experiencing.

And I'm not sure we know exactly how to talk about that, 
but it's worth your thinking about, just focusing on that, that

But I think there are two things that worth pointing out 
along the lines Dan discussed, and this whole question of why there 
is anxiety amidst prosperity, and how are values are violated. Part 
of it is, if you glorify the market, you put too much emphasis on 
owning and on doing. And secondly, as you care more about owning and 
doing, then you have to work harder.

The other thing that's bothering a lot of people, I 
thought Bill Galston's description of those four issues is very 
powerful, and there is a sense, as you said, Mr. President, even 1.9 
percent unemployment, people are still anxious. And it's partly that 
this market society has this relentless pressure to it. It's just 
unstoppable. And where does it come from? Well, as Pogo said, the 
enemy is us. It is the endowments that support the people sitting 
around this table. It's all of our retirements. Two-thirds of the 
stocks in this country are owned by either are retirement funds or 
near-retirement funds, and that drive for performance compared to 
everybody else is driving lots of what's happening in our economy 
and, increasingly, in economies around the world.

So one interesting little statistic I think it's 
important that we not forget, I don't agree with those who say that 
there has been no improvement in income inequality in the 1990s. The 
statistics indicate that actually there is a modest improvement in 
income inequality the last couple of years, that we may be beginning 
slowly to turn that around. But that is — first of all, we've got a 
hell of a long way to go to catch up to the levels of equality we had 
in the mid-seventies, but that may be happening.

But one of the things that masks is that it is perfectly 
clear that the average person today in the work force is spending 
more hours at work than his or her counterpart was in 1969. And 
since most parents are in the work force, a far higher percentage 
than were in the work force in 1969, a lot of them the only parent in 
the family, that has significant consequences for all these other 
issues you've been talking about.

THE PRESIDENT: If I might just make - I know we got to 
wrap up, but just something — if any of you — one of the things 
Sydney will say, if you want to write us anything after this is over 
to follow up on all the things you would have said and didn't and all 
that, feel free to do it.



Q (Inaudible.)

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Well, last I'd like to call on Sam
Bier.

Q If you'll try to put this together in a State of 
the Union message, it will be a delicious smorgasbord. (Laughter).

Q Well, it's been a delicious dinner - (laughter) — 
and an intellectual feast, as Judge Bork said - (laughter).

Q We have a company of 200 people. We wanted to do 
that, but we weren't allowed to. We had to pay them overtime, 
couldn't - somehow we were violating the law.

THE PRESIDENT: My old constitutional law professor, 
antitrust law.

notwithstanding all this other stuff, even if you believe incomes are 
rising again, and I do, and time spent at work and away from home, to 
continue to reinforce our society's emphasis on having and doing, is 
quite significant.

Q We have a saying — Dudley Herschbach, who is a 
Nobel Prize-winning chemist at Harvard and I and a number of people 
are part of this turtle group that formed, the slogan of which was, 
Go slower, America. And the idea was the turtle wins the race, but 
what people are really lacking is quality of time. And just what you 
pointed out, people working harder to stay in place, the Alice in 
Wonderland kind of phenomenon. That's very universal, again across 
lots of different families.

THE PRESIDENT: You know, one of the things - what we 
tried to do, we had problems even with the unions on it, is to 
broaden the notion of comp time and let people who take their 
overtime in time at home instead of cash if they wanted to, because 
we were trying to give people just more ways to sort of elbow their 
way in to fashion their own lives and their own family lives in the 
blizzard of economic complexity.

THE PRESIDENT: I know. What we're trying to do is -- 
let me just say that what we're trying to do is change the law so 
that if your employee wants to do it, you can do it. In other words, 
I don't think the employers should be able to force their employees 
to give up overtime, but I think that -- because you can readily see 
what would happen in unscrupulous hands — but there are a lot of 
people who would give anything to have more time in regular daylight 
hours for their kids and would work overtime to do it.

So we often evoke this kind of image of what that would 
mean. But I think institutionally what that means, about to -- 
think, and how to have policies, public and private policies that 
would really shift some of this around and bring more freedom in 
people's lives is essential.



END

THE PRESIDENT: We'll all go home at 3:30 in the 
morning. (Laughter.)

But the social order, national security, but above all 
the enhancement of American civilization. That's what Martin Luther 
King expressed in his great metaphor. When the sons of slaves and 
the slave-owners will sit together at the table of brotherhood - 
that has a literal meaning. The lunch counters were the first places 
to be integrated. But it means a larger sense that you have blacks 
and whites living together, social exchange, social intercourse to 
create a more perfect union of civilized America.

When John F. Kennedy finally took civil rights 
seriously, it's because when he saw social order being threatened, 
then he did act. But he wasn't really interested before that. But 
when he saw the disorder, because you can see that in the tapes, 
that's when he reacted and Martin Luther King led him the way, who 
was so intelligent. He wasn't only compassionate; he was 
intelligent.

This happens through the exchange of our gifts, our 
virtues, our powers — the things that you get celebrated in 
(inaudible). So it's a highly democratic (inaudible) how to make a 
democratic nation, because a democracy is no use unless it also 
happens some entity. What are the boundaries? Who are the members? 
A nation gives it a goal, and it gives it a boundary. And you've got 
that opportunity and you're the man to do it. End of message. 
(Laughter.)

Q Stick with your theme, race, and above all the fact 
of black-white relations — what you've seen as a historic 
opportunity to really -- economic problems seem stabilized for the 
time, but the chance of doing something on this issue of issues — is 
unparalleled. And you're the kind who can do it. And you started 
doing it. (Inaudible.) All I would say in conclusion is, it isn't 
only a question of civil of rights; it's a question of integration. 
Rights for what? For integration. You can't do it solely on the 
basis of rights. And then many people claim them and various groups 
will claim them. This is the way to our disintegration, because it 
cultivates the basis for a multicultural (inaudible). And then we 
would have a mosaic society, which isn’t only a question of what we 
would miss, it would be insecure, it would disorder.

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you all very much.
I seriously would, if you further thoughts on what we talked about 
tonight, I welcome you to write and send them in. The State of the 
Union is January 27. If you want it digested by me before then, you 
have to do it quickly. This has been very, very helpful to me. I 
hope you've found it worth your while, and we're very grateful to 
you. (Applause.)
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MR. BLUMENTHAL: We have with us this evening historians 
and philosophers, political scientists and legal scholars, economists 
and sociologists. You arrive here at the White House at a time of 
momentum and possibility for progressive reform. This White House 
has turned into a vital center for national debate. And I'd just 
like to talk about just what's happened over the past couple weeks, 
very, very, briefly. 

Since Christmas alone, this White House has really been 
an engine of social policy. Just starting on Christmas Day, when the 
White House announced a record increase in funding for the homeless, 
followed two days later by an expansion of Medicare benefits for 39 
million Medicare beneficiaries who are guaranteed regular tests for 
cancer. The next day, the White House announced an increase in 
spending on food inspection and safety, which makes this an increase 
of 60 percent under this administration. Two days later, we 
announced a 35 percent increase in spending for treatment infected 
with the virus that causes A ms.

On January 3rd, we announced the greatest increase in 
funding for the Peace Corps since the 1960s, since it was founded. 
On January 6th, as if this were all tax spend, the White House could 
announce that the deficit is expected to be less than $22 billion. 



You know, when the President came in he was informed by the outgoing 
Budget Director that the budget deficit at this point was expected to 
be $357 billion. The next day, the President announced an expansion 
of Medicare, to include those who may not be covered, ages 55 to 65. 

And, today, we have announced the largest single 
investment in child care in the nation's history. So you are really 
present at a moment of great public action. For the senior staff 
assembled here, I feel safe in saying that we anticipate a truly 
significant State of the Union address, charting the territory into 
the 21st century. 

Now, for our guests, some ground rules of this 
discussion. You are not here to provide lists of policy 
prescriptions -- though, they're welcome -- but something larger -­
your illumination on important questions that confront our country. 
And I should tell you that they are going to be preserved for 
prosperity in the Clinton library because we plan to tape this 
discussion -- (laughter) --

THE PRESIDENT: We told you first. (Laughter.) 

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Thank you, Mr. President. 

I've spoken to all of you recently and l want to remind 
you to be frank, direct, conversational, adventurous and, above all, 
pithy. Anyone who wants to speak should let me know by raising a 
hand or nodding, and I'll make sure you get your chance. 1'11 change 

BOTTOM EVEN 
MORE 
the topic as we go along, so we cover a good deal of ground. And a 
lot of these questions will be the under 

-girding, thematically, to
the State of the Union.

The President, the First Lady and the Vice President can 
jump into the head of the line any time they want in the discussion. 
and in that spirit, Mr. President, if you don't mind, I'd like to 
start with you. 

Would you share your views with us on the following 
question: What are your thoughts -- and perhaps you can set us off 
on whether or not this a period of transformation similar to the 
Industrial Revolution; and what are the social and political 
parallels between this period and others? Is this a period, do you 
think, similar to that of the turn of the 20th century when, in a 
time of relative prosperity, inequities and insecurities grew and led 
to reform -- let's not forget advanced by the White House. And is 
this a new time for some sort of new social contract? 



It's a lot of questions, but if you could lead us off.

MR. BLUMENTHAL: I thought so.

-we have to deal with globalization and the attendant revolution in 
information and technology and science, with all the good things that 
it brings and all the new challenges that it brings.

THE PRESIDENT: Well, the pithy response is yes, yes, 
yes. (Laughter.)

But let me just offer a couple of very brief 
observations. I think that in a very real sense the history of 
America is the story of how we have been about the business of 
forming a more perfect union. And that, essentially, at critical 
junctures along the way we have been called upon to redefine what 
America means and, therefore, what it means to be an American in ways 
that strengthen the union and extend the constitution to the current 

set of facts.

TOP EVEN 
-\p-

THE PRESIDENT: A lot of you who have been here before 
know that I basically believe that I think that this period is in 
some instances without parallel, but most like the transformation 
from the agricultural to the industrial society that occurred over a 
long period of time but resulted in, among other things, the 
presidencies of Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson. And were not 
arguably - that the issues raised by it were arguably not fully 
resolved until the presidency of Franklin Roosevelt and two New Deals 
and the advent of World War II.

But let me basically say a couple of things. The wrap 
on our administration is that we get a whole lot of things done, but 
they all seem like they're small and incremental and there's no 
larger vision. I never heard that in '91 and '92 when I was 
campaigning. And a lot of times now I talk about larger vision in 
every speech and it never gets reported on, and then the people that 
don't report it say that. But they may be right, I may be incapable 
of, or at least so far have failed to present to the American people 
the larger framework in which these specific things are occurring.

1 think that's what happened when we had to deal with 
slavery and separatism during the Civil War. I think that's what's 
happened when we had to deal with all the good and bad consequences 
of the Industrial Revolution. I think that's what happened when we 
had to come to grips with totalitarianism* in the form first of the 
fascists and then of the communists. I think it's what happened when 
we had to deal with race and, to a much smaller extent, poverty, in 
the Civil Rights revolution. And I think that's what happens now



I believe we have made significant ground in the last 
few years in proving that government could be trusted to be an 
instrument of the public good. I agree also that people don't 
necessarily have a new, "articuable" consensus about what the role of 
government is and what the nature of this time is and how we get the 
benefits of it while dealing frankly with the insecurities and 
uncertainties, which this huge level of change has unleashed, and the 
fears that people have that basically our democratic values cannot be 
preserved in the face of rapidly moving global markets.

And I think now when the Republicans won the Congress 
they made explicit that their view was that the government was 
inherently bad and it ought to be weakened at the expense - to 
strengthen the market and the forces of private power and influence. 
And I think that the fight over the Contract on America proved that 
the American people agreed with me. So they're trying to fuzz up the 
argument.

Q I'm reluctant, Mr. President, to complicate your
task, especially for a Democrat. But in some ways the challenge that 
you face and that we face now is more difficult than the one that 
Theodore Roosevelt and Herbert Crowley (phonetic) and Woodrow Wilson

I think if you look at the political history of our 
country you see that generally we have been stabilized by two 
competing political views, one of which attempted to be the voice of 
the nation and the voice of extending the Constitution to its logical 
conclusion; and the other, which warned of the dangers of the 
government. I think ever since Woodrow Wilson basically the 
Democratic Party has largely been the voice of the nation and trying 
to strengthen it and extend the guarantees of the Constitution - 
weakened by some of the problems which are obvious in the last 
several elections.

So on balance I feel very good about what's been 
accomplished in the last five years and I'm very upbeat about the 
agenda we have for the next three. But I do think it's important to 
try to give the American people confidence and optimism that can 
sustain us for the next three years and have them be able to say 
around the coffee tables of their houses and work places and cafes, 
essentially what the heck is going on now and what the government is 
supposed to be doing about it. And 1 think that, you know, I've not 
succeeded in doing that yet — which is one reason I couldn't past 
fast track, I hadn't been able to sell anybody on the inextricable 
links between foreign policy, domestic policy, international economic 
policy and domestic economic policy.

BOTTOM EVEN
MORE

And a lot of these processes have been underway for 
quite a long time, as they often are. But basically we've had one 
foot in the 21st century for several years now. But that's what I 
think — so I think this is truly a historic time with a historic set 
of challenges and opportunities for the United States.



and all those folks were struggling with back then. The similarity 
is then, as now, the scope of the economy had outgrown and outrun the 
terms of democratic politics, which were still organized locally -- 
people took their bearings and their sense of identity and community 
from decentralized democratic institutions for the economy to become 
national. And they were struggling, and we're struggling, about how 
to ease the gap, heal the gap between the scale of the economy and 
the terms of democratic politics and political authority.

Q These are two points -- one is pretty adventurous, 
it comes from Roosevelt, who said, we must lay hold of the fact that 
the laws of economics are not made by nature, they are made by human 
beings. And what Roosevelt was really trying to do was to undue the 
opposition between government and markets, on the theory that you 
can't have markets without government. No one is against government 
intervention, certainly not the Republicans.

So it seems to me your challenge, our challenge, is to 
be able to do both at once — enlarge the horizons of democratic 
political authority; while at the same time filling in the 
intermediate institutions and forms of political community, without 
which the American people are never going to identify with those 
vacant structures.

But now the economy is global, our gap is different.
And if we simply follow their logic we would have to do what to some 
extent we are doing, building transnational institutions and 
conventions and agreements -- from NAFTA to Kyoto to International 
Human Rights accords. But the terms of political community can't be 
stretched for all purposes to that extent, which is why people these 
days are talking so much about the institutions of civil society, 
forms of political —* and democratic authority - closer to home 
families, neighborhoods, schools, congregations and so on.

There is a fire in the Hamptons — I think you were 
involved in this, I was, too, I was in the Hamptons. There's a fire 
in the Hamptons and the property owners in the Hamptons, not poor 
people, needed government protection, local, state and national, to 
get their property protected. And that's not exotic, that happens

BOTTOM ODD
MORE
political institutions which were trying to match the economy.

Their solution in a way was simpler than our solution 
can be. Because their solution, the solution of progressive 
politics, of the 60 or 70 years that followed, was to build up the 
national government; and not just to build up the national government 
as a counter poise* to economic power, but also to cultivate a sense 
of national community, to support a strong national government. And 
this goes back to Herbert Crowley and Sam Veer (phonetic), who 
emphasized that this is really the genius of the progressive response 
internationally — a sense the community had to keep up with the TOP ODD 
-\p-



Q (Inaudible.)

To expand that a little bit, the same point, liberty in 
a way depends on taxes. If we don't have a well funded government 
that's able to protect people in their private domain, we can't be 
free. So this government intervention versus markets opposition, 
which Reagan really got going, it's destructive confusion. No one 
who is committed to markets is against government intervention.

THE PRESIDENT: We've tried to talk about it in those 
terms, but I don't think we've registered.

Q — with whom I agree so much, like any teacher, how 
much I disagree.

every day, that government intervention is necessary to protect 
ourselves from private violence or public violence. So this idea 
that government intervention is a bad thing, Republicans can't 
believe that, no one can believe that.

Q After those kind remarks from Michael, I obviously 
have to —

And what we need and what we're starting to get is much 
less in the way of government commands and rigid responses that are 
insensitive to incentives, and much more in the way of two things: 
information and economic instruments in the form of taxes and 
subsidies. And the thing that's being glimpsed, I think, and that's 
really, really good, is a commitment to social values of the New Deal 
— which were actually Madison's also — while at the same time a 
belief that we need institutions that have the kind of flexibility 
and adaptive potential of economic incentives, and not rigid 
dictates. And that's the large thing that's emerging hasn't gotten 
attention yet, but it's on the horizon.

-dinosaur institutions. And
so what we have still, after a few years of this presidency, is 
institutions that are very poorly adapted for the international 
market and for our own domestic market.

The second point really is responsive to what Michael 
said and what you said, Mr. President, which is that one way of 
thinking about the largeness of these supposedly small initiatives is 
to say that they're an effort to keep faith with the New Deal and the 
great society under social and economic circumstances that are 
extremely different and that call for non 

I think it's a fundamental mistake to think that the 
effort is that of the natural citizenship began with Herbert Crowley 
and Teddy Roosevelt, and with the founding of the Republic. And 
Jefferson's words himself, when he said, "one people," in the 
Declaration. We're already a people, we discovered that we're a 
people. We created a constitution, a federation and a constitution. 
But, above all, we're using these instruments and a great line,** the



Q I did.

-localist. I mean, we were proud of what we did because 
we thought we were the best people in the country. (Inaudible.)

ancestors of the Republicans. And nothing infuriates a Republican 
more than the way the Republicans sell off the best part of their 
heritage— which comes from Alexander Hamilton and Daniel Webster and 
McLean, not to mention Abraham Lincoln and the enormously 
constructive work that the Republican Party in directing the 
development of the country after the Civil War.

So he is right. The question can you do it with talking
- (inaudible) with acting. And competent education is the common 
prescription. But I don't know anyone who is better qualified, 
certainly any President as well qualified as you to handle this. 
You've got more sensitivity, you've got more background. And you're 
so right to make this central. (Inaudible) - to solve this by 
decentralization or (inaudible). It was precisely in decentralized 
federal America that this vice spread and survived. And as a small 
town boy who's only too complacent about his small town background, I 
found an anti

THE PRESIDENT: I was telling somebody today, I finally 
started reading the history of America between the Civil War and 
World War I. And the way I got it figured, if you grew up in a small 

And we have the same task of making the union more 
perfect. This is just what the President said in his San Diego —** 
problem of change or, rather, the old ones emerge. And now the most 
of their problem, the problem of race, which is what he It's 
not just race, it's a problem of blacks and whites. And you have to 
be perfectly frank about that. That's it. And this is not just our 
problem, this is a world problem. And we are the leaders. If we 
don't tackle this, nobody will. And —* because we have to set the 
example. And fortunately, economic things in such balance it could 
have a little leeway and he's trying now through talking. And 
there's always a problem about talking. You know, these marriage 
therapists say to you, got a problem with your wife? Talk it over. 
That's known as quarreling. (Laughter.) And I say the thing to do 
is go do something, when some friends of ours have trouble. They 
haven't said to go and join a choral society. (Laughter.)

That's why I think the armed services are a great 
example, because they have a mission and you can see who's performing 
and you can measure people and the color and the — (inaudible) — 
for you. I can't tell you how proud I was in 1975, that parade 
through Lexington. Every float was segregated, they were all white 
- except the armed services, every one of them was integrated. 
We've done - and you pointed that out - I remember how hard it was 
in the Army, and saw it going on.

THE PRESIDENT: Well, you grew up in a small town in 
Ohio, right?



Q There were some very good presidents —

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, there were. They were.

-and

-a

It seems to me that globalization is, in fact, and in 
the minds of most poor Americans, going to increase the tendency of 
the rich to get richer and the poor to get poorer. It's going to be 
seen, as the press were seeing, as a way of making it possible for 
decision 

Q Sam Veer and Michael Sandel (phonetic) and I are 
all fans of Herbert Crowly. I think the most important thing in 
Crowly's book is saying that the transition to an industrial society 
means that the government has to ensure a redistribution of wealth. 
I think that was the central thesis of the American Left, up until 
the '60s, when the Left sort of disappeared.

town in Ohio and you wore a Union uniform, you had about a one in 10 
chance of being elected President. (Laughter.) Every President we 
had was a Union soldier from Ohio.

-makers in Zurich and Singapore to put people out of work in 
Pennsylvania.

Now, since then, we have raised the minimum wage, we've 
passed the child tax credit and we've done some other things that I 
think help. But the one thing that I think is important to know - 
you talked about how this redistribution thing went on over a period

THE PRESIDENT: Well, let me just briefly respond to
that. Somebody wrote a piece in the New York Times a couple of years 
ago that said that 1 had a great stealth poverty policy, I just 
didn't talk about it. But when we raised the taxes on the upper 

one

I think that despite everything one can say about 
government already being big enough, Crowly is still right, 
redistribution of wealth will only be accomplished through 
governmental action. I have no idea what the equivalent of the 
redistributive measures that were performed in the 50 years between 
Crowley and the '60s can be in an age of globalization; but I think 
that seeing that globalization doesn't make the poor poorer and 
divide the country into two nations is probably the first priority.

-half percent of the American people in 1993, and doubled 
the earned income tax credit so that today it amounts to a tax cut of 
$1,000 a year on any family of four with an income of under $30,000, 
that was the biggest redistributive thing that had been done in 
America in over two decades.



Q I basically agree with you, Mr. President, about 
the parallel, historical parallel between late 20th century America 
and if were to project back in time 100 years ago, the fundamental 
changes that were sweeping the nation economically, in terms of our 
industrial foundation with a new industrial economy.

of decades. When you have a change in the economic paradigm, if the 
government follows bad policies it can make it worse. I think the 
Reagan 

-Bush economic policies exaggerated the inequality. But I 
believe if a liberal Democrat had been President inequality would 
have increased when the economic paradigm changed, in the absence of 
dramatic measures to the contrary, because new kinds of skills get 
rewarded.

But I think we've got to recognize that we have a lot of 
people in this country that are almost dysfunctional in the kind of 
economy we're living in. We've got to give them the capacity to be 
more than they can be right now.

But something else that comes to mind when you think 
about these two historical periods together, there was, 100 years 
ago, enormous anxiety and fear about change. People were reacting to 
change, almost irrational fear about change. And I think we see some 
of that today, as we saw it 100 years ago. A hundred years ago the 
nation was reacting to the enormous tidal wave of immigrants from 
Europe, eastern and southern Europe. We see this today, certainly in 
a state like California, where I'm from.

And we have the education premium, the skills premium, 
for example, today, as compared with 30 years ago, is breathtakingly 
different. So the one other thing we've got to do is to change the 
job mix in the country, change the investment incentives for the 
people that are left behind and dramatically universalize high 
quality education. I do not believe that we have the power through 
tax policy alone to restore equality without having more widely 
dispersed skills and a higher level of them. I may be wrong, but 
that's what I believe based not only my study of history, but my 
analysis of the present situation. And I say that having affected 
the biggest redistribution of wealth that there maybe one of the 
things that cost us the Congress, because people didn't understand 
it. But it was a big redistribution of wealth and I'm proud of it, 
and I was glad to pay my extra taxes. And it helped to get the 
deficit down and got the economy going again.

Part of it is based on irrational fear. But I think 
part of it is based on not being able to cope with change. So here's 
the challenge I think that you face and your administration faces: 
how do you convince the American public that the government is best 
situated to facilitate that change; and that change need not be 
feared, that it can be embraced. And we are positioned, even though 
we live in an extremely complex society, for the government to be the 



CONTINUE ELLEN HERE 
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engineer of that change, and the President and his administration the 
head of that — (inaudible). That's a hard sell to the American 
public, because I think there continues to be a great amount of fear 
about changing society, changing economy, changing job, labor market. 
But I see it as an enormously important part of American democracy in 
the next century.

But 1 think this economic and values tension is 
something that I hope people will also address, as well as 
globalization now. And I'm going to call on Paula because I know 
she's done some work on that as well. But please speak on what you 
were thinking.

Q First of all, I want to say that I think that 
what's happened in the last few days has been incredibly important, 
(inaudible) - all the calls that I've gotten in the last two days, 
one, my daughter and people of her generation, 20 

If you think about the new deal and afterward, in the 
'50s and '60s, the world that most of us grew up in or lived a lot of 
our adult lives in — we basically had Social Security and Medicare 
for people who worked their way, all through their lives, and then 
they went out of the work force because of their age. And we had a 
welfare state, if you will, of some significance, if people fell out 
of the work force. And then we had an unemployment system if they 
were temporarily out of the work force because of the business cycle 
we thought they'd already come back in.

THE PRESIDENT: If you go back to what - just very 
briefly I'm going to try to spark — go back to what Cass (phonetic) 
said about how we're trying to find less bureaucratic answers with 
democratic values to build a common society and preserve the social 
contract.

-olds, is
(inaudible) about the expansion of the Peace Corps. And we were 
talking earlier, a few of us here, about the fact this generation 

economic issues, on the one hand, and social or values issues on the 
other, should be addressed separately, or whether they can be dealt 
with together. And that includes issues like the tensions between 
working family and the roles of women. And also, the question of why 
people think the rights rhetoric on values resonate so much, 
especially with families in the country, and whether people think 
their approach to values has been useful in sparking a debate, or 
whether or not their agenda is an obstacle to dealing with values 
questions.



I

And right now it’s confusing, it's frightening. I think

-cutting across America.
This is the kind of inclusionary politics that crosses class, it 
crosses (inaudible) people with various occupations (inaudible) but 
also puts meaning back to what our nation is about and what good 
government is about. I'd like the conversation (inaudible) to also 
address the issue of good government, not the question of less 
government, more government, but what is good government. And this 
is exactly — this kind of an issue people get.

-close
examination of that. People need to understand these issues in a 
more intimate way.

And two other things that have happened — and this 
isn't just to advertise yourself, it's really — I think these are 
the kinds of things that resonate - the child care effort that 
happened this afternoon. David Hamburg (phonetic) and I were talking 
on the phone this morning — this is cross 

And the final word that I just wanted to — the 
(inaudible) on health care. Now, the expansion of that - it's 
terrific. It's in some case a women's issue that -- it's always on 
the top of our — big women's issue (inaudible). We do 90 percent of 
the care 

And when they heard about the expansion of the Peace 
Corps, that that might be something they could take advantage of, it 
was very important, the group of young people that were around my 
house over the last few days and hearing this. And so I want to 
thank you and say that that's part of the tone of the message that's 
important.

-giving (inaudible). Anything that is going to help out 
women on this is going to help families, all the dependents, et 
cetera. It's wonderful. And these are the kind of issues I think 
that's sparked the kind of (inaudible).

feels that there's really no hook, no place for them to be a part of 
the nation (inaudible). And for a lot of us who have had that 
experience (inaudible) but it would be the greatest movement — other 
civil rights movement groups were a part of this younger generation 
hasn't had that.

I'd like to say just two other quick things on that.
One is that I think that most Americans, from the focus groups and 
things we've been doing across the issue, people do not have a 
(inaudible) case on the global economy. And if there's some way that 
that could be translated for Americans to get. And I don't know what 
the sound bites are, that's not my field. But when we were thinking 
about doing the project on NAFTA (inaudible) we had been thinking of 
looking at three different family units, one in Mexico, one in the 
United States, one in Canada. And we were doing a more up 



people don't get it and I think that we need leadership on this. 
People need to find a way of getting inside it that provides comfort 
instead of fear.

In some ways that has been put forth too often as a 
women's issue. Yes, yes, it's a women's issue. But it’s a universal 
issue. And we need to have leadership. And 1 want to say that in 
all the focus groups one of the things we heard is that people, 
bipartisan, different people in different age groups, feel that 
there's not political leadership on this - that there's not 
political leadership in getting our institutions to work together for 
the better of the nation and for the better of the people.

And there's a desperate wanting of that. I think that's 
the hopeful part. But how this is going to come together, how we get 
work to be reorganized that really enhances family values and 
community life -- these are the questions of the 21st century and if 
we're (inaudible) we're really going to have to give the American 
people a sense of hope and leadership that this can happen.

And the last think I want to say, because I don't want 
to take too much time, is, of course, the world family issue. We 
presently have and we've had certainly since World War II — the way 
our institutions are set up they remain fixed as if Ozzie and Harriet 
were the dominant (inaudible) and we know that's not true. I'm not 
even sure how true Ozzie and Harriet were back in those days. It 
certainly wasn't true in my own family. But it doesn't work. It 
doesn't work (inaudible). And probably the most important common 
ground theme that we've heard in focus groups from Republican 
(inaudible) and yuppies up in Seattle and retirees down in Florida 
was this issue of people not feeling that they have a chance to 
experience a quality of life.

They don't feel they have the time. They feel 
incredible pressures. They feel the anxieties that were mentioned. 
I think that's exactly right. And it's not because the economy isn't 
doing well. A lot of people are even doing better on that level. 
But deep down there's this incredible sense of disjunction between 
the various institutions that play on people's roles and lives.

THE PRESIDENT: Let me just briefly say, to tie that to 
the comment you made about the Peace Corps, since I have been here, 
the largest number of specific comments made to me — specific 
comments by ordinary citizens when I'm out and around, working a 
ropeline and a crowd on the street, whatever — about things that I 
have done that have affected their lives have come from two sources, 
two things. One is, people who have been in the AmeriCorps program, 
the national service program. There are 100,000 of them now so there 
are a lot of them out there walking around. They said it changed 
their lives and made them feel ennobled and blah, blah, blah. And 
people who -- one of the 12 million people, now probably 15 million 
people who have benefitted by the Family and Medical Leave law 
because it went right to the heart of what you're saying. This whole 
business of -- one of the reasons the child care thing will be so 



important is that it helps people balance work and family.

But you're absolutely right about the trade deal. It 
just kills us every time it comes up.

And one of the problems we've got on the global economy, 
let me say, is the benefits - Ben Barber (phonetic) said this - the 
smartest thing he said — he wrote me this letter, he's absolutely 
right — is that you cannot answer these problems with the facts. If 
you confront people with a laundry list of the facts they will turn 
you off. You have to change their imagination.

Let me just say one other thing on the trade deal. All 
the research I've seen shows that superficially people are quite 
confident. That is, superficially, most people believe, the 
overwhelming majority of people believe their economic situation will 
either get better or stay the same next year. But when you scratch 
the surface they're very concerned about what they consider to be the 
moral tensions in American life. And what of it is work and family, 
a lot of it is not having time to raise their kids, a lot of it is 
worrying about crime and drugs. But it is - there is a sense of 
things still not in balance.

One reason is — let's just take Louisiana. Louisiana 
just lost 3,400 jobs when Fruit of the Loom closed these big plants. 
Now, it didn't have anything to do with NAFTA really. It had a lot 
to do with decisions they made. But anyway, they did. You couldn't 
convince anyone that 100 percent of those jobs weren't lost because 
of trade. Or in a larger sense, something I know more about, Levi 
Strauss just announced they were downsizing by 11,000; most of us 
will buy more Dockers khaki pants and fewer denim Levis now. That's 
the main reason that they are. But you couldn't convince anybody 
that Levi is not closing all those things because they're going to 
give these jobs to somebody making 10 cents an hour.

On the other hand, all the jobs we got out of trade were 
added incrementally in small groups, somebody else got them, it 
didn't get a headline. And I do think, to me, that argues, among 
other things, for being much more explicit and coherent about how we 
should be helping people if they lose their jobs, whether they lose 
it from trade or not. People don't care whether they lose their jobs 
from trade or not. If technology displaces them or if the boss 
screws up, or whatever, if you're still in your working years and 
you're treated like a free agent, you don't have lifetime employment 
anymore — we need a way of expanding the winner's circle, to use the 
DOC phrase that's been around, quickly. And that will capture 
people's imagination and they can put it with all the new jobs and 
think, well, I got a way better than average chance to come out of 
this, I think on that.

MS. WILLIAMS: I might be a little scattered -- I'm very 
nervous, I must say. But I wanted to address the question of science 
fiction and of the story, because I do think that you, Mr. President, 
are doing all the right things, but how one conveys that story really 



gap between Peg and Kay 

and at the same time, an overlay on that of people who are born to 

is fairly complicated at this moment in time when the right has so 
captured the metaphors and the sort of sailing ships of language and 
the rhetoric. And so let me just throw out my own thoughts of what 
the story is and how it might be recaptured.

Overlayed on top of that, it seems to me, there's also a 
hive notion of humanity. I was going to really describe it as sort 
of a very econometric notion of discreet, hard 

-edged individuals who
make rational choices and so forth, which really has replaced a 
notion of citizenship. But there's this other level of hive 
mentality where you have sort of the queen bees and the king bees who 
are sort of those who are the skilled workers, but not just skilled 
but who earn it by merit.

And there's another tension that seems to be going on 
between the notion of American's perception of our government as 
being embodied in the Constitution. There's an equation with the 
Constitution as protecting certain inalienable rights -- or the 
Declaration of Independence — but there's a certain inalienability 
to our participation and what we expect from government. And rather 
than really being at polar opposites with the market place, it seems 
like the language of market has invaded that sense of inalienability 
and made it precisely alienable in the ultimate market sense, so that 
now the discourse that has been so powerful in the wake of the Reagan 
and Bush administration — this question of sort of purchasing 
freedom, a question of purchase of freedom, which is almost a 
replacement of the purchase of Christ. But it's purchase in almost a 
prayerful sense rather than a political sense. It's purchase which 
implies the option of not purchasing, of opting out in some sense, if 
not — if you don't want to pay for it, you don't have to. 1 
shouldn't have to be taxed for the common good. I should only be 
able to sort of buy it like slipping a coin in the slot of the 
automat of political presentation.

It does seem to me that there is a way in which the 
image of the "city on the hill," which has been such a consistent 
theme in our political discourse, has been revamped as a certain kind 
of Olympus of privilege for those who have earned it by certain acts 
and then Olympus as a gated community, as opposed to the new 
Jerusalem. And at the other end of this is not just a hell, but a 
prison. And there's a certain sacrifice, an image of sacrifice, 
almost — (inaudible) of humanity at the other end. And although 
it's not explicitly racialized in a lot of us, it is visually 
racialized in terms of our television media.



THE PRESIDENT: (Inaudible).

Q Yes, and it was —

THE PRESIDENT: Working in the prisons?

Q Working in the prisons.

THE PRESIDENT: They got jobs in the - yes, I read it.

it; merit comes - is almost, at some - and again, popular sense, 
merit is something with which you are born. And the extent to which 
unskilled -- and I mean that by the extent to which the discussion of 
unskilled labor is frequently under - the subtext of that is that 
those are people who are born inferior, the genetic inferior, the 
Charles Murray side of it. And again, visually racialized, if not 
explicitly. And again, the split between those who by virtue of 
being either skilled or born to it, enter Olympus, and those who are 
unskilled, sort of fall into this realm of Sisyphean make work and 
display labor, whether chain gangs or work —

One of the most powerful, almost medieval epic 
embodiments of this was the - it was about a of couple of weeks ago, 
there was an article in the Wall Street Journal, it was on the front 
page, and the headline was, women on welfare — something like, women 
on welfare find freedom through prison.

Q And it was all about these women who were -- and 
again, the article didn't say any of this explicitly, but through the 
use of pictures and through very subtle images, cast two black women 
as mothers of potential criminals, and therefore, their way out of it 
was to learn how to not just guard them in the prisons, but at one 
point, to kill them. And from this there would be hope. It was 
characterized as demanding work. It was characterized in the 
brightest and most biblical of terms, actually. And it seems to me 
— it was a wonderful -- wonderfully crafted epic with lots of rich 
mythological symbolism laid in it. And to sort of unpack that, it 
seems to me, is the - the power of that particular piece is at the 
heart of what - you know, if you could invert that, recapture that. 
When I read that piece in the Wall Street Journal - the final thing 
I want to say is that it reminded me of - my response to it - what 
I kept thinking of was there - I think it's a chapter in Isaiah and 
it's about the city being forsaken. And this particular image of 
these women being in some ways mythologically wedded to these 
prisoners -- to these male prisoners - struck me as being the 
precise antithesis of the exhortation in Isaiah that this shall be 
the city in which you shall --1 think there's an image of marriage 
that the city shall be like a bride and we shall adore you like a 
bride. And it seems to be that that has been so completely 
abandoned, and as a vehicle for something we might revivify this as a 
discussion.



-employment insurance -- be sort of a 21st
Century version of unemployment insurance, or whether, as I believe 
is imperative, it's time to declare an urban education emergency 
because we don't have one public school system in this country, we 
have two. One is mediocre and the other is failing.

Q Bill Bloss (phonetic). Well, we just — 
(inaudible) — Mr. President, I'd like to take a — (inaudible) — 
challenge on the - (inaudible) - which I think is a very, very 
important one. But I think you know how important it is to work even 
harder towards expanding the winners circle. I think there's some 
very important things that can be done, whether it's returning some 
expanded version of the G.I. Bill for American workers - (inaudible) 
— three years ago, or thinking more expansively about what some 
people have called under 

They feel much better about the economy than they do 
about the society. And they feel much better about their own lives 
than they do about the country as a whole. One of the best students 
of American public opinion 1 know, a fellow by the name of Andy Kohot 
(phonetic), who is the head of the - (inaudible) - center of people 
in the press here in town, has talked about what he calls his 
optimism gap. He's been charting this now for nearly 25 years and he 
says that he's never seen a wider gap between how people feel about 
their home lives and what they think about the present state and 
future course of the country as a whole.

Those are - it seems to me that the theme in expanding 
the winners circle is capacious enough to include a lot of things 
that we need to do - that need to be done in this country. But I 
guess I want to focus on the values question that - (inaudible) — 
put on the table because I've spent the past year and half of my life 
serving as Executive Director of something called the National 
Commission on Civic Renewal, which is dealing with some of the 
questions about — (inaudible) — put on the table. And in the 
course of that, I've spend a lot of time wading through survey data, 
focus groups, any evidence that I could find about what Americans are 
really feeling - (inaudible) - about their current condition. And 
I've reached the following conclusion.

And so I've asked myself, well, what is the source of 
this optimism gap. Why has the economy, which is really in 
incredibly good condition, made people feel relatively optimistic 
about their own prospects, but what is there that's not the exact 
spot. It turns out that not only can't man live by bread alone, but 
nations can’t live by bread alone. And people understand that. If 
you ask them what's wrong, over and over again you hear the same four 
things; number one, people are terrified about the condition of the 
American family. A circumstance in which 30 percent of all kids are 
born out of wedlock and 50 percent of all marriages end in divorce is 
something that scares the hell out of the American people. They 
don't know exactly what to do about it. But it is deeply disturbing 
as a reality — (inaudible) —



Second, there's a conviction that the ties that bind in 
neighborhoods and local communities are much weaker than they were a 
generation ago. There's an elaborate scholarly debate as to whether 
that is true or not, but I can tell you this for sure, people think 
it's true. And that belief that it's true is a powerful element in 
social comment**. 

Number three, crime and personal insecurity. And I know 
there's been an enormous amount of progress on this front for the 
past five years, but I've got to tell you, people are not comparing 
crime and security for what it was in 1990. They're comparing it to 
what it was in 1960. And by that standard, we have a long way to go 
as a country. And I find it impossible to overstate how important 
the culture -- how important to the state of the entire culture the 
explosion of violent has been over the past two generation 

KAY 

-- isn't easy. The Republicans and conservatives answer 
it by saying, let's resurrect the old family, the way it was, with 
its patriarchy and its inequality and the women in tbe home. 

And on the other hand, progressives say, well, that kind 
of family we don't want, but they end up perhaps with less family 
altogether than they want as a consequence of ce1tain kinds of 
liberation. 

We want the comforts of the family without its 
patriarchy. We want the solidarity of the family without its 
inequality. But those aren't so easy to have. And the same with 
religion. We want the comfort and consolation of religion without 
the dogmatism and intolerance -- not so easy. 

The easy answer for the conservatives is go back to the 
19th century and resurrect those old families. A, you can't do it. 
And, B, if you could, you would do it an impossible price to justice. 

So the question is, is there a new concept of the family 
that allows for diversified forms other for the family? 

We've tried it. In New York City they had "Jenny has 
Two Mommies." That was not a story that most people who care about 
families could buy, yet it was a story that in some ways told the 
story of what for some people the new family is like. A new lesbian 
family would have two mommies. 

But clearly l don't think the President can get up in 
the State of the Union and say, "Jenny has Two Mommies" -- (laughter) 
-- is the story now I'm going to tell to help America into the new 
age of the family. 

But on the other hand -- you asked a question about --
we live in a world where the family in structure, and there is no 
going back -- or I don't think we want to go back -- to a family 
bought at the price of patriarchy and inequality, yet we still want 
much of what the family gave us and don't know quite how to get that 
same thing with religion, and here 1 think we're in a very, very 
tough place, the world is changing and uncomfortable in deeply 
disturbing ways. And we reach to the past to console ourselves but 
can really go back and ought not to go back, because the price of 
going back is too grim. 



But at the same time, we're not quite ready to go on 
into this new world, which is a fantastic world, an egalitarian 
world, but a world with also a terrible price to pay for men and 
women and for families. 

And finding our way through that, or to ask the 
President or any government to negotiate those waters, may be asking 
too much. One thing I think we can do, and here's an attempt at 
answering your question, I don't think a President can lead the moral 
way into whatever new form of families there will be. That's going 
to take more than any government or any President can do. I think 
he can work to prevent the kinds of abuses and dangers from arising 
around those transitions. And there are American values that count 
for a lot -- pluralism and diversity is one, tolerance is another. 

That is to say, r don't think the President can point 
the way to what the new family is going to look like. He can try to 
create a climate in which there is more openness to the 
experimentation and the cost of that experimentation that are going 
to be necessary. Same thing with race. Race remains a deep issue 
and no conversation, no presidential policy can solve it. But at the 
same time, the President can make sure that it's a conversation 
that's had that's open, that's tolerant, and that really represents 
the side. 

So I think here -- I just want to point to the fact that 
there are deep real conflicts in our society that simply mentioning 
the terms "religion" and "family" cannot paper over going back to 
some earlier version cannot respond to in rushing forward to 
something that most Americans are unready to accept, even though they 
see --

THE PRESIDENT: If I could just-- I don't want to say 
much, and I'll defer to Sam. But just to sort of support what Ben 
said and what Bill Galston (phonetic) said, just kind of 
informationally for all of you, because we just finished another 
presidential election not very long ago. I'm convinced that the 
overwhelming driving impulse of most voters, if the economy is at all 
acceptable, is values 

-based. I just got the November unemployment
rates. I get them a month later than I get the state

-by

-state. The
national unemployment, I get the state

-by

-state unemployment rates.
In the 26 states with the lowest unemployment, Bob Dole carried 13
and J carried 13 -- the people that 1 benefited the most. In the 25
states and the District of Columbia with the highest unemployment, I
carried 19 and Bob Dole carried 6.

Now, I say that only to point that most of the states 
where Dole won were like Nebraska and N01th Dakota, had 1.9 
unemployment rates. But white married Protestants don't think 



me.

they're supposed to vote for Democrats yet. I can just tell you they 
don't, because they see their values as manifested by people who 
advocate things they believe in. Whereas single working women 
believe in interdependence and community and understand 
reinforcement, and they see their values by people who live out there 
and are busting it trying to help them raise their kids and get 
through the day and make a better life.

Basically most racial minorities, having been subject to 
all kinds of problems, not only have a historical - black have a 
historical affinity to the Democratic Party, but 1 got a record 
Hispanic vote because Mi Familia is about more than just you come and 
tell me you spout the same rhetoric I do. And Hispanics figured out 
that the Republicans basically were using them to whip up white 
resentment and get votes, so we got a record Hispanic vote, from 
people who believe that the model of society was community 
interdependence. For people who believe the best model for society 
was exhortation to good behavior, I got the living hell beat out of

I'm just sort of putting this out to reinforce what 
Galston said and Ben said and what others said, and people who do 
believe that the market is the primary purpose of politics, we lose 
them too, because I don't believe that. In other words, I don't 
think all this stuff is for sale. But I think it's just interesting. 
I'm just saying that to sort of enlighten the conversation.

Q (Inaudible.)
THE PRESIDENT: First of all, the reason that Al and I 

won is that we got a bigger percentage of people who had been voting 
for Republicans in the past, partly with good economics and partly 
because they did think we represented their values. There has always 
been a great divide in America between those who believe that the 
government was the instrument of our common good, helping to 
reinforce our community and our own family life and our own 
individual aspirations, and those who basically believe the 
government was a problem and they wanted people in power in politics 
who would say what they believed and have whatever policies they 
agreed with and otherwise get out of their way.

And the truth is, most of the those states in the 
inter

-mountain west, for example, our prosperous as hell, and they 
got what they needed out of the government 50 years ago, and it's 
fine with them to treat it as a problem. You know, if you've got 2 
percent unemployment, you don't need anything. What does Nebraska 
need from us?

But a lot of it, to be fair, is honest values - white 
married Protestants who are, particularly if their Christian 
conservatives, basically believe we're still cultural aliens, because 
of gays of abortion or whatever it is, and because they think the 
government is bad. Which is why 1 say again — I like all this 
modem talk, but don't forget, we are in a historic battle here to 
define the nation. It is the same battle - you wrote that piece 
back in November saying that the Democrats ought to be hearkening 
back to Alexander Hamilton, not Thomas Jefferson. That's absolutely 
right.



Alexander Hamilton and John Marshall set the tone for 
this country that was then taken up by Abraham Lincoln, as you 
pointed out, with Henry Clay and Webster and John Quincy Adams in the 
middle, and then Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson, all the way 
down to the present day, and the people that were against them.

If you read the decisions of the Supreme Court in this 
last term, they were all minor cases except for the Brady Bill, so 
they each had no scholarly review to amount to a hill of beans. If 
you read the rhetoric in those Supreme Court cases, they are the 
biggest assault on the nation since the FDR Supreme Court invalidated 
the New Deal legislation. They are -- it's chilling. They 
challenged John Marshall's conclusions.

It doesn't bother me what we're having with the - we 
are repeating what we have done for 220 years, but it really does 
matter how it comes out, which is why I asked you all here, because 
it's real important that we find a way to get enough of those people 
to feel like they're part of our American community, and that there 
is an interdependence, and that government is a part of that, that 
markets and religion and rhetoric can't get the whole thing done. 
There is a way in which we are tangibly bound together. That's 
really what this fight is about, I believe.

I didn't mean to say all that, but I think it's
important that you understand, there are real political consequences 
here to how people think about this.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: If I could say just one more thing. 
If we want to create the conditions wherein people will reinvest 
psychologically in the nation and in their communities and in their 
families, 1 think there are certain practical things that can be
done. Balancing the budget, reinventing government, creating a 
record of success in solving specific problems, avoiding terrible 
mistakes - that can cause people to believe that it's important to 
reinvest in the nation. Family and Medical Leave, child care, 
deadbeat dad child support collections, et cetera can make it easier 
for people to believe that it's worth hanging in there with their 

families.
Community policing, brownfield redevelopment, et cetera, 

et cetera can bring communities together with stronger cohesion to 
create a climate in which people say, okay, I'm not just going to 
become a zombie in front of the TV and I'm not just going to be an 
individual actor without respect to my community, my neighborhood, 
and my family. I'm going to reinvest in it.

And I think all those things are very closely related. 
And 1 think the one continuing thread in this presidency, which 1 
agree we haven't been able to sloganize or articulate in as 
compelling a way as we'd like to, has been a steady, relentless 
rebuilding of those institutions and strengthening of those 
institutions such that people feel more confident about them. 

And I don't think we're that far from crossing a 
threshold beyond which people say, hey, I feel a real big difference 
now. I think we're close to that.

MR. BLUMENTHAL: I want to not add any more speakers. 
We just have a few more speakers. I want to conclude with Sam Bier 
(phonetic), but I have a few more people, Mr. President, who wish to 
speak, and I'd like to call on Randall Kennedy.
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-to

-day life, there are lots of - they do come up, and there are 
lots of places where people really do feel things very intensely, but 
thus far, in so far as the official conversation, it hasn't been 
there at all.

And since this is so important, and I know it's so 
important to you, 1 would urge you to structure things in such a way 
as to allow a real discussion.

Q Yes, on a couple of occasions people have made 
references to the importance of the race question, and I know this is 
an issue about which you feel passionately. I must say, in my own 
view the conversation on race has been, in my view, very 
disappointing, largely because it has lacked vividness. 1 think that 
a lot of people feel — I certainly have felt and when I've watched 
snatches of the conversation or listened in, I think people feel that 
a lot of this is just pure public relations, and I think that people 
feel it's largely just pure public relations because the real things 
that grip people where they are are so often glossed over.

-day life. It's an issue that affects
every pedestrian trying to negotiate the mean streets. How do we get 
home after a long, hard day? We're confronting strangers. What do 
we do? Do we walk down the street? Do we say hello? Do we duck 
inside of a building? Do we cross the street? How do we act towards 
our fellow citizens?

It's a big issue. It's an issue that comes up with 
policing all the time. Should police officers take race into account 
in questioning people and detaining people? It's an issue that comes 
up when people decide who they're going to hire, who they're going to 
let out apartments to for rent.

These sorts of issues — I mean, affirmative action has 
taken up a huge part of the discussion, I think maybe, probably too 
much of it. I think there are a lot of just basic issues in terms of 
ethics, just day

In the last discussion, for instance, you talked with 
the — you applauded the young man who said that sometimes he sees a 
black guy walking down the street and he feels a little bit fearful. 
Now, that particular issue is a big one. It's a big issue. It's an 
issue that comes up in day

-day ethics that people discuss that are really on 
people's minds and they're close to people's hearts, but seem to be 
cut out of the conversation at the very point at which people really 
might get a good conversation going, where there might really be a 
disagreement, a real honest disagreement, where people candor might 
flow to the surface. Those points don't come up, though in 
day



THE PRESIDENT: I've only had one guy -- Kit was the 
only person except for the fight I had with Abigail over affirmative 
action, that young boy who had the guts to say that was the only sort 
of meaty thing we had, you know.

I would like some guidance from you later about how you 
think we could structure it to get that done.

Q You didn't have to tackle the race issue. You 
could have played it safe and not chosen it as one of the agenda 
items for your second administration. But there hasn't been a 
President for 30 years that had the fortitude enough to put that on 
the national agenda. And irrespective of whatever flack you may 
catch, you’ve done something fundamentally important for us, because 
you've put the issue of race and ethnicity in the mind of Americans. 
And it will be discussed. It's going to take a long time. It's 
going to go certainly beyond your administration for many, many 
years.

The famous African American, W.E.B. DuBois, 1 think had 
it right when he said that the color line was going to be the major 
problem of the 20th century. He really had so much of it correct. 
But it took a lot of guts, and have to commend you and Vice President 
Gore for putting this before Americans, because without it, we 
wouldn't have had a discussion. We would have simply been trying to 
defend affirmative action first and foremost without getting to so 
many of the other complex issues that revolve around the discussion 
of race. So I applaud for that.

THE PRESIDENT: Let me just very briefly say it's a 
highly -- it's a very complicated thing, but at bottom it's very 
simple. It really is a question of whether we can continue this 
historic process of broadening are definition and deepening our 
meaning of one America. We just had a great article in the newspaper 
here the other day about this group of Muslims that has a -- they 
have a school with 50 kids, and it's a grade school, and they want to 
have like 400 kids in a high school. And they're about to get turned 
around by their second community in suburban Washington to put their 
school in, because people are afraid that the Saudis are going to be 
financing Arab terrorists or something.

And, you know, it's not altogether untrue that some of 
these Middle Eastern states have not done that, it just had nothing 
to do with this school. So these are the kinds of things -- it's a 
thing like who you meet on the street. We just had a — at Christmas 
this time on the Capitol, we had a Muslim symbol that was defaced, 
and Jewish leaders came out and spoke against it. It was quite good.

But all of this mosaic of America now, if we can deal 
with our racial and ethnic and religious diversity, it's a huge 
advantage for us in this globalized world. It will help make people 
feel at home. It will give them the kind of bearings and moorings 
they need. And if we don't, then we -- well, you see around the 
world what happens.

Q Well, we have so many topics here and they're all 
very good. Let me start abstract and get concrete, kind of the 
opposite of a usual law professor. (Laughter.) You can think of 
what Roosevelt did that was so fantastic, is he took these two 
competing strands in American history, the Hamiltonian and the 
Jeffersonian. One was about democracy and self



-restraint
with respect to violent programming and other destructive 
programming, and programming which calls itself the news which is 
often just summaries of the violent events which were the basis for 
the TV movie that preceded the news.

Now, there is not a tremendous amount that can be done 
through law to control this, but there is a lot that can be done I 
think to activate something that's very widespread, which is 
Americans don't like this. Even when they watch it, they don't like 
the phenomenon.

This is a large problem. It needs a lot of thought. 
But I think it unites a lot of these different themes.

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Michael Lind (phonetic), and I hope you 
refer to the question the President raised of Hamilton, whose

-looking. But at least to put his finger
on that, that's been very helpful.

So let me get concrete. A lot of these are very 
familiar ideas, but to organize them in a way that would be coherent 
would be really good. A lot of participants in the creation of the 
culture, that is, the media, think they're a little bit in the 
position of the school systems when you don't have school uniforms. 
That is, they're in a system in which they're competing among each 
other to their collective detriment, in a way producing things that 
they really despise. Members of the media often say that privately 
and sometimes they even say it publicly.

Now, a lot of initiatives are designed to do something 
about that, like educational programming for children, which many 
members of the media are for and which the FCC has taken a little 
initiative toward. That's wonderful. People really like that. 
Barbara Whitehead's suggestion, that's directly responsive to that.

Free air time for candidates is an effort to call up 
kind of the democratic goals of the First Amendment. And that's 
something that there is a lot of discussion of, and it's connected 
with this idea of having the media and the market serve us rather 
than control us.

There is a general idea about having parental control of 
new media sources. I know the Vice President has worked on this; you 
also, Mr. President. And that's not so far afield from educational 
programming for kids and free air time for candidates.

And also I think to try to inculcate some norms on the 
media's part by using the bully pulpit for voluntary self

-government, and the
other was about centralized national government, and he kind of yoked 
them together. That was the first time that had ever happened.

And as 1 heard Michael talking — and I don't know if 
this is quite Michael's view — but something that emerged from what 
he was saying and others was kind of an effort to link Lincoln -- 
well, this is what Lincoln — link Hamilton with something like 
Bennett. I think William Bennett has done a lot of good in talking 
about cultural deterioration. A lot of it, too, as Ben and Barbara 
suggest, is kind of backward



-toeing very delicately around the last taboo in 
American politics, which is cross 

-racial marriage, which means not 
only black 

-century.
The point I wanted to raise, however, has to do with 

nationality and race. In the 18th century, Dr. Samuel Johnson 
defined a nation, if my memory serves me correctly, as a group of 
people who live in a territory and inter 

-marry with one another.
Now, this is a very unpopular thing to say in American academic 
circles and in certain liberal circles, because it's thought that 
this is the blood and soil definition, it's quasi 

-white intermarriage, but marriage between Hindus and 
whites, which was illegal in the United States before 1966, 1967 in 
many states. The last time I checked the statistics, one out of 
every two Asian Americans marries outside of the group, usually to 
the white majority obviously. That's where most of the potential 

partners are.
If I'm not mistaken, one out of every three Latin 

American immigrants, or descendants of Latin American immigrants, 
marries outside of the group. And the numbers of intermarriage would 
be much higher if you had lower immigration rates, if these were

portrait hangs in the next room, and Mr. Jefferson, who dined in this 
room.

Q Well, as I was telling the First Lady earlier, it's 
rather ironic that we're eating in the Jefferson room, because the 
Democratic Party in theory traces its origins back to Thomas 
Jefferson, but in practice, as I've argued and Professor Bier and 
various other people, in fact it's the latest update of the 
Hamiltonian party in many ways, which has gone through many 
incarnations - the Federalists, the Whigs, including the Thomas 
Dewey Republicans in mid 

-fascist. This is
ethnic nationalism versus civic nationalism.

There is a big debate between melting pot nationalism, 
which implies that indeed all groups lose their identify over time - 
they actually merge through intermarriage - as opposed to purely 
constitutional patriotism.

What I'm going to report to you is that that debate is 
completely academic, as my friend Richard Rodriguez has repeatedly 
point out. We're undergoing this amazing revolution in race 
relations in this country, symbolized by intermarriage rates. This 
is amazing. This is an enormous victory. No one in the 1960s could 
have foreseen the rate of intermarriage among groups, with some 
exceptions, which I'll address in a minute.

If you go back to the '60s, you see the civil rights 
reformers are tip



-racial melting pot in which whites, Asians, and Hispanic 
immigrants are participating in. I think that shows one of the flaws 
in the liberal approach to race.

David Ballinger, a very distinguished social thinker, 
has described what he calls the ethno

second, third, fourth generations.
That's the good news. The bad news is that black 

Americans are not participating in this incredible bubbling 

trans

-married. They formed the generic white American. Something 
like this is happening with Asians, whites, and Hispanics. It's not 
happening with black Americans.

Q Not as fast, but it's happening.
Q Slowly, but not at same speed. And I think the 

reason is, when we treat Hispanics or Asian and Pacific Islanders, 
who are immigrant ethnic groups, as though they're the same as black 
Americans, we are ignoring what black and white mean in America. 
This is a caste system within a single nation. These are not 
ethnicities. That is, the white Southern culture and the black

-racial pentagon. This is the
idea that are five more or less official races in America. They were 
actually invented by the Office of Management Budget in the Nixon and 
Ford administrations, where Congress had come up with like 18 
categories. And the administration said, these are too many races, 
give us something like more than two, but fewer than 10. So we ended 

up with five.
We get European American; African American - which are 

the older categories - Asian American, which was kind of a historic 
category; you get Hispanic, and there is now that little asterisk, 
where it says, is not racial, but nevertheless is treated as though 
it's a race; and then you get this wonderful wacky category, Asian 
and Pacific Islander, which includes everyone from my god

-children
who are part Chinese and part European American, recent Filipino 
immigrants, and Caucasians from South India. They're all Asian and 

Pacific Islanders.
1 went into the bookstore the other day; there is now a 

magazine called Asia and Pacific Islander. There are courses where 
you have to choose from one of the five races. These are fictions.

Now, all racial categories obviously are fictions. But 
in America, the great harm this does is twofold, I think. It 
disguises the fact that we have this extraordinary transracial 
melting pot among whites, Asians, and Hispanics, which is replicating 
the success of the old European immigrant melting pot. Where in the 
19th century, you may recall, Irish were considered a different race. 
They were actually listed separately on U.S. forms — white, black, 

Irish.
There was this enormous cultural war in this country 

between the Irish and the Protestants. What happened? Well, they 

inter



-racist progressives

-only melting pot among
European immigrants and Anglo 

Souther culture, as you know, overlap at so many points that it's 
very difficult to say at what point this is an African American 
culture and this is a white Southern culture, historically.

Nevertheless, there was this completely arbitrary 
genetic definition so no matter what your culture was, no matter how 
you identified yourself, you were black or you were white.

Now, I think that liberals inadvertently, in the service 
of good ends, have, by elevating the ordinary troubles that accompany 
groups like Hispanic Americans, which in my opinion are more like 
those of earlier generations of European immigrant groups. What 
they've done is, we've gotten away from what I think is the real 
racial question in the United States, which is, are we going to get a 
third melting pot in this country? We had a melting pot among the 
English colonists. We then had a white 

-black prejudice as such. I think the stigma attaches to a 
particular kind of culture in the American mind, which is partly a 
regional culture. Partly it's white Southern culture, influencing 
the black traditions. Because in many ways, if you look at rural 
white immigrants from the white South to cities like Chicago and so 
on, you get many of the same pathologies of black Americans in the 
northeastern cities, who are, among other things, immigrants from the 
South, poor immigrants from the South.

I think a lot of this is class and culture. And what 
the military does is, it strips everyone -

THE PRESIDENT: You get a common culture.
Q It's a common culture. Now, it's a brutal, 

coercive, painful process. (Laughter.)
THE PRESIDENT: I think it's pretty great what they’ve

done.
Q As long as we're talking about the progressives, 

some of the progressives were racists. The non

-Americans. Now we may get a melting
pot that excludes many black Americans for a third time.

I wince every time I see the debate over — not to take 
away from the real problems that Hispanic Americans have faced, the 
serious persecution that Asian Americans have faced, but I think that 
the black American problem is an order of magnitude greater, and it's 
different in kind, than the discrimination faced by recent immigrants 
from Latin America, or even - although they actually suffered worse 
- Japanese Americans, Chinese immigrants, and so on.

THE PRESIDENT: Do you draw any conclusions from the 
fact that the rate of intermarriage among blacks and whites in 
America is highest among military families?

Q I do, frankly.
THE PRESIDENT: What is it?
Q It is that - I don't think that there is

anti



-holders would come to have a stake in the national government. 
That was his idea of civic virtue.

And Thomas Jefferson stood against that by saying that 
economics and markets should be the handmaiden of politics rather 
than the other way around. And that was the great issue that 
separated them.

And on that issue, Jefferson is our man, not Hamilton. 
The problem with the national idea in our time, though we have to 
summon it to awaken a sense of shared responsibility for the common 
fate of fellow citizens and for a more generous welfare state and all 
the things that you've been working toward against great odds, the 
defect of the national ideal, as it's developed, is that it's become 
complacent in the face of the project of self 

Q (Inaudible.)
Q — but there were non 

-racist progressives. And
their answer to the dilemma of can you have people of radically 
different genetic backgrounds become Americans, was Americanization. 
Now, this has fallen into disrepute — unjustly so, I think, given 
the fact that our American culture is in itself a mulatto or mestizo, 
mixed 

-race culture.
MR. BLUMENTHAL: I've had a flurry of hands - 

(laughter) — during this.
THE PRESIDENT: It certainly (inaudible.) (Laughter.)
MR. BLUMENTHAL: And before we get to Sam and his 

benediction, as it were, I'd like to just call on a few people who 
have raised their hands and have them quickly respond. And, Michael, 
you had a hand up.

Q Before we leave I want to say a bad word about
Alexander Hamilton. (Laughter.) Mr. President, you have been 
talking about building a nation --

THE PRESIDENT: He was slow on the draw.
Q - and that's laudable. And you've got Sam here 

whispering in your ear that Hamilton and the Whigs are the people we 
should — (laughter).

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Now, he gets a chance to respond.
Q If we look out this window here, there is a 

memorial to Thomas Jefferson. There is no memorial to Alexander 
Hamilton. And the reason for that is he doesn't need one, because 
the world that we inhabit, the commercial society that we inhabit, is 
Alexander Hamilton's memorial. We only build memorials on the Mall 
for Presidents who embody ideals that are under siege. And it's true 
that Alexander Hamilton spoke to the nation, and so did the Whigs, 
but it's also true that Alexander Hamilton was not a democrat. 
Alexander Hamilton wanted the presidency to be a kind of a monarchy. 
And Alexander Hamilton's idea of civic virtue was for the federal 
government to assume the debt of the states so that the interested 
bond 



-a

-retirement funds, and that drive for performance compared to

-government, and
particularly asserting the prerogatives of democratic political 
authority, vis 

-thirds of the
stocks in this country are owned by either are retirement funds or 

near

-vis markets and the economy. And on that score, it 
seems to me Jefferson provides a powerful corrective, and the 
national ideal is only worthy of being resuscitated and claimed by us 
in so far as it's tied to the project of cultivating citizenship, not 
just consumerism, and civic virtue and the capacity of government to 
exercise some democratic authority over the commercial forces that 
are increasingly governing our lives.

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Dan, you're going to have the final 

comment.
Q Very quickly, there is a lot of hostility to 

markets around this table. I think a market is just a way of getting 
things done, and markets depend upon governments to work (inaudible) 
you have to get the rules in place, and that's what a government
does.

I just want to say, I hear two themes from this 
discussion and two things to worry about. The number one theme I 
think of this evening's discussion is the American community — how 
to define it, how to nurture it, how it relates to what's happening 
in the rest of the world. The second theme, we started talking about 
progressives at the beginning of the dinner, and I was thinking about 
your comment that in many ways we're in this odd situation at the end 
of the 20th century where it is conjoining to the beginning of the 

20th century.
From the first world war to the end of the Cold War as a 

period would now surmount it. I mean, the Duma is a term that the 
Russians used at the beginning of the century. And I was thinking 
that one of the - among the two things to worry about, one of which 
has been alluded to in some degree in terms of the media - it's a 
different dimension of it, though, and it's a thing that progressives 
worried about -- although the New Deal did, but it's really a 
progressive issue, is economic concentration. And that is a 
phenomenon of this age and these conditions. What to do anybody it, 
how far, is something that this administration and we will continue 

to wrestle with.
The other thing that's bothering a lot of people, 1 

thought Bill Galston's description of those four issues is very 
powerful, and there is a sense, as you said, Mr. President, even 1.9 
percent unemployment, people are still anxious. And it's partly that 
this market society has this relentless pressure to it. It's just 
unstoppable. And where does it come from? Well, as Pogo said, the 
enemy is us. It is the endowments that support the people sitting 
around this table. It's all of our retirements. Two



everybody else is driving lots of what's happening in our economy 
and, increasingly, in economies around the world.

This is the direction - more people proportionately are 
going to be older in society. The pension funds are more important 
- seems that this relentless pressure is something that's going to 
continue and in some ways accelerate. And a lot of other countries 
are discovering what they call now the Anglo 

-Saxon pressure from
shareholders which we're all experiencing.

THE PRESIDENT: If I might just make - 1 know we got to 
wrap up, but just something - if any of you — one of the things 
Sydney will say, if you want to write us anything after this is over 
to follow up on all the things you would have said and didn't and all 
that, feel free to do it.

But I think there are two things that worth pointing out 
along the lines Dan discussed, and this whole question of why there 
is anxiety amidst prosperity, and how are values are violated. Part 
of it is, if you glorify the market, you put too much emphasis on 
owning and on doing. And secondly, as you care more about owning and 
doing, then you have to work harder.

So one interesting little statistic I think it's
important that we not forget, I don't agree with those who say that 
there has been no improvement in income inequality in the 1990s. The 
statistics indicate that actually there is a modest improvement in 
income inequality the last couple of years, that we may be beginning 
slowly to turn that around. But that is - first of all, we've got a 
hell of a long way to go to catch up to the levels of equality we had 

in the mid 

-seventies, but that may be happening.
But one of the things that masks is that it is perfectly 

clear that the average person today in the work force is spending 
more hours at work than his or her counterpart was in 1969. And 
since most parents are in the work force, a far higher percentage 
than were in the work force in 1969, a lot of them the only parent in 
the family, that has significant consequences for all these other 
issues you've been talking about.

And I'm not sure we know exactly how to talk about that, 
but it's worth your thinking about, just focusing on that, that 
notwithstanding all this other stuff, even if you believe incomes are 
rising again, and 1 do, and time spent at work and away from home, to 
continue to reinforce our society's emphasis on having and doing, is 

quite significant.
Q We have a saying — Dudley Herschbach, who is a 

Nobel Prize 

-winning chemist at Harvard and 1 and a number of people 
are part of this turtle group that formed, the slogan of which was, 
Go slower, America. And the idea was the turtle wins the race, but 
what people are really lacking is quality of time. And just what you 
pointed out, people working harder to stay in place, the Alice in 
Wonderland kind of phenomenon. That's very universal, again across 
lots of different families.



-white relations - what you've seen as a historic 
opportunity to really - economic problems seem stabilized for the 
time, but the chance of doing something on this issue of issues -- is 
unparalleled. And you're the kind who can do it. And you started 
doing it. (Inaudible.) All I would say in conclusion is, it isn't 
only a question of civil of rights; it's a question of integration. 
Rights for what? For integration. You can't do it solely on the 
basis of rights. And then many people claim them and various groups 
will claim them. This is the way to our disintegration, because it 
cultivates the basis for a multicultural (inaudible). And then we 
would have a mosaic society, which isn't only a question of what we 
would miss, it would be insecure, it would disorder.

When John F. Kennedy finally took civil rights 
seriously, it's because when he saw social order being threatened, 
then he did act. But he wasn't really interested before that. But 
when he saw the disorder, because you can see that in the tapes, 
that's when he reacted and Martin Luther King led him the way, who

So we often evoke this kind of image of what that would
mean. But I think institutionally what that means, about to - 
think, and how to have policies, public and private policies that 
would really shift some of this around and bring more freedom in 
people's lives is essential.

THE PRESIDENT: You know, one of the things - what we 
tried to do, we had problems even with the unions on it, is to 
broaden the notion of comp time and let people who take their 
overtime in time at home instead of cash if they wanted to, because 
we were trying to give people just more ways to sort of elbow their 
way in to fashion their own lives and their own family lives in the 
blizzard of economic complexity.

Q We have a company of 200 people. We wanted to do
that, but we weren't allowed to. We had to pay them overtime, 
couldn't -- somehow we were violating the law.

THE PRESIDENT: I know. What we're trying to do is-- 
let me just say that what we're trying to do is change the law so 
that if your employee wants to do it, you can do it. In other words, 
I don't think the employers should be able to force their employees 
to give up overtime, but I think that - because you can readily see 
what would happen in unscrupulous hands - but there are a lot of 
people who would give anything to have more time in regular daylight 
hours for their kids and would work overtime to do it.

Q (Inaudible.)
MR. BLUMENTHAL: Well, last I’d like to call on Sam

Bier.
Q Well, it's been a delicious dinner - (laughter) - 

and an intellectual feast, as Judge Bork said - (laughter). 
THE PRESIDENT: My old constitutional law professor, 

antitrust law.
Q If you'll try to put this together in a State of

the Union message, it will be a delicious smorgasbord. (Laughter). 
THE PRESIDENT: We'll all go home at 3:30 in the 

morning. (Laughter.)
Q Stick with your theme, race, and above all the fact 

of black



was so intelligent. He wasn't only compassionate; he was 
intelligent.

But the social order, national security, but above all 
the enhancement of American civilization. That's what Martin Luther 
King expressed in his great metaphor. When the sons of slaves and 
the slave

-owners will sit together at the table of brotherhood — 
that has a literal meaning. The lunch counters were the first places 
to be integrated. But it means a larger sense that you have blacks 
and whites living together, social exchange, social intercourse to 
create a more perfect union of civilized America.

This happens through the exchange of our gifts, our 
virtues, our powers -- the things that you get celebrated in 
(inaudible). So it's a highly democratic (inaudible) how to make a 
democratic nation, because a democracy is no use unless it also 
happens some entity. What are the boundaries? Who are the members? 
A nation gives it a goal, and it gives it a boundary. And you've got 
that opportunity and you're the man to do it. End of message. 
(Laughter.)

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you all very much.
I seriously would, if you further thoughts on what we talked about 
tonight, I welcome you to write and send them in. The State of the 
Union is January 27. If you want it digested by me before then, you 
have to do it quickly. This has been very, very helpful to me. I 
hope you've found it worth your while, and we're very grateful to 
you. (Applause.)
END
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Bill Galston: Professor of Philosophy at the University of Maryland.

Benjamin Barber: Walt Whitman Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University. A 
leading thinker on globalization and political culture, Barber has authored numerous works, 
including Jihad v. McWorld and Strong Democracy.

Albert Camarillo: Director of the Stanford Center of Race and Ethnicity. Author of numerous 
books and articles on race relations, Camarillo recently published Chicano Affairs Office, a book 
dealing with the evolution of the Mexican American community.

Dani Rodrik: Rafiq Hariri Professor of International Political Economy at the John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, Rodrik also serves as the joint editor of the Journal of Policy Reform and 
as the associate editor of the Journal of Economic Perspectives, Journal of Development

Samuel Beer: Harvard professor emeritus of political philosophy. Beer is a former Rhodes
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Tony Blair.)

Randell Kennedy: Kennedy is currently a professor at Harvard Law School, and a member of 
the American Law Institute and the editorial boards of The Nation, Dissent, and The American 
Prospect. He is also a trustee of Princeton University. Kennedy focuses his studies on a variety 
of issues, including contracts, freedom of expression, and the regulation of race relations. 
Kennedy recently published a book on law and race relations titled, Race, Crime and the Law.

Paula Rayman: Director of the Radcliffe Public Policy Institute, Rayman developed and 
directed the New Economic Equation (NEE) project to address the connected economic, 
workplace, and family concerns facing Americans today. Rayman also works extensively in 

issues related to women and science.
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Michael Lind: A contributing Editor at Harper’s Magazine and term member of the Council on 
Foreign Relations, Lind is an established writer and thinker on issues ranging from American 
politics and foreign policy to culture. His work has appeared in numerous national magazines, 
journals, and newspapers. A protege of both William F. Buckley Jr. and Irving Kristol, Lind 
broke with the conservative movement in protest over the appeasement of the resurgent far right 

by conservative intellectuals.



Patricia Williams: Professor of Law at Columbia University, Williams currently serves on the 
board of the National Organization for Women Legal Defense and Education Fund. Williams 
authors the column “Diary of a Mad Law Professor” for The Nation. Williams focuses on legal 
and racial issues. Recent publications include The Alchemy of Race and Rights and The 
Rooster’s Egg, Seeing A Color Blind Future: The Paradox of Race.

Economics, European Economic Review, Review of Economics & Statistics, and Economic 
Politics. Rodrik’s research and writing focuses on a variety of international economics issues, 
including international economic integration, the political economy of policy reform and the role 
of conflict-management institutions in determining economic performance.

Barbara DaFoe Whitehead: A member of the Massachusetts Governor’s Commission of Father 
Absence and Family Support and co-director of the National Marriage Project at Rutgers 
University. Whitehead is an established scholar on issues of family and child well-being. Her 
work appears in numerous publications, including The American Enterprise; The Woodrow 
Wilson Quarterly; Reader’s Digest; and many national newspapers.

Richard Rorty: Professor of Humanities at the University of Virginia, Rorty has also instructed 
philosophy at Yale University and Wellesley College. Among other honors, Rorty has been 
awarded the MacArthur and Guggenheim fellowships. Rorty is a current member of the 
American Philosophy Association and the American Academic Arts and Sciences Association. 
Recently, Rorty published the books Objectivity, Relativism and Truth and Essays on Heidegger 

and Others.

Cass Sunstein: University of Chicago professor of law and political science and member of the 
President’s Advisory Council on Public Interest Obligations of Digital Television. Sunstein deals 
with a variety of issues including constitutional law, environmental law, telecommunications and 
media law and regulatory law and policy. Sunstein recently authored, Free Markets and 
Democracy, a book arguing for a new social compact. He also frequently writes for The Atlantic 
Monthly and writes a column for The New Republic.
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Daniel Yergin: Pulitzer Prize winning author and historian, Yergin heads an international 
consulting business focused on energy industry issues. Yergin recently finished a book on the 

new economy.

Michael Sandel: Professor of Government at Harvard University, Sandel teaches political 
philosophy. Sandel was a Rhodes Scholar and is currently a member of the Board of Trustees of 
Brandeis University, the Board of Syndics of Harvard University Press, and the Council on 
Foreign Relations. Recently, Sandel published Democracy’s Discontent: America in Search of a 
Public Philosophy, a “thinking person’s guide to the current rethinking of the role of government 

in America” (George F. Will).
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Re: the message below from Kevin Moran, after our experience with the Les 
Moonves letter, l thought I would call Kevin and tell him that whoever 
wants this done needs to submit a memo to you specifying: 

(I) who wants it done and why (unclear from Kevin's message, but perhaps
Sid Blumenthal?);
(2) when it will be needed; and
(3) any other unexpected wrinkles we should look out for.

This would give us enough info to at least start with, and it would be in 
writing. Do you agree? 

--------------------- Forwarded by Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./WHO/EOP on 
0 I/ 14/98 05 :0 l PM --------------------------

Kevin S. Moran 
01/14/98 03:24:47 PM 
Record Type: Record 

To: Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./WHO/EOP, Kyle M. Baker/WHO/EOP 
cc: 
Subject: Thanks you letters for POTUS 



Last Wednesday the President met with 14 leaders and thinkers to talk 
about a variety of issues that he may discuss in the State of the Union. 
The President is anxious to have a thank you not written that he can sign 
and jot personal notes on for these people, as soon as possible. I'm 
assuming that you're the person to coordinate with? Below are the 
addresses of the individuals who attended. I've also attached the text of 
the thank you letter Sid sent you and short bios of those who attended. 

Benjamin Barber 
10 I 9 River Road 
Piscataway, NJ 08854 

Samuel Beer 
2912 32nd St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016 

Albert Camarillo 
Center for Comparative Studies in Race and Ethnicity 
Building 240 
Stanford University 
Stanford, CA 94305-2152 

Michael Lind 
240 East 76th St. 
Apartment 8M 
New York, NY I 0021 

Randall Kennedy 
Areeda 335 
Harvard Law School 
Cambridge, MS 02138 

Paula Rayman 
Radcliffe Public Policy Institute 
69 Brattle St. 
Cambridge, MS 02138 

Dani Rodrik 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University 
79 John F. Kennedy St. 
Cambridge, MS 02138 

Richard Rorty 
512 Cabell Hall 
University of Virginia 
Charlottesville, VA 22903 

Michael Sandel 
Dept. of Government 
Harvard University 
Littaver 319 
Cambridge, MS 02138 



Bill Galston

January 8, 1997

Address

Dear NAME:

Once again, thanks.

Yours,

Sidney Blumenthal
Assistant to the President 

Daniel Yergin
3710 Davenport St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016

I wish to thank you for your participation in the Leaders and Thinkers 
Dinner. The discussion was invaluable for the President, Vice President 
and First Lady. It was a fitting tribute to Jefferson in his dining room, 
and I suspect he wouldn ,t have minded having been the subject of some of 
the conversation.

Barbara DaFoe Whitehead
15 Forrest Edge Road 
Amherst, MS 01002

But as stimulating as it was, the conversation only scratched the 
surface. I hope that the discussion will continue beyond the evening and 
past the White House gates. If you have any thoughts, please send them to 
me. Let ,s stay in touch.

Patricia Williams
Columbia University Law School
435 West 116th Street
New York, NY 10027

Cass Sunstein
University of Chicago Law School
1111 East 60th St.
Chicago, Ill 60637



END ATTACHMENT 1

============= ATTACHMENT 1 
ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

TEXT:
Unable to convert ARMS_EXT:[ATTACH.D53]MAIL466946314.026 to ASCII,
The following is a HEX DUMP:



Bill Galston: Professor of Philosophy at the University of Maryland.

Thinkers and Leaders Dinner 
Attendees

Randell Kennedy: Kennedy is currently a professor at Harvard Law School, and a member of 
the American Law Institute and the editorial boards of The Nation, Dissent, and The American 
Prospect. He is also a trustee of Princeton University. Kennedy focuses his studies on a variety 
of issues, including contracts, freedom of expression, and the regulation of race relations. 
Kennedy recently published a book on law and race relations titled, Race, Crime and the Law.

Benjamin Barber: Walt Whitman Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University. A 
leading thinker on globalization and political culture, Barber has authored numerous works, 
including Jihad v. McWorld and Strong Democracy.

Samuel Beer: Harvard professor emeritus of political philosophy, Beer is a former Rhodes
Scholar and the author of 
numerous books, including 
the recent To Make a Nation: 
the Rediscovery of American 
Federalism. Beer is also an 
expert in trans-Atlantic 
political links. (Recently he 
has written several pieces on 
Tony Blair.)

Paula Rayman: Director of the Radcliffe Public Policy Institute, Rayman developed and 
directed the New Economic Equation (NEE) project to address the connected economic, 
workplace, and family concerns facing Americans today. Rayman also works extensively in 
issues related to women and science.

Albert Camarillo: Director of the Stanford Center of Race and Ethnicity. Author of numerous 
books and articles on race relations, Camarillo recently published Chicano Affairs Office, a book 
dealing with the evolution of the Mexican American community.

Dani Rodrik: Rafiq Hariri Professor of International Political Economy at the John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, Rodrik also serves as the joint editor of the Journal of Policy Reform and 
as the associate editor of the Journal of Economic Perspectives, Journal of Development

Michael Lind: A contributing Editor at Harper’s Magazine and term member of the Council on 
Foreign Relations, Lind is an established writer and thinker on issues ranging from American 
politics and foreign policy to culture. His work has appeared in numerous national magazines, 
journals, and newspapers. A protege of both William F. Buckley Jr. and Irving Kristol, Lind 
broke with the conservative movement in protest over the appeasement of the resurgent far right 
by conservative intellectuals.
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Economics, European Economic Review, Review of Economics & Statistics, and Economic 

Politics. Rodrik's research and writing focuses on a variety of international economics issues, 

Lncluding international economic integration, the political economy of policy reform and the role 
of conflict-management institutions in determining economic performance. 

Richard Rorty: Professor of Humanities at the University of Virginia, Rorty has also instructed 

philosophy at Yale University and Wellesley College. Among other honors, Rorty has been 
awarded the MacArthur and Guggenheim fellowships. Rorty is a current member of the 

American Philosophy Association and the American Academic Arts and Sciences Association. 

Recently, Rorty published the books Objectivity, Relativism and Truth and Essays on Heidegger 
and Others. 

Michael Sandel: Professor of Government at Harvard University, Sandel teaches political 
philosophy. Sandel was a Rhodes Scholar and is currently a member of the Board of Trustees of 

Brandeis University, the Board of Syndics of Harvard University Press, and the Council on 
Foreign Relations. Recently, Sandel published Democracy's Discontent: America in Search of a 
Public Philosophy, a "thinking person's guide to the current rethinking of the role of government 

in America" (George F. Will). 

Cass Sunstein: University of Chicago professor of law and political science and member of the 

President's Advisory Council on Public Interest Obligations of Digital Television. Sunstein deals 

with a variety of issues including constitutional law, environmental law, telecommunications and 

media law and regulatory law and policy. Sunstein recently authored, Free Markets and 
Democracy, a book arguing for a new social compact. He also frequently writes for The Atlantic 
Monthly and writes a column for The New Republic. 

Barbara DaFoe Whitehead: A member of the Massachusetts Governor's Commission of Father 
Absence and Family Support and co-director of the National Marriage Project at Rutgers 

University. Whitehead is an established scholar on issues of family and child well-being. Her 
work appears in numerous publications, including The American Enterprise; The Woodrow 
Wilson Quarterly; Reader's Digest; and many national newspapers. 

Patricia Williams: Professor of Law at Columbia University, Williams currently serves on the 
board of the National Organization for Women Legal Defense and Education Fund. Williams 

authors the column "Diary of a Mad Law Professor" for The Nation. Williams focuses on legal 
and racial issues. Recent publications include The Alchemy of Race and Rights and The 
Rooster's Egg. Seeing A Color Blind Future: The Paradox of Race. 

Daniel Yergin: Pulitzer Prize winning author and historian, Yergin heads an international 

consulting business focused on energy industry issues. Yergin recently finished a book on the 
new economy. 
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Reuben L. Musgrave Jr. ( CN=Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./OU=WHO/O=EOP [WHO]) 

CREATION DATE/flME:14-JAN-1998 16:01:11.00 

SUBJECT: Thanks you letters for POTUS 

TO: Kyle M. Baker ( Kyle M. Baker@ EOP@ LNGTWY [ WHO J ) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 
Speak of the Devil .... 
--------------------- Forwarded by Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./WHO/EOP on 
0 I/ 14/98 04 :00 PM ---------------------------

Kevin S. Moran 
01/14/98 03:24:47 PM 
Record Type: Record 

To: Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./WHO/EOP, Kyle M. Baker/WHO/EOP 
cc: 
Subject: Thanks you letters for POTUS 

Last Wednesday the President met with 14 leaders and thinkers to talk 
about a variety of issues that he may discuss in the State of the Union. 
The President is anxious to have a thank you not written that he can sign 
and jot personal notes on for these people, as soon as possible. I'm 
assuming that you're the person to coordinate with? Below are the 
addresses of the individuals who attended. I've also attached the text of 
the thank you letter Sid sent you and short bios of those who attended. 

Benjamin Barber 
IO 19 River Road 
Piscataway, NJ 08854 

Samuel Beer 
2912 32nd St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016 

Albert Camarillo 
Center for Comparative Studies in Race and Ethnicity 
Building 240 
Stanford University 
Stanford, CA 94305-2152 

Michael Lind 
240 East 76th St. 



Bill Galston

January 8, 1997

Randall Kennedy
Areeda 335
Harvard Law School
Cambridge, MS 02138

Daniel Yergin
3710 Davenport St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016

Apartment 8M
New York, NY 10021

Barbara DaFoe Whitehead
15 Forrest Edge Road 
Amherst, MS 01002

Cass Sunstein
University of Chicago Law School
1111 East 60th St.
Chicago, Ill 60637

Michael Sandel
Dept, of Government
Harvard University
Littaver 319
Cambridge, MS 02138

Dani Rodrik
John F. Kennedy School of Government
Harvard University
79 John F. Kennedy St.
Cambridge, MS 02138

Paula Rayman
Radcliffe Public Policy Institute
69 Brattle St.
Cambridge, MS 02138

Patricia Williams
Columbia University Law School
435 West 116th Street
New York, NY 10027

Richard Rorty
512 Cabell Hall 
University of Virginia 
Charlottesville, VA 22903



Address

Dear NAME: 

Once again, thanks.

Yours,

END ATTACHMENT 1

Sidney Blumenthal
Assistant to the President

1 wish to thank you for your participation in the Leaders and Thinkers 
Dinner. The discussion was invaluable for the President, Vice President 
and First Lady. It was a fitting tribute to Jefferson in his dining room, 
and I suspect he wouldn ,t have minded having been the subject of some of 
the conversation.

==================== ATTACHMENT 1
ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

But as stimulating as it was, the conversation only scratched the 
surface. I hope that the discussion will continue beyond the evening and 
past the White House gates. If you have any thoughts, please send them to 
me. Let ,s stay in touch.

TEXT:
Unable to convert ARMS_EXT:[ATTACH.D45]MAIL49710631L.026 to ASCII,
The following is a HEX DUMP:



Bill Galston: Professor of Philosophy at the University of Maryland.

»

Randell Kennedy: Kennedy is currently a professor at Harvard Law School, and a member of 
the American Law Institute and the editorial boards of The Nation, Dissent, and The American 
Prospect. He is also a trustee of Princeton University. Kennedy focuses his studies on a variety 
of issues, including contracts, freedom of expression, and the regulation of race relations. 
Kennedy recently published a book on law and race relations titled, Race, Crime and the Law.

Thinkers and Leaders Dinner 
Attendees

Benjamin Barber: Walt Whitman Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University. A 
leading thinker on globalization and political culture, Barber has authored numerous works, 
including Jihad v. McWorld and Strong Democracy.

Dani Rodrik: Rafiq Hariri Professor of International Political Economy at the John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, Rodrik also serves as the joint editor of the Journal of Policy Reform and 
as the associate editor of the Journal of Economic Perspectives, Journal of Development

Paula Rayman: Director of the Radcliffe Public Policy Institute, Rayman developed and 
directed the New Economic Equation (NEE) project to address the connected economic, 
workplace, and family concerns facing Americans today. Rayman also works extensively in 

issues related to women and science.

Samuel Beer: Harvard professor emeritus of political philosophy, Beer is a former Rhodes
Scholar and the author of 
numerous books, including 
the recent To Make a Nation: 
the Rediscovery of American 
Federalism. Beer is also an 
expert in trans-Atlantic 
political links. (Recently he 
has written several pieces on 
Tony Blair.)

Albert Camarillo: Director of the Stanford Center of Race and Ethnicity. Author of numerous 
books and articles on race relations, Camarillo recently published Chicano Affairs Office, a book 
dealing with the evolution of the Mexican American community.
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Michael Lind: A contributing Editor at Harper’s Magazine and term member of the Council on 
Foreign Relations, Lind is an established writer and thinker on issues ranging from American 
politics and foreign policy to culture. His work has appeared in numerous national magazines, 
journals, and newspapers. A protege of both William F. Buckley Jr. and Irving Kristol, Lind 
broke with the conservative movement in protest over the appeasement of the resurgent far right 

by conservative intellectuals.



Michael Sandel: Professor of Government at Harvard University, Sandel teaches political 
philosophy. Sandel was a Rhodes Scholar and is currently a member of the Board of Trustees of 
Brandeis University, the Board of Syndics of Harvard University Press, and the Council on 
Foreign Relations. Recently, Sandel published Democracy's Discontent: America in Search of a 
Public Philosophy, a “thinking person’s guide to the current rethinking of the role of government 
in America” (George F. Will).

Economics, European Economic Review, Review of Economics & Statistics, and Economic 
Politics. Rodrik’s research and writing focuses on a variety of international economics issues, 
including international economic integration, the political economy of policy reform and the role 
of conflict-management institutions in determining economic performance.

Barbara DaFoe Whitehead: A member of the Massachusetts Governor’s Commission of Father 
Absence and Family Support and co-director of the National Marriage Project at Rutgers 
University. Whitehead is an established scholar on issues of family and child well-being. Her 
work appears in numerous publications, including The American Enterprise; The Woodrow 
Wilson Quarterly; Reader’s Digest; and many national newspapers.

Patricia Williams: Professor of Law at Columbia University, Williams currently serves on the 
board of the National Organization for Women Legal Defense and Education Fund. Williams 
authors the column “Diary of a Mad Law Professor” for The Nation. Williams focuses on legal 
and racial issues. Recent publications include The Alchemy of Race and Rights and The 
Rooster's Egg, Seeing A Color Blind Future: The Paradox of Race.

Cass Sunstein: University of Chicago professor of law and political science and member of the 
President’s Advisory Council on Public Interest Obligations of Digital Television. Sunstein deals 
with a variety of issues including constitutional law, environmental law, telecommunications and 
media law and regulatory law and policy. Sunstein recently authored, Free Markets and 
Democracy, a book arguing for a new social compact. He also frequently writes for The Atlantic 
Monthly and writes a column for The New Republic.

Richard Rorty: Professor of Humanities at the University of Virginia, Rorty has also instructed 
philosophy at Yale University and Wellesley College. Among other honors, Rorty has been 
awarded the MacArthur and Guggenheim fellowships. Rorty is a current member of the 
American Philosophy Association and the American Academic Arts and Sciences Association. 
Recently, Rorty published the books Objectivity, Relativism and Truth and Essays on Heidegger 

and Others.

Daniel Yergin: Pulitzer Prize winning author and historian, Yergin heads an international 
consulting business focused on energy industry issues. Yergin recently finished a book on the 

new economy.
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Reuben L. Musgrave Jr. ( CN=Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ] )

CREATION DATE/TIME:14-JAN-1998 17:10:24.00

SUBJECT: Thanks you letters for POTUS

CC: Kyle M. Baker ( Kyle M. Baker @ EOP @ LNGTWY [ WHO ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

(1) who wants it done and why (unclear from Kevin's message, but perhaps 
Sid Blumenthal?);
(2) when it will be needed; and
(3) any other unexpected wrinkles we should look out for.

Last Wednesday the President met with 14 leaders and thinkers to talk 
about a variety of issues that he may discuss in the State of the Union. 
The President is anxious to have a thank you not written that he can sign 
and jot personal notes on for these people, as soon as possible. I'm 
assuming that you're the person to coordinate with? Below are the 
addresses of the individuals who attended. I've also attached the text of 
the thank you letter Sid sent you and short bios of those who attended.

TEXT:
Re: the message below from Kevin Moran, after our experience with the Les 
Moonves letter, I thought I would call Kevin and tell him that whoever 
wants this done needs to submit a memo to you specifying:

This would give us enough info to at least start with, and it would be in 
writing. Do you agree?

................................Forwarded by Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./WHO/EOP on 
01/14/98 05:01 PM

TO: Daniel W. Burkhardt ( CN=Daniel W. Burkhardt/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

CC: R. Scott Michaud ( CN=R. Scott Michaud/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

Kevin S. Moran
01/14/98 03:24:47 PM 
Record Type: Record

To: Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./WHO/EOP, Kyle M. Baker/WHO/EOP 
cc:
Subject: Thanks you letters for POTUS



Barbara DaFoe Whitehead
15 Forrest Edge Road

Randall Kennedy
Areeda 335
Harvard Law School
Cambridge, MS 02138

Paula Rayman
Radcliffe Public Policy Institute
69 Brattle St.
Cambridge, MS 02138

Benjamin Barber
1019 River Road
Piscataway, NJ 08854

Albert Camarillo
Center for Comparative Studies in Race and Ethnicity
Building 240
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305-2152

Dani Rodrik
John F. Kennedy School of Government
Harvard University
79 John F. Kennedy St.
Cambridge, MS 02138

Michael Sandel
Dept, of Government
Harvard University
Littaver 319
Cambridge, MS 02138

Richard Rorty
512 Cabell Hall
University of Virginia 
Charlottesville, VA 22903

Samuel Beer
2912 32nd St.,N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016

Michael Lind
240 East 76th St. 
Apartment 8M
New York, NY 10021

Cass Sunstein
University of Chicago Law School
1111 East 60th St.
Chicago, Ill 60637



Amherst, MS 01002

Bill Galston

January 8,1997

Address

Dear NAME:

Once again, thanks.

Yours,

Sidney Blumenthal
Assistant to the President

===:================= ATTACHMENT 1 
ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

Daniel Yergin
3710 Davenport St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016

But as stimulating as it was, the conversation only scratched the 
surface. I hope that the discussion will continue beyond the evening and 
past the White House gates. If you have any thoughts, please send them to 
me. Let ,s stay in touch.

Patricia Williams
Columbia University Law School
435 West 116th Street
New York, NY 10027

I wish to thank you for your participation in the Leaders and Thinkers 
Dinner. The discussion was invaluable for the President, Vice President 
and First Lady. It was a fitting tribute to Jefferson in his dining room, 
and I suspect he wouldn ,t have minded having been the subject of some of 
the conversation.



END ATTACHMENT I

TEXT:
Unable to convert ARMS_EXT:[ATTACH.D35]MAIL43824631F.026 to ASCII, 
The following is a HEX DUMP:



Bill Galston: Professor of Philosophy at the University of Maryland.

Benjamin Barber: Walt Whitman Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University. A 
leading thinker on globalization and political culture, Barber has authored numerous works, 
including Jihad v. McWorld and Strong Democracy.

Thinkers and Leaders Dinner 
Attendees

Randell Kennedy: Kennedy is currently a professor at Harvard Law School, and a member of 
the American Law Institute and the editorial boards of The Nation, Dissent, and The American 
Prospect. He is also a trustee of Princeton University. Kennedy focuses his studies on a variety 
of issues, including contracts, freedom of expression, and the regulation of race relations. 
Kennedy recently published a book on law and race relations titled, Race, Crime and the Law.

Paula Rayman: Director of the Radcliffe Public Policy Institute, Rayman developed and 
directed the New Economic Equation (NEE) project to address the connected economic, 
workplace, and family concerns facing Americans today. Rayman also works extensively in 
issues related to women and science.

Dani Rodrik: Rafiq Hariri Professor of International Political Economy at the John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, Rodrik also serves as the joint editor of the Journal of Policy Reform and 
as the associate editor of the Journal of Economic Perspectives, Journal of Development

Samuel Beer: Harvard professor emeritus of political philosophy. Beer is a former Rhodes
Scholar and the author of 
numerous books, including 
the recent To Make a Nation: 
the Rediscovery of American 
Federalism. Beer is also an 
expert in trans-Atlantic 
political links. (Recently he 
has written several pieces on 
Tony Blair.)

Michael Lind: A contributing Editor at Harper’s Magazine and term member of the Council on 
Foreign Relations, Lind is an established writer and thinker on issues ranging from American 
politics and foreign policy to culture. His work has appeared in numerous national magazines, 
journals, and newspapers. A protege of both William F. Buckley Jr. and Irving Kristol, Lind 
broke with the conservative movement in protest over the appeasement of the resurgent far right 
by conservative intellectuals.

Albert Camarillo: Director of the Stanford Center of Race and Ethnicity. Author of numerous 
books and articles on race relations, Camarillo recently published Chicano Affairs Office, a book 
dealing with the evolution of the Mexican American community.
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Patricia Williams: Professor of Law at Columbia University, Williams currently serves on the 
board of the National Organization for Women Legal Defense and Education Fund. Williams 
authors the column “Diary of a Mad Law Professor” for The Nation. Williams focuses on legal 
and racial issues. Recent publications include The Alchemy of Race and Rights and The 
Rooster’s Egg, Seeing A Color Blind Future: The Paradox of Race.

Economics, European Economic Review, Review of Economics & Statistics, and Economic 
Politics. Rodrik’s research and writing focuses on a variety of international economics issues, 
including international economic integration, the political economy of policy reform and the role 
of conflict-management institutions in determining economic performance.

Daniel Yergin: Pulitzer Prize winning author and historian, Yergin heads an international 
consulting business focused on energy industry issues. Yergin recently finished a book on the 
new economy.

Richard Rorty: Professor of Humanities at the University of Virginia, Rorty has also instructed 
philosophy at Yale University and Wellesley College. Among other honors, Rorty has been 
awarded the MacArthur and Guggenheim fellowships. Rorty is a current member of the 
American Philosophy Association and the American Academic Arts and Sciences Association. 
Recently, Rorty published the books Objectivity, Relativism and Truth and Essays on Heidegger 
and Others.

Barbara DaFoe Whitehead: A member of the Massachusetts Governor’s Commission of Father 
Absence and Family Support and co-director of the National Marriage Project at Rutgers 
University. Whitehead is an established scholar on issues of family and child well-being. Her 
work appears in numerous publications, including The American Enterprise; The Woodrow 
Wilson Quarterly; Reader’s Digest; and many national newspapers.

Cass Sunstein: University of Chicago professor of law and political science and member of the 
President’s Advisory Council on Public Interest Obligations of Digital Television. Sunstein deals 
with a variety of issues including constitutional law, environmental law, telecommunications and 
media law and regulatory law and policy. Sunstein recently authored, Free Markets and 
Democracy, a book arguing for a new social compact. He also frequently writes for The Atlantic 
Monthly and writes a column for The New Republic.
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Michael Sandel: Professor of Government at Harvard University, Sandel teaches political 
philosophy. Sandel was a Rhodes Scholar and is currently a member of the Board of Trustees of 
Brandeis University, the Board of Syndics of Harvard University Press, and the Council on 
Foreign Relations. Recently, Sandel published Democracy’s Discontent: America in Search of a 
Public Philosophy, a “thinking person’s guide to the current rethinking of the role of government 
in America” (George F. Will).



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Daniel W. Burkhardt ( CN=Daniel W. Burkhardt/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ] )

CREATION DATE/TIME:15-JAN-1998 14:57:47.00

SUBJECT: Re: Leaders and Thinkers Dinner Thank You Letters

To: Daniel W. Burkhardt/WHO/EOP
cc: Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./WHO/EOP
Subject: Leaders and Thinkers Dinner Thank You Letters

Benjamin Barber
1019 River Road
Piscataway, NJ 08854

Kevin S. Moran
01/15/98 01:38:03 PM 
Record Type: Record

TO: Kevin S. Moran ( CN=Kevin S. Moran/OU=WHO/O-EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

Last Wednesday the President met with 14 leaders and thinkers to talk 
about a variety of issues that he may discuss in the State of the Union. 
The President would like to have thank you notes prepared that that he can 
sign and jot personal notes on for these people. Sid Blumenthal and Rahm 
Emanuel have asked me to coordinate with you to make sure this happens. 
Rahm is particularly anxious that this be done as soon as possible. Below 
is a list of names and addresses of the people who attended. I've also 
attached a document that gives short bios for each person, as well as the 
text of a thank you letter Sid sent out. Besides the timing issue, I 
don't see any other problems. Please let me know if you have any 
questions or if you need additional information, k

TEXT:
It appears from the information that you've sent that these letters will 
have to be pretty general and largely identical given that we don't have 
any specifics on what the P discussed with each person (the bios are 
helpful but don't really provide anything we could put in a letter with 
any confidence). Is that what you are aiming for? From my experience, it 
is VERY rare that the President will jot notes on each of a batch of 

letters of this size.



Randall Kennedy
Areeda 335
Harvard Law School 
Cambridge, MS 02138

Dani Rodrik
John F. Kennedy School of Government
Harvard University
79 John F. Kennedy St.
Cambridge, MS 02138

Paula Rayman
Radcliffe Public Policy Institute
69 Brattle St.
Cambridge, MS 02138

Michael Lind
240 East 76th St. 
Apartment 8M
New York, NY 10021

Daniel Yergin
3710 Davenport St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016

Barbara DaFoe Whitehead
15 Forrest Edge Road 
Amherst, MS 01002

Albert Camarillo
Center for Comparative Studies in Race and Ethnicity
Building 240
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305-2152

Michael Sandel
Dept, of Government
Harvard University
Littaver 319
Cambridge, MS 02138

Richard Rorty
512 Cabell Hall
University of Virginia 
Charlottesville, VA 22903

Samuel Beer
2912 32nd St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016

Cass Sunstein
University of Chicago Law School
1111 East 60th St.
Chicago, Ill 60637



Bill Galston

January 8, 1997

Address

Dear NAME:

Once again, thanks.

Yours,

Sid Blumenthal and Rahm Emanuel have asked me to contact you and request 
that thank you letters be prepared for the 14 leaders

Sidney Blumenthal
Assistant to the President

I wish to thank you for your participation in the Leaders and Thinkers 
Dinner. The discussion was invaluable for the President, Vice President 
and First Lady. It was a fitting tribute to Jefferson in his dining room, 
and I suspect he wouldn ,t have minded having been the subject of some of 
the conversation.

============ ATTACHMENT 1 
ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

Patricia Williams
Columbia University Law School
435 West 116th Street
New York, NY 10027

But as stimulating as it was, the conversation only scratched the 
surface. I hope that the discussion will continue beyond the evening and 
past the White House gates. If you have any thoughts, please send them to 
me. Let ,s stay in touch.



END ATTACHMENT 1

TEXT:
Unable to convert ARMS_EXT:[ATTACH.D97]MAIL431755417.026 to ASCII, 
The following is a HEX DUMP:



Tm KERS AND LEADERS DI ER 

ATTENDEES 

Benjamin Barber: Walt Whitman Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University. A 

leading thinker on globalization and political culture, Barber has authored numerous works, 
including Jihad v. Mc World and Strong Democracy. 

Samuel Beer: Harvard professor emeritus of political philosophy, Beer is a former Rhodes 
Scholar and the author of 
numerous books, including 
the recent To Make a Nation: 
the Rediscovery of American 
Federalism. Beer is also an 
expert in trans-Atlantic 
political links. (Recently he 
has wrinen several pieces on 
Tony Blair.) 

Albert Camarillo: Director of the Stanford Center of Race and Ethnicity. Author of numerous 
books and articles on race relations, Camarillo recently published Chicano Affairs Office, a book 
dealing with the evolution of the Mexican American community. 

Bill Galston: Professor of Philosophy at the University of Maryland. 

Randell Kennedy: Kennedy is currently a professor at Harvard Law School, and a member of 
the American Law Institute and the editorial boards of The Nation, Dissent, and The American 
Prospect. He is also a trustee of Princeton University. Kennedy focuses his studies on a variety 
of issues, including contracts, freedom of expression, and the regulation of race relations. 
Kennedy recently published a book on law and race relations titled, Race, Crime and the Law. 

Michael Lind: A contributing Editor at Harper's Magazine and term member of the Council on 
Foreign Relations, Lind is an established writer and thinker on issues ranging from American 

politics and foreign policy to culture. His work has appeared in numerous national magazines, 
journals, and newspapers. A protege of both William F. Buckley Jr. and Lrving Kristo I, Lind 
broke with the conservative movement in protest over the appeasement of the resurgent far right 
by conservative intellectuals. 

Paula Rayman: Director of the Radcliffe Public Policy Institute, Rayman developed and 
directed the New Economic Equation (NEE) project to address the connected economic, 

workplace, and family concerns facing Americans today. Rayman also works extensively in 
issues related to women and science. 

Dani Rodrik: Rafiq Hariri Professor of lntemational Political Economy at the John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, Rodrik also serves as the joint editor of the Journal of Policy Reform and 

as the associate editor of the Journal of Economic Perspectives, Journal of Development 
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Patricia Williams: Professor of Law at Columbia University, Williams currently serves on the 
board of the National Organization for Women Legal Defense and Education Fund. Williams 
authors the column “Diary of a Mad Law Professor” for The Nation. Williams focuses on legal 
and racial issues. Recent publications include The Alchemy of Race and Rights and The 
Rooster’s Egg, Seeing A Color Blind Future: The Paradox of Race.

Economics, European Economic Review, Review of Economics & Statistics, and Economic 
Politics. Rodrik’s research and writing focuses on a variety of international economics issues, 
including international economic integration, the political economy of policy reform and the role 
of conflict-management institutions in determining economic performance.

Daniel Yergin: Pulitzer Prize winning author and historian, Yergin heads an international 
consulting business focused on energy industry issues. Yergin recently finished a book on the 
new economy.

Cass Sunstein: University of Chicago professor of law and political science and member of the 
President’s Advisory Council on Public Interest Obligations of Digital Television. Sunstein deals 
with a variety of issues including constitutional law, environmental law, telecommunications and 
media law and regulatory law and policy. Sunstein recently authored, Free Markets and 
Democracy, a book arguing for a new social compact. He also frequently writes for The Atlantic 
Monthly and writes a column for The New Republic.

Barbara DaFoe Whitehead: A member of the Massachusetts Governor’s Commission of Father 
Absence and Family Support and co-director of the National Marriage Project at Rutgers 
University. Whitehead is an established scholar on issues of family and child well-being. Her 
work appears in numerous publications, including The American Enterprise; The Woodrow 
Wilson Quarterly; Reader’s Digest; and many national newspapers.

Richard Rorty: Professor of Humanities at the University of Virginia, Rorty has also instructed 
philosophy at Yale University and Wellesley College. Among other honors, Rorty has been 
awarded the MacArthur and Guggenheim fellowships. Rorty is a current member of the 
American Philosophy Association and the American Academic Arts and Sciences Association. 
Recently, Rorty published the books Objectivity, Relativism and Truth and Essays on Heidegger 
and Others.
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Michael Sandel: Professor of Government at Harvard University, Sandel teaches political 
philosophy. Sandel was a Rhodes Scholar and is currently a member of the Board of Trustees of 
Brandeis University, the Board of Syndics of Harvard University Press, and the Council on 
Foreign Relations. Recently, Sandel published Democracy’s Discontent: America in Search of a 
Public Philosophy, a “thinking person’s guide to the current rethinking of the role of government 
in America” (George F. Will).



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Daniel W. Burkhardt ( CN=Daniel W. Burkhardt/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ] )

CREATION DATE/TIME:15-JAN-1998 14:59:56.00

SUBJECT: Re: Leaders and Thinkers Dinner Thank You Letters

Last Wednesday the President met with 14 leaders and thinkers to talk 
about a variety of issues that he may discuss in the State of the Union.

To: Daniel W. Burkhardt/WHO/EOP
cc: Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./WHO/EOP
Subject: Leaders and Thinkers Dinner Thank You Letters

It appears from the information that you've sent that these letters will 
have to be pretty general and largely identical given that we don't have 
any specifics on what the P discussed with each person ( the bios are 
helpful but don't really provide anything we could put in a letter with 
any confidence). Is that what you are aiming for? From my experience, it 
is VERY rare that the President will jot notes on each of a batch of 
letters of this size.

Daniel W. Burkhardt
01/15/98 02:57:40 PM 
Record Type: Record

Kevin S. Moran 
01/15/98 01:38:03 PM 
Record Type: Record

TO: Phillip Caplan ( CN=Phillip Caplan/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TEXT:
Do you know anything about this request from Kevin Moran? He is the one 
who asked for the BC Sig to Les Moonves. Does the P really want to make 
personal notes to 14 people?
-----------------------Forwarded by Daniel W. Burkhardt/WHO/EOP on
01/15/98 02:58 PM

To: Kevin S. Moran/WHO/EOP
cc:
bcc: Records Management
Subject: Re: Leaders and Thinkers Dinner Thank You Letters



The President would like to have thank you notes prepared that that he can 
sign and jot personal notes on for these people. Sid Blumenthal and Rahm 
Emanuel have asked me to coordinate with you to make sure this happens. 
Rahm is particularly anxious that this be done as soon as possible. Below 
is a list of names and addresses of the people who attended. I've also 
attached a document that gives short bios for each person, as well as the 
text of a thank you letter Sid sent out. Besides the timing issue, I 
don't see any other problems. Please let me know if you have any 
questions or if you need additional information. k 

Benjamin Barber 
IO I 9 River Road 
Piscataway, NJ 08854 

Samuel Beer 
2912 32nd St., .W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016 

Albert Camarillo 
Center for Comparative Studies in Race and Ethnicity 
Building 240 
Stanford University 
Stanford, CA 94305-2152 

Michael Lind 
240 East 76th St. 
Apartment 8M 
New York, NY 10021 

Randall Kennedy 
Areeda 335 
Harvard Law School 
Cambridge, MS 02 I 38 

Paula Rayman 
Radcliffe Public Policy Institute 
69 Brattle St. 
Cambridge, MS 02138 

Dani Rodrik 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University 
79 John F. Kennedy St. 
Cambridge, MS 02138 

Richard Rorty 
512 Cabell Hall 
University of Virginia 
Charlottesville, VA 22903 

Michael Sandel 



Dept. of Government 
Harvard University 
Littaver 319 
Cambridge, MS 02138 

Cass Sunstein 
University of Chicago Law School 
I 111 East 60th St. 
Chicago, Ill 60637 

Barbara DaFoe Whitehead 
15 F arrest Edge Road 
Amherst, MS O I 002 

Daniel Yergin 
3710 Davenport St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016 

Patricia Williams 
Columbia University Law School 
435 West I 16th Street 
New York, NY I 0027 

Bill Galston 

January 8, 1997 

Address 

Dear NAME: 

l wish to thank you for your participation in the Leaders and Thinkers
Dinner. The discussion was invaluable for the President, Vice President
and First Lady. lt was a fitting tribute to Jefferson in his dining room,
and I suspect he wouldn ,t have minded having been the subject of some of
the conversation.

But as stimulating as it was, the conversation only scratched the 
surface. I hope that the discussion will continue beyond the evening and 
past the White House gates. If you have any thoughts, please send them to 
me. Let ,s stay in touch. 

Once again, thanks. 

Yours, 

Sidney Blumenthal 
Assistant to the President 



Sid Blumenthal and Rahm Emanuel have asked me to contact you and request 
that thank you letters be prepared for the 14 leaders 

========= ATTACHMENT I ========= 
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Bill Galston: Professor of Philosophy at the University of Maryland.

Thinkers and Leaders Dinner 
Attendees

Benjamin Barber: Walt Whitman Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University. A 
leading thinker on globalization and political culture. Barber has authored numerous works, 
including Jihad v. McWorld and Strong Democracy.

Randell Kennedy: Kennedy is currently a professor at Harvard Law School, and a member of 
the American Law Institute and the editorial boards of The Nation, Dissent, and The American 
Prospect. He is also a trustee of Princeton University. Kennedy focuses his studies on a variety 
of issues, including contracts, freedom of expression, and the regulation of race relations. 
Kennedy recently published a book on law and race relations titled, Race, Crime and the Law.

Albert Camarillo: Director of the Stanford Center of Race and Ethnicity. Author of numerous 
books and articles on race relations, Camarillo recently published Chicano Affairs Office, a book 
dealing with the evolution of the Mexican American community.

Paula Rayman: Director of the Radcliffe Public Policy Institute, Rayman developed and 
directed the New Economic Equation (NEE) project to address the connected economic, 
workplace, and family concerns facing Americans today. Rayman also works extensively in 
issues related to women and science.

Samuel Beer: Harvard professor emeritus of political philosophy, Beer is a former Rhodes
Scholar and the author of 
numerous books, including 
the recent To Make a Nation: 
the Rediscovery of American 
Federalism. Beer is also an 
expert in trans-Atlantic 
political links. (Recently he 
has written several pieces on 
Tony Blair.)

Michael Lind: A contributing Editor at Harper’s Magazine and term member of the Council on 
Foreign Relations, Lind is an established writer and thinker on issues ranging from American 
politics and foreign policy to culture. His work has appeared in numerous national magazines, 
journals, and newspapers. A protege of both William F. Buckley Jr. and Irving Kristol, Lind 
broke with the conservative movement in protest over the appeasement of the resurgent far right 
by conservative intellectuals.

Dani Rodrik: Rafiq Hariri Professor of International Political Economy at the John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, Rodrik also serves as the joint editor of the Journal of Policy Reform and 
as the associate editor of the Journal of Economic Perspectives, Journal of Development
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Economics, European Economic Review, Review of Economics & Statistics, and Economic 
Politics. Rodrik’s research and writing focuses on a variety of international economics issues, 
including international economic integration, the political economy of policy reform and the role 
of conflict-management institutions in determining economic performance.

Michael Sandel: Professor of Government at Harvard University, Sandel teaches political 
philosophy. Sandel was a Rhodes Scholar and is currently a member of the Board of Trustees of 
Brandeis University, the Board of Syndics of Harvard University Press, and the Council on 
Foreign Relations. Recently, Sandel published Democracy’s Discontent: America in Search of a 
Public Philosophy, a “thinking person’s guide to the current rethinking of the role of government 
in America” (George F. Will).

Cass Sunstein: University of Chicago professor of law and political science and member of the 
President’s Advisory Council on Public Interest Obligations of Digital Television. Sunstein deals 
with a variety of issues including constitutional law, environmental law, telecommunications and 
media law and regulatory law and policy. Sunstein recently authored, Free Markets and 
Democracy, a book arguing for a new social compact. He also frequently writes for The Atlantic 
Monthly and writes a column for The New Republic.

Patricia Williams: Professor of Law at Columbia University, Williams currently serves on the 
board of the National Organization for Women Legal Defense and Education Fund. Williams 
authors the column “Diary of a Mad Law Professor” for The Nation. Williams focuses on legal 
and racial issues. Recent publications include The Alchemy of Race and Rights and The 
Rooster’s Egg, Seeing A Color Blind Future: The Paradox of Race.

Barbara DaFoe Whitehead: A member of the Massachusetts Governor’s Commission of Father 
Absence and Family Support and co-director of the National Marriage Project at Rutgers 
University. Whitehead is an established scholar on issues of family and child well-being. Her 
work appears in numerous publications, including The American Enterprise; The Woodrow 
Wilson Quarterly; Reader’s Digest; and many national newspapers.

Daniel Yergin: Pulitzer Prize winning author and historian, Yergin heads an international 
consulting business focused on energy industry issues. Yergin recently finished a book on the 
new economy.
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Richard Rorty: Professor of Humanities at the University of Virginia, Rorty has also instructed 
philosophy at Yale University and Wellesley College. Among other honors, Rorty has been 
awarded the MacArthur and Guggenheim fellowships. Rorty is a current member of the 
American Philosophy Association and the American Academic Arts and Sciences Association. 
Recently, Rorty published the books Objectivity, Relativism and Truth and Essays on Heidegger 
and Others.



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Daniel W. Burkhardt ( CN=Daniel W. Burkhardt/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ] )

CREATION DATE/TIME:15-JAN-1998 15:14:50.00

SUBJECT: Leaders and Thinkers Dinner Thank You Letters

Albert Camarillo

To: Daniel W. Burkhardt/WHO/EOP
cc: Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./WHO/EOP
Subject: Leaders and Thinkers Dinner Thank You Letters

Benjamin Barber
1019 River Road
Piscataway, NJ 08854

Last Wednesday the President met with 14 leaders and thinkers to talk 
about a variety of issues that he may discuss in the State of the Union. 
The President would like to have thank you notes prepared that that he can 
sign and jot personal notes on for these people. Sid Blumenthal and Rahm 
Emanuel have asked me to coordinate with you to make sure this happens. 
Rahm is particularly anxious that this be done as soon as possible. Below 
is a list of names and addresses of the people who attended. I've also 
attached a document that gives short bios for each person, as well as the 
text of a thank you letter Sid sent out. Besides the timing issue, I 
don't see any other problems. Please let me know if you have any 
questions or if you need additional information, k

Kevin S. Moran
01/15/98 01:38:03 PM 
Record Type: Record

TO: Reuben L. Musgrave Jr. ( CN=Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TEXT:
as per my other email, draft a single ty so that we can generate the 14 
letters by cob tomorrow, i think this is doable with an identical letter. 
........ Forwarded by Daniel W. Burkhardt/WHO/EOP on 
01/15/98 03:1 1 PM.....................................

Samuel Beer
2912 32nd St.,N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016



Randall Kennedy
Areeda 335
Harvard Law School 
Cambridge, MS 02138

Center for Comparative Studies in Race and Ethnicity 
Building 240
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305-2152

Paula Rayman
Radcliffe Public Policy Institute
69 Brattle St.
Cambridge, MS 02138

Michael Lind
240 East 76th St. 
Apartment 8M
New York, NY 10021

Daniel Yergin
3710 Davenport St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20016

Michael Sandel
Dept, of Government
Harvard University
Littaver 319
Cambridge, MS 02138

Barbara DaFoe Whitehead
15 Forrest Edge Road 
Amherst, MS 01002

Dani Rodrik
John F. Kennedy School of Government
Harvard University
79 John F. Kennedy St.
Cambridge, MS 02138

Cass Sunstein
University of Chicago Law School
1111 East 60th St.
Chicago, 111 60637

Patricia Williams
Columbia University Law School
435 West 116th Street
New York, NY 10027

Richard Rorty
512 Cabell Hall
University of Virginia 
Charlottesville, VA 22903



Bill Galston

January 8, 1997

Address

Dear NAME:

Once again, thanks.

Yours,

END ATTACHMENT 1

Sidney Blumenthal
Assistant to the President

Sid Blumenthal and Rahm Emanuel have asked me to contact you and request 
that thank you letters be prepared for the 14 leaders

I wish to thank you for your participation in the Leaders and Thinkers 
Dinner. The discussion was invaluable for the President, Vice President 
and First Lady. It was a fitting tribute to Jefferson in his dining room, 
and I suspect he wouldn ,t have minded having been the subject of some of 
the conversation.

—-------- == ATTACHMENT 1
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But as stimulating as it was, the conversation only scratched the 
surface. I hope that the discussion will continue beyond the evening and 
past the White House gates. If you have any thoughts, please send them to 
me. Let ,s stay in touch.



Bill Galston: Professor of Philosophy at the University of Maryland.

Thinkers and Leaders Dinner

Attendees

Benjamin Barber: Walt Whitman Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University. A 
leading thinker on globalization and political culture, Barber has authored numerous works, 
including Jihad v. McWorld and Strong Democracy.

Randell Kennedy: Kennedy is currently a professor at Harvard Law School, and a member of 
the American Law Institute and the editorial boards of The Nation, Dissent, and The American 
Prospect. He is also a trustee of Princeton University. Kennedy focuses his studies on a variety 
of issues, including contracts, freedom of expression, and the regulation of race relations. 
Kennedy recently published a book on law and race relations titled, Race, Crime and the Law.

Samuel Beer: Harvard professor emeritus of political philosophy, Beer is a former Rhodes
Scholar and the author of 
numerous books, including 
the recent To Make a Nation: 
the Rediscovery of American 
Federalism. Beer is also an 
expert in trans-Atlantic 
political links. (Recently he 
has written several pieces on 
Tony Blair.)

Dani Rodrik: Rafiq Hariri Professor of International Political Economy at the John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, Rodrik also serves as the joint editor of the Journal of Policy Reform and 
as the associate editor of the Journal of Economic Perspectives, Journal of Development

Albert Camarillo: Director of the Stanford Center of Race and Ethnicity. Author of numerous 
books and articles on race relations, Camarillo recently published Chicano Affairs Office, a book 
dealing with the evolution of the Mexican American community.

Michael Lind: A contributing Editor at Harper’s Magazine and term member of the Council on 
Foreign Relations, Lind is an established writer and thinker on issues ranging from American 
politics and foreign policy to culture. His work has appeared in numerous national magazines, 
journals, and newspapers. A protege of both William F. Buckley Jr. and Irving Kristol, Lind 
broke with the conservative movement in protest over the appeasement of the resurgent far right 
by conservative intellectuals.

Paula Rayman: Director of the Radcliffe Public Policy Institute, Rayman developed and 
directed the New Economic Equation (NEE) project to address the connected economic, 
workplace, and family concerns facing Americans today. Rayman also works extensively in 
issues related to women and science.
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Patricia Williams: Professor of Law at Columbia University, Williams currently serves on the 
board of the National Organization for Women Legal Defense and Education Fund, Williams 
authors the column “Diary of a Mad Law Professor” for The Nation. Williams focuses on legal 
and racial issues. Recent publications include The Alchemy of Race and Rights and The 
Rooster's Egg, Seeing A Color Blind Future: The Paradox of Race.

Barbara DaFoe Whitehead: A member of the Massachusetts Governor’s Commission of Father 
Absence and Family Support and co-director of the National Marriage Project at Rutgers 
University. Whitehead is an established scholar on issues of family and child well-being. Her 
work appears in numerous publications, including The American Enterprise; The Woodrow 
Wilson Quarterly; Reader’s Digest; and many national newspapers.

Economics, European Economic Review, Review of Economics & Statistics, and Economic 
Politics. Rodrik’s research and writing focuses on a variety of international economics issues, 
including international economic integration, the political economy of policy reform and the role 
of conflict-management institutions in determining economic performance.

Daniel Yergin: Pulitzer Prize winning author and historian, Yergin heads an international 
consulting business focused on energy industry issues. Yergin recently finished a book on the 

new economy.

Richard Rorty: Professor of Humanities at the University of Virginia, Rorty has also instructed 
philosophy at Yale University and Wellesley College. Among other honors, Rorty has been 
awarded the MacArthur and Guggenheim fellowships. Rorty is a current member of the 
American Philosophy Association and the American Academic Arts and Sciences Association. 
Recently, Rorty published the books Objectivity, Relativism and Truth and Essays on Heidegger 
and Others.

Cass Sunstein: University of Chicago professor of law and political science and member of the 
President’s Advisory Council on Public Interest Obligations of Digital Television. Sunstein deals 
with a variety of issues including constitutional law, environmental law, telecommunications and 
media law and regulatory law and policy. Sunstein recently authored, Free Markets and 
Democracy, a book arguing for a new social compact. He also frequently writes for The Atlantic 
Monthly and writes a column for The New Republic.
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Michael Sandel: Professor of Government at Harvard University, Sandel teaches political 
philosophy. Sandel was a Rhodes Scholar and is currently a member of the Board of Trustees of 
Brandeis University, the Board of Syndics of Harvard University Press, and the Council on 
Foreign Relations. Recently, Sandel published Democracy’s Discontent: America in Search of a 
Public Philosophy, a “thinking person’s guide to the current rethinking of the role of government 
in America” (George F. Will).



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Kevin S. Moran ( CN=Kevin S. Moran/OU:=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ])

CREATION DATE/TIME:21-JAN-1998 09:46:34.00

SUBJECT: Here's the list.

Salutory NameFull Title and Name

Professor Benjamin Barber Ben

Professor Samuel Beer Professor Beer

Professor CamarilloProfessor Albert Camarillo

BillProfessor William Galston

Professor KennedyProfessor Randall Kennedy

Mr. LindMr. Michael Lind

Dr. Paula Rayman Dr. Rayman

Professor RodrikProfessor Dani Rodrik

Professor RortyProfessor Richard Rorty

Professor SandelProfessor Michael Sandel

Professor SunsteinProfessor Cass Sunstein

Mrs. Barbara DaFoe Whitehead Mrs. Whitehead

Professor WilliamsProfessor Patricia Williams

Mr. Daniel Yergin Mr. Yergin

TO: Reuben L. Musgrave Jr. ( CN=Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TEXT:
The addresses look good except for the MSs which, as you noted should be 
MAs. k



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Reuben L. Musgrave Jr. ( CN=Reuben L. Musgrave Jr./OU-WHO/O-EOP [ WHO ] )

CREATION DATE/TIME:21-JAN-1998 11:02:40.00

SUBJECT: Re: Here's the list.

Dear Randall:

Reuben

Thanks for the list. Can you check one more thing for us? We seldom say 
"Dear Professor Smith" in the salutation, unless it's a sign of respect 
because the prof is OLD. Are any of these in that category, or can we 
just go ahead and use first names (as shown below)?

Is this OK? Also, are you still working on having Sid clear the 
language? Thanks -

Professor Randall Kennedy
Areeda 335
Harvard Law School
Cambridge, MA 02138

TEXT:
Hi, Kevin -

TO: Kevin S. Moran ( CN=Kevin S. Moran/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN
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SUBJECT: Leaders and Thinkers dinner

AM

THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

Internal Transcript January 7, 1998

The Blue Room

8:37 P.M. EST

TEXT:
How shall we circulate this?
................................Forwarded by Ruby Shamir/WHO/EOP on 01/21/98 07:38

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
AT LEADERS AND THINKERS DINNER

MR. BLUMENTHAL: We have with us this evening historians 
and philosophers, political scientists and legal scholars, economists 
and sociologists. You arrive here at the White House at a time of 
momentum and possibility for progressive reform. This White House 
has turned into a vital center for national debate. And I'd just 
like to talk about just what's happened over the past couple weeks, 

SUNTUM_M@A1
01/16/98 01:19:00 PM

Record Type: Record

TO: Sidney Blumenthal ( CN=Sidney Blumenthal/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

To: Ruby Shamir, Lori L. Anderson 
cc:
Subject: Leaders and Thinkers dinner



very, very, briefly.

THE PRESIDENT: We told you first. (Laughter.)

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Thank you, Mr. President.

5

5

the topic as we go along, so we cover a good deal of ground. And a 
lot of these questions will be the under-girding, thematically, to 
the State of the Union.

I've spoken to all of you recently and I want to remind 
you to be frank, direct, conversational, adventurous and, above all, 
pithy. Anyone who wants to speak should let me know by raising a 
hand or nodding, and I'll make sure you get your chance. I'll change 

Now, for our guests, some ground rules of this 
discussion. You are not here to provide lists of policy 
prescriptions — though, they're welcome -- but something larger — 
your illumination on important questions that confront our country. 
And 1 should tell you that they are going to be preserved for 
prosperity in the Clinton library because we plan to tape this 
discussion — (laughter) —

On January 3rd, we announced the greatest increase in 
funding for the Peace Corps since the 1960s, since it was founded. 
On January 6th, as if this were all tax spend, the White House could 
announce that the deficit is expected to be less than $22 billion. 
You know, when the President came in he was informed by the outgoing 
Budget Director that the budget deficit at this point was expected to 
be $357 billion. The next day, the President announced an expansion 
of Medicare, to include those who may not be covered, ages 55 to 65.

Since Christmas alone, this White House has really been 
an engine of social policy. Just starting on Christmas Day, when the 
White House announced a record increase in funding for the homeless, 
followed two days later by an expansion of Medicare benefits for 39 
million Medicare beneficiaries who are guaranteed regular tests for 
cancer. The next day, the White House announced an increase in 
spending on food inspection and safety, which makes this an increase 
of 60 percent under this administration. Two days later, we 
announced a 35 percent increase in spending for treatment infected 
with the virus that causes AIDS.

And, today, we have announced the largest single 
investment in child care in the nation's history. So you are really 
present at a moment of great public action. For the senior staff 
assembled here, I feel safe in saying that we anticipate a truly 
significant State of the Union address, charting the territory into 
the 21st century.



It's a lot of questions, but if you could lead us off.

MR. BLUMENTHAL: I thought so.

I think that's what happened when we had to deal with 
slavery and separatism during the Civil War. I think that's what's 
happened when we had to deal with all the good and bad consequences

But let me just offer a couple of very brief 
observations. I think that in a very real sense the history of 
America is the story of how we have been about the business of 
forming a more perfect union. And that, essentially, at critical 
junctures along the way we have been called upon to redefine what 
America means and, therefore, what it means to be an American in ways 
that strengthen the union and extend the constitution to the current 
set of facts.

THE PRESIDENT: A lot of you who have been here before 
know that I basically believe that I think that this period is in 
some instances without parallel, but most like the transformation 
from the agricultural to the industrial society that occurred over a 
long period of time but resulted in, among other things, the 
presidencies of Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson. And were not 
arguably - that the issues raised by it were arguably not fully 
resolved until the presidency of Franklin Roosevelt and two New Deals 
and the advent of World War II.

But let me basically say a couple of things. The wrap 
on our administration is that we get a whole lot of things done, but 
they all seem like they're small and incremental and there's no 
larger vision. I never heard that in '91 and '92 when I was 
campaigning. And a lot of times now I talk about larger vision in 
every speech and it never gets reported on, and then the people that 
don't report it say that. But they may be right, I may be incapable 
of, or at least so far have failed to present to the American people 
the larger framework in which these specific things are occurring.

The President, the First Lady and the Vice President can 
jump into the head of the line any time they want in the discussion, 
and in that spirit, Mr. President, if you don't mind, I'd like to 
start with you.

Would you share your views with us on the following 
question: What are your thoughts -- and perhaps you can set us off 
on whether or not this a period of transformation similar to the 
Industrial Revolution; and what are the social and political 
parallels between this period and others? Is this a period, do you 
think, similar to that of the turn of the 20th century when, in a 
time of relative prosperity, inequities and insecurities grew and led 
to reform — let's not forget advanced by the White House. And is 
this a new time for some sort of new social contract?

THE PRESIDENT: Well, the pithy response is yes, yes, 
yes. (Laughter.)



J

And a lot of these processes have been underway for 
quite a long time, as they often are. But basically we've had one 
foot in the 21st century for several years now. But that's what I 
think — so I think this is truly a historic time with a historic set 
of challenges and opportunities for the United States.

And I think now when the Republicans won the Congress 
they made explicit that their view was that the government was 
inherently bad and it ought to be weakened at the expense -- to 
strengthen the market and the forces of private power and influence. 
And I think that the fight over the Contract on America proved that 
the American people agreed with me. So they're trying to fuzz up the 

argument.

So on balance 1 feel very good about what's been 
accomplished in the last five years and I'm very upbeat about the 
agenda we have for the next three. But I do think it's important to 
try to give the American people confidence and optimism that can 
sustain us for the next three years and have them be able to say 
around the coffee tables of their houses and work places and cafes, 
essentially what the heck is going on now and what the government is 
supposed to be doing about it. And I think that, you know, I've not 

of the Industrial Revolution. I think that's what happened when we 
had to come to grips with totalitarianism* in the form first of the 
fascists and then of the communists. 1 think it's what happened when 
we had to deal with race and, to a much smaller extent, poverty, in 
the Civil Rights revolution. And I think that's what happens now 
—we have to deal with globalization and the attendant revolution in 
information and technology and science, with all the good things that 
it brings and all the new challenges that it brings.

I believe we have made significant ground in the last 
few years in proving that government could be trusted to be an 
instrument of the public good. I agree also that people don't 
necessarily have a new, "articuable" consensus about what the role of 
government is and what the nature of this time is and how we get the 
benefits of it while dealing frankly with the insecurities and 
uncertainties, which this huge level of change has unleashed, and the 
fears that people have that basically our democratic values cannot be 
preserved in the face of rapidly moving global markets.

I think if you look at the political history of our 
country you see that generally we have been stabilized by two 
competing political views, one of which attempted to be the voice of 
the nation and the voice of extending the Constitution to its logical 
conclusion; and the other, which warned of the dangers of the 
government. 1 think ever since Woodrow Wilson basically the 
Democratic Party has largely been the voice of the nation and trying 
to strengthen it and extend the guarantees of the Constitution - 
weakened by some of the problems which are obvious in the last 
several elections.



succeeded in doing that yet — which is one reason I couldn't past 
fast track, I hadn't been able to sell anybody on the inextricable 
links between foreign policy, domestic policy, international economic 
policy and domestic economic policy.

Q These are two points - one is pretty adventurous, 
it comes from Roosevelt, who said, we must lay hold of the fact that 
the laws of economics are not made by nature, they are made by human 
beings. And what Roosevelt was really trying to do was to undue the 
opposition between government and markets, on the theory that you 
can't have markets without government. No one is against government 
intervention, certainly not the Republicans.

Q I'm reluctant, Mr. President, to complicate your
task, especially for a Democrat. But in some ways the challenge that 
you face and that we face now is more difficult than the one that 
Theodore Roosevelt and Herbert Crowley (phonetic) and Woodrow Wilson 
and all those folks were struggling with back then. The similarity 
is then, as now, the scope of the economy had outgrown and outrun the 
terms of democratic politics, which were still organized locally -- 
people took their bearings and their sense of identity and community 
from decentralized democratic institutions for the economy to become 
national. And they were struggling, and we're struggling, about how 
to ease the gap, heal the gap between the scale of the economy and 
the terms of democratic politics and political authority.

Their solution in a way was simpler than our solution 
can be. Because their solution, the solution of progressive 
politics, of the 60 or 70 years that followed, was to build up the 
national government; and not just to build up the national government 
as a counter poise* to economic power, but also to cultivate a sense 
of national community, to support a strong national government. And 
this goes back to Herbert Crowley and Sam Veer (phonetic), who 
emphasized that this is really the genius of the progressive response 
internationally — a sense the community had to keep up with the 
political institutions which were trying to match the economy.

But now the economy is global, our gap is different.
And if we simply follow their logic we would have to do what to some 
extent we are doing, building transnational institutions and 
conventions and agreements — from NAFTA to Kyoto to International 
Human Rights accords. But the terms of political community can't be 
stretched for all purposes to that extent, which is why people these 
days are talking so much about the institutions of civil society, 
forms of political —* and democratic authority -- closer to home 
families, neighborhoods, schools, congregations and so on.

So it seems to me your challenge, our challenge, is to 
be able to do both at once — enlarge the horizons of democratic 
political authority; while at the same time filling in the 
intermediate institutions and forms of political community, without 
which the American people are never going to identify with those 
vacant structures.



Q (Inaudible.)

I think it's a fundamental mistake to think that the 
effort is that of the natural citizenship began with Herbert Crowley 
and Teddy Roosevelt, and with the founding of the Republic. And 
Jefferson's words himself, when he said, "one people," in the

Q — with whom I agree so much, like any teacher, how 
much I disagree.

There is a fire in the Hamptons --1 think you were 
involved in this, I was, too, I was in the Hamptons. There's a fire 
in the Hamptons and the property owners in the Hamptons, not poor 
people, needed government protection, local, state and national, to 
get their property protected. And that's not exotic, that happens 
every day, that government intervention is necessary to protect 
ourselves from private violence or public violence. So this idea 
that government intervention is a bad thing, Republicans can't 
believe that, no one can believe that.

To expand that a little bit, the same point, liberty in 
a way depends on taxes. If we don't have a well funded government 
that's able to protect people in their private domain, we can't be 
free. So this government intervention versus markets opposition, 
which Reagan really got going, it's destructive confusion. No one 
who is committed to markets is against government intervention.

And what we need and what we're starting to get is much 
less in the way of government commands and rigid responses that are 
insensitive to incentives, and much more in the way of two things: 
information and economic instruments in the form of taxes and 
subsidies. And the thing that's being glimpsed, I think, and that's 
really, really good, is a commitment to social values of the New Deal 
-- which were actually Madison's also — while at the same time a 
belief that we need institutions that have the kind of flexibility 
and adaptive potential of economic incentives, and not rigid 
dictates. And that's the large thing that's emerging hasn't gotten 
attention yet, but it's on the horizon.

The second point really is responsive to what Michael 
said and what you said, Mr. President, which is that one way of 
thinking about the largeness of these supposedly small initiatives is 
to say that they're an effort to keep faith with the New Deal and the 
great society under social and economic circumstances that are 
extremely different and that call for non-dinosaur institutions. And 
so what we have still, after a few years of this presidency, is 
institutions that are very poorly adapted for the international 
market and for our own domestic market.

THE PRESIDENT: We've tried to talk about it in those 
terms, but 1 don't think we've registered.

Q After those kind remarks from Michael, I obviously 
have to --



Q I did.

THE PRESIDENT: I was telling somebody today, I finally 
started reading the history of America between the Civil War and

THE PRESIDENT: Well, you grew up in a small town in 
Ohio, right?

Declaration. We're already a people, we discovered that we’re a 
people. We created a constitution, a federation and a constitution. 
But, above all, we're using these instruments and a great line,** the 
ancestors of the Republicans. And nothing infuriates a Republican 
more than the way the Republicans sell off the best part of their 
heritage— which comes from Alexander Hamilton and Daniel Webster and 
McLean, not to mention Abraham Lincoln and the enormously 
constructive work that the Republican Party in directing the 
development of the country after the Civil War.

So he is right. The question can you do it with talking
— (inaudible) with acting. And competent education is the common 
prescription. But I don't know anyone who is better qualified, 
certainly any President as well qualified as you to handle this. 
You've got more sensitivity, you've got more background. And you're 
so right to make this central. (Inaudible) — to solve this by 
decentralization or (inaudible). It was precisely in decentralized 
federal America that this vice spread and survived. And as a small 
town boy who's only too complacent about his small town background, I 
found an anti-localist. I mean, we were proud of what we did because 
we thought we were the best people in the country. (Inaudible.)

And we have the same task of making the union more 
perfect. This is just what the President said in his San Diego —** 
problem of change or, rather, the old ones emerge. And now the most 
of their problem, the problem of race, which is what he -*. It's 
not just race, it's a problem of blacks and whites. And you have to 
be perfectly frank about that. That's it. And this is not just our 
problem, this is a world problem. And we are the leaders. If we 
don't tackle this, nobody will. And -* because we have to set the 
example. And fortunately, economic things in such balance it could 
have a little leeway and he's trying now through talking. And 
there's always a problem about talking. You know, these marriage 
therapists say to you, got a problem with your wife? Talk it over. 
That's known as quarreling. (Laughter.) And I say the thing to do 
is go do something, when some friends of ours have trouble. They 
haven't said to go and join a choral society. (Laughter.)

That's why 1 think the armed services are a great 
example, because they have a mission and you can see who's performing 
and you can measure people and the color and the — (inaudible) — 
for you. I can't tell you how proud I was in 1975, that parade 
through Lexington. Every float was segregated, they were all white 
- except the armed services, every one of them was integrated. 
We've done — and you pointed that out — I remember how hard it was 
in the Army, and saw it going on.
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Q There were some very good presidents -

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, there were. They were.

World War I. And the way I got it figured, if you grew up in a small 
town in Ohio and you wore a Union uniform, you had about a one in 10 
chance of being elected President. (Laughter.) Every President we 
had was a Union soldier from Ohio.

Q Sam Veer and Michael Sandel (phonetic) and 1 are 
all fans of Herbert Crowley. I think the most important thing in 
Crowley's book is saying that the transition to an industrial society 
means that the government has to ensure a redistribution of wealth. 
I think that was the central thesis of the American Left, up until 
the '60s, when the Left sort of disappeared.

It seems to me that globalization is, in fact, and in 
the minds of most poor Americans, going to increase the tendency of 
the rich to get richer and the poor to get poorer. It's going to be 
seen, as the press were seeing, as a way of making it possible for 
decision-makers in Zurich and Singapore to put people out of work in 
Pennsylvania.

I think that despite everything one can say about 
government already being big enough, Crowley is still right, 
redistribution of wealth will only be accomplished through 
governmental action. I have no idea what the equivalent of the 
redistributive measures that were performed in the 50 years between 
Crowley and the '60s can be in an age of globalization; but I think 
that seeing that globalization doesn't make the poor poorer and 
divide the country into two nations is probably the first priority.

THE PRESIDENT: Well, let me just briefly respond to
that. Somebody wrote a piece in the New York Times a couple of years 
ago that said that I had a great stealth poverty policy, I just 
didn't talk about it. But when we raised the taxes on the upper 
one-and-a-half percent of the American people in 1993, and doubled 
the earned income tax credit so that today it amounts to a tax cut of 
$1,000 a year on any family of four with an income of under $30,000, 
that was the biggest redistributive thing that had been done in 
America in over two decades.

Now, since then, we have raised the minimum wage, we've 
passed the child tax credit and we've done some other things that I 
think help. But the one thing that I think is important to know - 
you talked about how this redistribution thing went on over a period 
of decades. When you have a change in the economic paradigm, if the 
government follows bad policies it can make it worse. I think the 
Reagan-Bush economic policies exaggerated the inequality. But I 
believe if a liberal Democrat had been President inequality would 
have increased when the economic paradigm changed, in the absence of 
dramatic measures to the contrary, because new kinds of skills get



rewarded.

9

Q I basically agree with you, Mr. President, about 
the parallel, historical parallel between late 20th century America 
and if were to project back in time 100 years ago, the fundamental 
changes that were sweeping the nation economically, in terms of our 
industrial foundation with a new industrial economy.

But something else that comes to mind when you think 
about these two historical periods together, there was, 100 years 
ago, enormous anxiety and fear about change. People were reacting to 
change, almost irrational fear about change. And 1 think we see some 
of that today, as we saw it 100 years ago. A hundred years ago the 
nation was reacting to the enormous tidal wave of immigrants from 
Europe, eastern and southern Europe. We see this today, certainly in 
a state like California, where I'm from.

But I think we've got to recognize that we have a lot of 
people in this country that are almost dysfunctional in the kind of 
economy we're living in. We've got to give them the capacity to be 
more than they can be right now.

And we have the education premium, the skills premium, 
for example, today, as compared with 30 years ago, is breathtakingly 
different. So the one other thing we've got to do is to change the 
job mix in the country, change the investment incentives for the 
people that are left behind and dramatically universalize high 
quality education. I do not believe that we have the power through 
tax policy alone to restore equality without having more widely 
dispersed skills and a higher level of them. I may be wrong, but 
that's what I believe based not only my study of history, but my 
analysis of the present situation. And I say that having affected 
the biggest redistribution of wealth that there maybe one of the 
things that cost us the Congress, because people didn't understand 
it. But it was a big redistribution of wealth and I'm proud of it, 
and I was glad to pay my extra taxes. And it helped to get the 
deficit down and got the economy going again.

Part of it is based on irrational fear. But I think 
part of it is based on not being able to cope with change. So here's 
the challenge I think that you face and your administration faces: 
how do you convince the American public that the government is best 
situated to facilitate that change; and that change need not be 
feared, that it can be embraced. And we are positioned, even though 
we live in an extremely complex society, for the government to be the 
engineer of that change, and the President and his administration the 
head of that — (inaudible). That's a hard sell to the American 
public, because I think there continues to be a great amount of fear 
about changing society, changing economy, changing job, labor market. 
But I see it as an enormously important part of American democracy in 
the next century.



THE PRESIDENT: If you go back to what - just very 
briefly I'm going to try to spark — go back to what Cass (phonetic) 
said about how we're trying to find less bureaucratic answers with 
democratic values to build a common society and preserve the social 
contract.

If you think about the New Deal and afterward, in the 
'50s and '60s, the world that most of us grew up in or lived a lot of 
our adult lives in — we basically had Social Security and Medicare 
for people who worked their way, all through their lives, and then 
they went out of the work force because of their age. And we had a 
welfare state, if you will, of some significance, if people fell out 
of the work force. And then we had an unemployment system if they 
were temporarily out of the work force because of the business cycle 
we thought they'd already come back in.

Q I think we all share the view that - I shouldn't 
presume that, but from what I've heard -- the view that you have that 
markets cannot exist independently (inaudible) of social 
institutions, safety nets, the military structure, structures of 
distribution and so forth. And I think the issue that globalization 
and this process of rapid change is bringing to the fore is, I think 
Michael Sendel (sp) put it very nicely, is whether these forces are 
now extending beyond the national status and therefore you can no 
longer have nation states or the national governments perform these 
roles because the scope of the market has gone beyond that.

Right now, more and more jobs feel like free agencies 
and pro athletes - I saw somebody wrote that -- the difference is 
you didn't make $3 million last year so you've got to find something 
to do tomorrow. And so what we've tried to do with health care, with 
retirement, with lifetime access to education, with all these, is to 
try to create a more flexible, if you will, safety net to preserve 
the social contract for people who are dislocated by change, so they 
can move more quickly and more fully back into the normal mainstream 
when they fall out. Because you're going to have people moving in 
and out in ways that are different from the way they used to.

Nobody's commented on this now, but one huge difference 
between now and a hundred years ago is the dramatic difference in the 
role of women in our economic and social life, which aggravates 
almost all these trends we're talking about

Let me make a distinction between two different 
questions. One is whether the internationalization of markets has 
increased in the last two or three decades, and certainly the answer 
to that question is certainly yes. A separate question is whether 
the whole world economy has become such a unified, single market 
that, in fact, national governments are virtually powerless to shape

As an economist, I'm used to bringing the dismal 
message, but I think here actually there is a more pleasant message 
from economics. And that sort of downplays the role of globalization 
in this.



THE VICE PRESIDENT: Is that true in the United States?

I think the positive message that comes from that is 
that not only is there still a very important role for the national 
government in terms of providing these institutions, these safety 
nets, these regulatory institutions and (inaudible) but the nation 
state actually still has the power to do that. And I think if we 
forget that then we are going into a mode of defeatism and just 
throwing our hands and saying that the requirements of 
competitiveness, requirements of the world market forbid us from 
doing this or that, whereas I think the appropriate way of looking at 
what's going on is that there are — still national governments still 
retain considerable degree of autonomy.

And I just wanted to say that because I think we have to 
view what's going on in its appropriate context. I've written on 
issues that sort of suggest that globalization is creating a lot of 
important social problems. I also believe that in fact national 
governments retain substantial degree of autonomy to actually deal 
with these things. And with some help from (inaudible) at the 
international level (inaudible) which is a whole separate issue.

Q And the height of the gold standard at the turn of 
the 19th century, the present century, if you look at the volume of 
capitalist (inaudible) across countries in relation to the national 
income, or if you look at flows of trade in relation to national 
income -- they've often exceeded the levels that we observe today. 
That's what I meant.

Q On this informational question, if I could impose 
on Dan Juergen (sp) and see if he has anything to add just on this. 
And I'll call on you in order anyway.

Q For the United States in terms of trade, the 
openness is only slightly above the level that prevailed before World 
War I. In terms of capital flows, it's actually less, in terms of 
its relationship to the whole economy.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Could I interject a brief question? 
I'm surprised by your — I've been terrified since the beginning of 
the evening of betraying my ignorance in a flamboyant way -- 
(laughter) — but I'm surprised that your search in the globalization 
in the 19th century exceeds the levels of and importance of 
globalization now. What do you mean by that?

By many measures, in fact — we compare today's 
globalization with that in the 19th century — by many measures, in 
fact, today's globalization does not measure up to that in the 19th 
century. Even the levels of capital flows that we see measured.

their own societies in ways that might differ from those in their 
trading partners. And here I think overwhelmingly the evidence is 
that the answer is no. We're very much away from that. We've not 
reached anywhere near that.



Q Mr. President, I think one of the few people who 
have figured this out is Senator Jesse Helms. If you look at this

Q I think it's (inaudible) yes in the capital flows. 
But in terms of communication and the ability for people to network, 
work around the world and to function as part of economic 
organizations instantaneously across borders, I think that's a whole 
category that the 19th century experience isn't relevant to. I mean, 
you're just part of it all the time, part of a 24-hour economy.

I can't think of how many times I've read articles in 
(inaudible) and 1 think it has a pernicious, disabling effect on 
progressives in the United States and also progressives in Europe, 
because the article says, "now that the nation state is dead" 
(inaudible) either between world markets or the local councilman, or 
perhaps the (inaudible) but there is no story in the popular mind of 
globalization that is progressive, high-tech is advanced that is 
achieved by negotiation among strong nation states.

THE PRESIDENT: Well, let me just - I don't want to 
interrupt the flow here, it's great. See, one of my theories is that 
we have to somehow get people to want a stronger nation, a more 
unified nation. We have to have sort of a new nationalism, if you 
will, to have the proper approach to the rest of the world. And one 
of the legitimate raps on this administration is we haven't figured 
out what our bumper sticker slogan is, like New Deal and Progressive 
Era and all that sort of stuff. But we really have to have that; 
otherwise this won't work.

Q I'm pleased to see we have (inaudible) for a model 
for the future of progressivism and liberalism (inaudible) because I 
think the (inaudible) -- you have two sides. You have Wall Street 
and Franklin Roosevelt, and the progressive model suggests we have 
three sides, (inaudible) which is resisting the future (inaudible). 
Then you get -- a particular politician (inaudible) and if you just 
get out of the way, this revolution will miraculously produce this 
(inaudible) prosperity.

Progressives in the 1890s, and I think in the 1990s as 
well, had to steer a course between the (inaudible) this mindless 
utopianism. And it's a very dangerous course. And one of the issues 
that made this so difficult is because of the science fiction, that 
we have no story of the future, no (inaudible) in which the nation 
state plays a role in the advanced high-tech space (inaudible) role 
of the future. All science fiction assumes that the nation state 
becomes obsolete in the 21st and 22nd century. We get world 
government (inaudible)

There is no other unit other than the nation state that 
can create the kind of atmosphere of positive interdependence that we 
need both within the country and beyond our borders to do what — to 
have what I think most of us would think of as a good life for our 
people.



You used the word — I agree with that — the story. I 
don't think the story is clear. I don't think the story of what you

Whereas a lot of Americans just aren't buying that. 
They know, they see that they hold jobs, often several — maybe two 
or three of the new jobs in the world economy (inaudible) they know 
there are a lot of new jobs around. But there are deep anxieties 
that I think are not being addressed. And I still have the problem 
here with the last four or five years that I think this has been one 
of the most active - an activist administration of the postwar 
world. I don't think it has found a way to communicate to the people 
what that means for them.

That it seems to me also changes the picture a little 
bit for the question of the nation state and the role of the nation 
state, because the nation state is a kind of physical entity, born in 
a material age and - it's a natural resource, it's a physical thing. 
And in a virtual world, dominated evermore by information, the very 
notion of the nation state as a territorial and physical thing 
becomes more difficult.

(inaudible) the past couple of decades, there has been this fear 
among (inaudible) reactionary conservatives that the nation state 
will become an instrument of globalization. In other words, that the 
federal government will team up with the United Nations to pass a 
child labor law (inaudible). But this has not seeped into the public 
mind and I think it disables those who, I think quite correctly, 
don't see any contradiction between this nationalization and 
(inaudible).

And here 1 wanted to change a little bit the direction 
and say 1 think there's a powerful disjuncture, and I hear it here 
tonight and I see it all the time in America, between what Americans 
who don't read books very much but watch TV and are deeply anxious 
and worried, are thinking, and what opinion elites -- even the good 
opinion elites like us - (laughter) - because we tend to think 
things are okay, we tend to respond to anxiety by reciting facts, by 
telling people that you're okay, it's not as bad as it looks, global 
markets aren't that bad, they'll do good for you, not bad for you, 
there are a lot of new jobs there, there are a lot of new careers 
available.

Q Let me try to put a few things together, starting 
with a slight disagreement in what is of course an empirical fact 
that in terms of (inaudible) 1912 was the (inaudible) from 1990. But 
that was trade in natural resources, that was trade in (inaudible). 
It was not trade in ideas and entertainment, in sound bites. It was 
not trade in the software of the new technologies. And we are now 
trading in - and globalization is defined not by natural resources, 
but in fact, by information, by entertainment, by ideas, by pictures. 
And that means that that trade has a far more profound effect, which 
I think you were getting at in talking about that.
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are doing affects the international economy and globalization, the 
future of our kids, education. It's my view that opposition to 
affirmative action is not really about race, it's about fear that 
we're not going to win the competitive race and something is wrong 
out there and we need every edge and we're not getting it with 
affirmative action.

Fast track to me is frightening to Americans because 
fast means out of control, and that very term gets them scared. 
They're not thinking about executive authority over trade treaties, 
which is what it's about. They're thinking fast track means somehow 
globalization is going to go even faster than it's been going, and 
it's going too fast for us already.

Q I'm actually a little more optimistic than all of 
the other commentators around the table, Mr. President. I think that 
the hatred of government seems to have, perhaps we would say, 
historically died in the blizzard of 1996, and that it's much less an 
issue now. We are going through a period of remarkable change — I'm

So finding a way to tell the story in a virtual age when 
images and communication and the new technologies are making the 
traditional language of class, of nation state, of bureaucracies less 
and less relevant in addressing the fears and anxieties of ordinary 
people seems to me to be the great challenge. I know there is no 
easy answer because in a sense a new language are bom now and it's 
not yet fully born, but without that language I think a lot of 
Americans are going to continue to be deeply anxious about everything 
from health care to affirmative action to global markets, without 
seeing how all of the many important measures being taken by this 
administration and by local government make — they don't see the 
linkage, they don't see the story, they don't see how it really 
affects their lives.

And finding a language that describes where we are in a 
more virtual world where material entities like natural resources and 
national states no longer tell the story and give a narrative to 
people seems to me to be the real challenge. And unless that can be 
done, I think anxieties will grow — despite the objective good news 
subjective anxieties will grow, and I think you will continue not to 
be credited with the extraordinary work that the administration has 
done and it's continuing to do.

So I think finding that language and developing that 
language in a speech in which some of the outlines of that language 
because clear rather than simply a recitation of what this 
administration has done and what it intends to do, point by point, to 
address the specific problems of America and the world today is 
what's needed. I know that's not easy because I don't think language 
is a very — I mean part of this a new invent of a language. What 
America did when it was founded- the great task of America in the 
1 Sth century was not just to invent a new Constitution, but to invent 
a new language — to transform republican language its European usage 
to ways that described new realities here.



(End of tape one, side one)

(Continue tape one, side two)

not sure that the word globalization describes it correctly anymore. 
It's more a globality, it's already here, these changes. Technology 
really ties things together so instantaneously.

Q I would like to inject, before you speak, Paula, 
just some additional thoughts that you might think about as you 
continue the discussion

(In progress) — economic issues, on the one hand, and social or 
values issues on the other, should be addressed separately, or 
whether they can be dealt with together. And that includes issues 
like the tensions between working family and the roles of women. And 
also, the question of why people think the rights rhetoric on values

And I think that, as I was listening to what you said, 
it was really — we have this very, 1 don't know whether the term 
calling mobile economy — things move fast. And part of what this 
administration is about is addressing the skills sets and the social 
safety nets that you need in a mobile economy when things move that 
fast. It seems to me that the theme you had two years ago in your 
State of the Union address is something to return to when you said 
the era of big government is over doesn't mean that the era of no 
government is here, but it's rather refining and defining what 
government is in this mobile economy.

Obviously, as you were dealing with it before this 
dinner, there are real risks there - the contagion from Asia, 
support the international institutions like the IMF that needs to be 
built into this. But it seems that in that arena of our global 
leadership and the benefits it's bringing to the country at home is 
part of the very important message.

It seems to me that there are three things to talk 
about. One is, of course, what you said, how do you convey the 
benefits that we're getting -- and we, this country, is benefitting 
enormously from being part of this global economy — and to make that 
connection. The second is to deal with the issue of leadership. 
Just as the world benefitted from American leadership during the Cold 
War, the world and the United States will benefit from that kind of 
leadership in the global economy, which is here, and it becomes 
really defined in terms of enlightened self-interest.

I think that you've done part of it in something that, 
strangely enough, there is not enough credit for, although it's 
talked a lot about, what has been done on the deficit, which is 
really a platform from which so much else that is beneficial to this 
country and the rest of the world — it's what's made us the Rock of 
Gibraltar in this time of economic turmoil.



I'd like to say just two other quick things on that.
One is that I think that most Americans, from the focus groups and

But I think this economic and values tension is 
something that I hope people will also address, as well as 
globalization now. And I'm going to call on Paula because I know 
she's done some work on that as well. But please speak on what you 
were thinking.

And the final word that I just wanted to - the 
(inaudible) on health care. Now, the expansion of that - it's 
terrific. It's in some case a women's issue that -- it's always on 
the top of our — big women's issue (inaudible). We do 90 percent of 
the care-giving (inaudible). Anything that is going to help out 
women on this is going to help families, all the dependents, et 
cetera. It's wonderful. And these are the kind of issues I think 
that’s sparked the kind of (inaudible).

And when they heard about the expansion of the Peace 
Corps, that that might be something they could take advantage of, it 
was very important, the group of young people that were around my 
house over the last few days and hearing this. And so I want to 
thank you and say that that's part of the tone of the message that's 
important.

Q First of all, I want to say that I think that 
what's happened in the last few days has been incredibly important, 
(inaudible) - all the calls that I've gotten in the last two days, 
one, my daughter and people of her generation, 20-year-olds, is 
(inaudible) about the expansion of the Peace Corps. And we were 
talking earlier, a few of us here, about the fact this generation 
feels that there's really no hook, no place for them to be a part of 
the nation (inaudible). And for a lot of us who have had that 
experience (inaudible) but it would be the greatest movement - other 
civil rights movement groups were a part of this younger generation 
hasn't had that.

resonate so much, especially with families in the country, and 
whether people think their approach to values has been useful in 
sparking a debate, or whether or not their agenda is an obstacle to 
dealing with values questions.

And two other things that have happened - and this 
isn't just to advertise yourself, it's really - I think these are 
the kinds of things that resonate - the child care effort that 
happened this afternoon. David Hamburg (phonetic) and I were talking 
on the phone this morning - this is cross-cutting across America. 
This is the kind of inclusionary politics that crosses class, it 
crosses (inaudible) people with various occupations (inaudible) but 
also puts meaning back to what our nation is about and what good 
government is about. I’d like the conversation (inaudible) to also 
address the issue of good government, not the question of less 
government, more government, but what is good government. And this 
is exactly - this kind of an issue people get.
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THE PRESIDENT: Let me just briefly say, to tie that to

And right now it's confusing, it's frightening. I think 
people don't get it and I think that we need leadership on this. 
People need to find a way of getting inside it that provides comfort 
instead of fear.

They don't feel they have the time. They feel 
incredible pressures. They feel the anxieties that were mentioned. 
I think that's exactly right. And it's not because the economy isn't 
doing well. A lot of people are even doing better on that level. 
But deep down there's this incredible sense of disjunction between 
the various institutions that play on people's roles and lives.

In some ways that has been put forth too often as a 
women's issue. Yes, yes, it's a women's issue. But it's a universal 
issue. And we need to have leadership. And I want to say that in 
all the focus groups one of the things we heard is that people, 
bipartisan, different people in different age groups, feel that 
there's not political leadership on this -- that there's not 
political leadership in getting our institutions to work together for 
the better of the nation and for the better of the people.

And the last think I want to say, because I don't want 
to take too much time, is, of course, the world family issue. We 
presently have and we've had certainly since World War II -- the way 
our institutions are set up they remain fixed as if Ozzie and Harriet 
were the dominant (inaudible) and we know that's not true. I'm not 
even sure how true Ozzie and Harriet were back in those days. It 
certainly wasn't true in my own family. But it doesn't work. It 
doesn't work (inaudible). And probably the most important common 
ground theme that we've heard in focus groups from Republican 
(inaudible) and yuppies up in Seattle and retirees down in Florida 
was this issue of people not feeling that they have a chance to 
experience a quality of life.

And there's a desperate wanting of that. I think that's 
the hopeful part. But how this is going to come together, how we get 
work to be reorganized that really enhances family values and 
community life -- these are the questions of the 21 st century and if 
we're (inaudible) we're really going to have to give the American 
people a sense of hope and leadership that this can happen.

things we've been doing across the issue, people do not have a 
(inaudible) case on the global economy. And if there's some way that 
that could be translated for Americans to get. And I don't know what 
the sound bites are, that's not my field. But when we were thinking 
about doing the project on NAFTA (inaudible) we had been thinking of 
looking at three different family units, one in Mexico, one in the 
United States, one in Canada. And we were doing a more up-close 
examination of that. People need to understand these issues in a 
more intimate way.
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On the other hand, all the jobs we got out of trade were 
added incrementally in small groups, somebody else got them, it 
didn't get a headline. And I do think, to me, that argues, among 
other things, for being much more explicit and coherent about how we 
should be helping people if they lose their jobs, whether they lose 
it from trade or not. People don't care whether they lose their jobs 
from trade or not. If technology displaces them or if the boss

the comment you made about the Peace Corps, since I have been here, 
the largest number of specific comments made to me — specific 
comments by ordinary citizens when fm out and around, working a 
ropeline and a crowd on the street, whatever - about things that I 
have done that have affected their lives have come from two sources, 
two things. One is, people who have been in the AmeriCorps program, 
the national service program. There are 100,000 of them now so there 
are a lot of them out there walking around. They said it changed 
their lives and made them feel ennobled and blah, blah, blah. And 
people who -- one of the 12 million people, now probably 15 million 
people who have benefitted by the Family and Medical Leave law 
because it went right to the heart of what you're saying. This whole 
business of -- one of the reasons the child care thing will be so 
important is that it helps people balance work and family.

Let me just say one other thing on the trade deal. All 
the research I've seen shows that superficially people are quite 
confident. That is, superficially, most people believe, the 
overwhelming majority of people believe their economic situation will 
either get better or stay the same next year. But when you scratch 
the surface they're very concerned about what they consider to be the 
moral tensions in American life. And what of it is work and family, 
a lot of it is not having time to raise their kids, a lot of it is 
worrying about crime and drugs. But it is — there is a sense of 
things still not in balance.

And one of the problems we've got on the global economy, 
let me say, is the benefits - Ben Barber (phonetic) said this - the 
smartest thing he said — he wrote me this letter, he's absolutely 
right — is that you cannot answer these problems with the facts. If 
you confront people with a laundry list of the facts they will turn 
you off. You have to change their imagination.

One reason is -- let's just take Louisiana. Louisiana 
just lost 3,400 jobs when Fruit of the Loom closed these big plants. 
Now, it didn't have anything to do with NAFTA really. It had a lot 
to do with decisions they made. But anyway, they did. You couldn't 
convince anyone that 100 percent of those jobs weren't lost because 
of trade. Or in a larger sense, something I know more about, Levi 
Strauss just announced they were downsizing by 11,000; most of us 
will buy more Dockers khaki pants and fewer denim Levis now. That's 
the main reason that they are. But you couldn't convince anybody 
that Levi is not closing all those things because they're going to 
give these jobs to somebody making 10 cents an hour.
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Overlayed on top of that, it seems to me, there's also a

But you're absolutely right about the trade deal. It 
just kills us every time it comes up.

MS. WILLIAMS: I might be a little scattered -- I'm very 
nervous, I must say. But I wanted to address the question of science 
fiction and of the story, because I do think that you, Mr. President, 
are doing all the right things, but how one conveys that story really 
is fairly complicated at this moment in time when the right has so 
captured the metaphors and the sort of sailing ships of language and 
the rhetoric. And so let me just throw out my own thoughts of what 
the story is and how it might be recaptured.

It does seem to me that there is a way in which the 
image of the "city on the hill," which has been such a consistent 
theme in our political discourse, has been revamped as a certain kind 
of Olympus of privilege for those who have earned it by certain acts 
and then Olympus as a gated community, as opposed to the new 
Jerusalem. And at the other end of this is not just a hell, but a 
prison. And there's a certain sacrifice, an image of sacrifice, 
almost - (inaudible) of humanity at the other end. And although 
it's not explicitly racialized in a lot of us, it is visually 
racialized in terms of our television media.

screws up, or whatever, if you're still in your working years and 
you're treated like a free agent, you don't have lifetime employment 
anymore — we need a way of expanding the winner's circle, to use the 
DOC phrase that's been around, quickly. And that will capture 
people's imagination and they can put it with all the new jobs and 
think, well, I got a way better than average chance to come out of 
this, I think on that.

And there's another tension that seems to be going on 
between the notion of American's perception of our government as 
being embodied in the Constitution. There's an equation with the 
Constitution as protecting certain inalienable rights — or the 
Declaration of Independence — but there's a certain inalienability 
to our participation and what we expect from government. And rather 
than really being at polar opposites with the market place, it seems 
like the language of market has invaded that sense of inalienability 
and made it precisely alienable in the ultimate market sense, so that 
now the discourse that has been so powerful in the wake of the Reagan 
and Bush administration — this question of sort of purchasing 
freedom, a question of purchase of freedom, which is almost a 
replacement of the purchase of Christ. But it's purchase in almost a 
prayerful sense rather than a political sense. It's purchase which 
implies the option of not purchasing, of opting out in some sense, if 
not -- if you don't want to pay for it, you don't have to. I 
shouldn't have to be taxed for the common good. I should only be 
able to sort of buy it like slipping a coin in the slot of the 
automat of political presentation.



THE PRESIDENT: Working in the prison.

Q Yes, working in the prisons.

One of the most powerful, almost medieval embodiments of 
this was about a couple of weeks ago there was an article in the Wall 
Street Journal, it was on the front page, and the headline was, 
"women on welfare" — something like "women on welfare find freedom 
through prison."

hive notion of humanity. I was going to really describe it as sort 
of a very econometric notion of discreet, hard-edged individuals who 
make rational choices and so forth, which really has replaced a 
notion of citizenship. But there's this other level of hive 
mentality where you have sort of the queen bees and the king bees who 
are sort of those who are the skilled workers, but not just skilled 
but who earn it by merit. And at the same time, an overlay on that 
of people who were born to it. Merit is almost at some, again, 
popular sense, merit is something with which you are bom. And the 
extension to which unskilled laborers is frequently — there's a 
subtext of that as those are people who are born inferior, the 
genetic inferior, the Charles Murray side of that — and again, 
visually racialized, if not explicitly. And again, the split between 
those who by virtue of being either skilled or born to it enter 
Olympus, and those who are unskilled sort of fall into this realm of 
Sisyphean make-work and display labor, whether chain gangs or 
work-fare.

And it seems to me, it was a wonderfully crafted epic, 
with lots of rich mythological symbolism laid in it. And to sort of 
unpack that, it seems to me, the power of that particular piece is at 
the heart of what — if you could invert that, recapture that. But 
when I read that piece in the Wall Street Journal - the final thing 
I want to say is that it reminded me — my response to it, what 1 
kept thinking of was there's 1 think a chapter in Isaiah, and it's 
about the city being forsaken, and this particular image of these 
women being in some way mythologically wedded to these prisoners, to 
these male prisoners, struck me as being the precise antithesis of 
the exhortation in Isaiah that this shall be the city in which you 
shall — there's an image of marriage, that the city shall be like a 
bride and we shall adore you like a bride. And it seems to me that 
that has been so completely abandoned as a vehicle for something we

Q And it was all about these women who were — and 
again, the article didn't say any of this explicitly, but through the 
use of pictures and through very subtle images cast two black women 
as mothers of potential criminals, and therefore, their way out of it 
was to learn how to not just guard them in the prisons, but at one 
point, to kill them. And from this there would be hope — it was 
characterized as demanding work, it was characterized in the 
brightest and most biblical of terms, actually.

THE PRESIDENT: They got jobs in the prisons. Yes, I 
read it.



might revivify — this is a discussion.

Second, there's a conviction that the ties that bind in 
neighborhoods and local communities are much weaker than they were a

They feel much better about the economy than they do 
about the society, and they feel much better about their own lives 
than they do about the country as a whole. One of the best students 
of American public opinion I know, a fellow by the name of Andy Kohot 
(phonetic), who is the head of the - (inaudible) - center of people 
in the press here in town, has talked about what he calls his 
optimism gap. He's been charting this now for nearly 25 years and he 
says that he's never seen a wider gap between how people feel about 
their home lives and what they think about the present state and 
future course of the country as a whole.

But I guess I want to focus on the values question that 
Sid Blumenthal put on the table because I've spent the past year and 
half of my life serving as Executive Director of something called the 
National Commission on Civic Renewal, which is dealing with some of 
the questions about Bob Putman (sp) and others put on the table. And 
in the course of that, I've spend a lot of time wading through survey 
data, focus groups, any evidence that I could find about what 
Americans are really feeling - (inaudible) - about their current 
condition. And I've reached the following conclusion.

Q Mr. President, I'd like to take up Sidney
Blumenthal’s challenge on the values problem which I think is a very 
important one. But I think you know how important it is to work even 
harder towards expanding the winner's circle. I think there are some 
very important things that can be done, whether it's returning to 
some expanded version of the G.I. Bill for American Workers that was 
put on the table three years ago, or thinking more expansively about 
what some people call under-employment insurance -- sort of the 21st 
century version of unemployment insurance — or whether, as I believe 
is imperative, it's time to declare an urban education emergency, 
because we don't have one public school system in this country, we've 
got two — one is mediocre and the other is failing. It seems to me 
that the theme of expanding the winner's circle is capacious enough 
to include a lot of things that need to be done in this country.

And so I've asked myself, well, what is the source of 
this optimism gap. Why has the economy, which is really in 
incredibly good condition, made people feel relatively optimistic 
about their own prospects, but what is there that's not the exact 
spot? It turns out that not only can't man live by bread alone, but 
nations can't live by bread alone. And people understand that. If 
you ask them what's wrong, over and over again you hear the same four 
things: number one, people are terrified about the condition of the 
American family. A circumstance in which 30 percent of all kids are 
born out of wedlock and 50 percent of all marriages end in divorce is 
something that scares the hell out of the American people. They 
don't know exactly what to do about it. But it is deeply disturbing 
as a reality.



Q Mr. President, I would like to elaborate on some of 
the points that Bill Galston just made because before we forget, when 
we talk about all the dynamism and complexity in the economy, we 
forget that there's been a kind of double whammy effect, certainly in 
the past 25 to 30 years, with respect not only to the economy, but to 
the American family, so that part of the anxiety and fear and concern 
about the state of the American family I think has to do with the 
fact that the economy offers all kinds of uncertainty and family life

And finally, people in general, parents especially, 
really believe that there needs to be (inaudible) creative social 
environment in which it becomes more and more difficult for parents 
to raise kids decently and to keep control over the fact (inaudible).

generation ago. There's an elaborate scholarly debate as to whether 
that is true or not, but I can tell you this for sure, people think 
it's true. And that belief that it's true is a powerful element of 
social comment.

And I'm not here with a laundry list of things you can 
do to make them stop feeling this way. I think what you've done on 
crime is incredibly important, but I think as a country we need to 
think a lot harder about the importance of family in our lives and 
why people see sort of spooked about the state of the family. And I 
think we need to think a lot harder about ways in which national 
institutions, whether they be government or corporations or 
foundations, can deal in a productive way with the problem of the 
ties that bind individuals and neighborhoods. Because if we can do 
that, people are going to start feeling a lot better about the 
country.

This is not what I think, Mr. President. I think that 
this is what the American people think when you ask them, and try not 
to project one's own beliefs as a relatively successful college 
professor on them. And I think that raises profound challenges for 
millions of people in this country. I think you've done better than 
anyone could have in associating yourself with these (inaudible) 
concerns, the concern about the state of society. But people are 
still feeling this way.

Number three, crime and personal insecurity. And I know 
there's been an enormous amount of progress on this front for the 
past five years, but I've got to tell you, people are not comparing 
crime and security for what it was in 1990. They're comparing it to 
what it was in 1960. And by that standard, we have a long way to go 
as a country. And I find it impossible to overstate how important 
the culture - how important to the state of the entire culture the 
explosion of violent has been over the past two generations, because 
not only has it created personal insecurity, it has also weakened 
bonds of trust between fellow citizens, and it has also discredited 
government because the protection (inaudible) — that's the third 
thing.



does, too.

Why uniforms? Well, first of all, they didn't cost so
much. You could buy a couple uniforms for the kids and they were all 
set. Two, on the moral front, it eliminated the kind of 
competitiveness among kids for brand-name clothing and a sort of 
artificial status based not on achievement and effort, but on what 
you could buy in the marketplace. So here's an example I think of

Here's the example. In the mid 1980s, I went around 
trying to talk to middle-income mothers and fathers about the 
obstacles that help them -- the things that help them and the things 
that hurt them in raising their children. They consistently pointed 
to the market and the culture and the messages about things that you 
can buy, shaping your identity, about the extravagant cost of 
sneakers and kids thinking that if they bought sneakers, that somehow 
made them Michael Jordan without putting the effort into it. And out 
of this came an idea sort of in conversation that wouldn't it be 
great if schools had uniforms. Why? And here I think was a nice 
example of where economic considerations and moral considerations 
were so deeply fused and intertwined in the language, you really 
couldn't separate them out.

The family, too, has gone through a period of dramatic, 
historic change in its organization, in its complexity, so that one 
foot is on the economic sand and the other foot is in the sand of 
family life. And together, those combined effects I think 
contributed to this sense of grave concern and uncertainty about our 
kids, our future, where we're headed, where the nation is headed and 
what I as an individual trying to do my best, to get up in the 
morning and do my job and raise my kids, what's life going to be like 
for me.

And Bill Galston has made this point in writing so many 
times that I want to acknowledge it from him, but I think it's worth 
saying, and perhaps posing as a question — is there a sense in which 
family should be a great exception to all these other things that we 
see going on? Is the family in some sense and exceptionalist 
institution in the sense that it must provide some kind of certainty, 
some basis of permanence in people's life, some certain conditions 
that make for the foraging and maintaining of strong, enduring bonds 
over time between the generations? or will family life begin to 
resemble the global economy? And so this is, I think, a source of 
something to think about.

Second point, on this question of language, do people in 
their homes make a strict division between what's going on in the 
economic realm and what's going on in the domain of the family — 1 
want to make the argument that primarily the conversation at the 
kitchen table in America, as opposed to the conference table or the 
President's table, is a conversation, a language, about moral values. 
And it has to do very much with government as well. But the language 
is that of moral values, how do we raise our kids, how do we pass on 
values, how do we teach our children right from wrong.



I'll call on Michael first.

where the kitchen table conversation is a conversation primarily 
about rearing children and about what we teach our children and about 
how we prepare our children for the future.

So how do we expand the winner's circle to include 
younger women, many of them mothers already? How do we make — 
what's the success strategy for women in the non-college majority?

Non-college women have increasing — cannot rely on 
marriage; they spend lots of time as single mothers doing their 
darndest to raise kids under difficult circumstances. And of course, 
they no longer have welfare. So the three cards — a college degree, 
a husband, and welfare are not cards that are particularly available 
for them to play. And yet they feel a tremendous responsibility for 
raising their children.

And these are: How can a multicultural people create a 
national identity that avoids the pitfalls of identity politics? And 
this actually falls into a whole other question, which is the 
question of government.

You know, Ronald Reagan brandished the symbols of 
nationalism while undermining national authority, and did so very 
effectively. In a new era, what's usable in the American tradition 
to reanimate the national idea? And how can the role of government 
be legitimated again after a period of decades in which it's lost 
mora authority?

Q I'd like to maybe kind of begin to address some of 
those questions by starting out with what I thought was a very 
powerful statement just now by Barbara about the connection between 
economic themes and moral and cultural themes. I think that we, as 
Democrats or progressives, suffered for a generation to the extent 
that we shied away from the moral and cultural themes that Barbara 
has been talking about, until the campaign of 1992 and your 
presidency. Democratic candidates effectively left the moral and 
cultural training to conservatives and to the religious right, not 
only politically, but also substantively.

Q I'm going to call on Michael Sandel next, but I'd 
like to pose a whole new set of questions as well. And these 
questions deal with the ideas of national identity and the question 
of the nation itself. And they relate to the questions of values and 
the discontents about the economy as well.

And then, finally, on the issue of expanding the 
winner's circle, I've been paying close attention to women and the 
non-college majority, and it's an important group because I can't 
think of a group in this society who has so much responsibility for 
the rearing of children and whose lives are changing in such dramatic 
ways.



We were talking before when we were talking about the 
economy and globalization, about fear and anxiety and frustration. 
And there's one set of fears and anxiety that I think has been 
powerfully and convincingly addressed in the themes of this 
administration, about the role of government being to equip Americans 
to compete effectively under conditions of the global economy -- job 
training, education, child care, health care -- for the sake of being 
able to prosper economically under the new rules. 

But even if that agenda were ful:fi lled and made 
persuasive to the American people, there would still be another set 
of fears and anxieties and frustrations having to do with a sense of 
disempowerment, that people feel as they look about them -- looking 
upon the global economy but also on developments in families and 
neighborhoods and in public schools -- worry about the frame of the 
moral and social bonds, erosion of authority and of community. 

This administration has things to say in response to 
that set of fears, too. But I wonder if it would -- but somehow 
since we're really -- we're playing catch-up in that sense of 
responses, because there's been a fallow period of 25 years prior to 
this administration when Democrats and progressives didn't really 
speak to those concerns. 

I wonder if it wouldn't make sense as a way of defining 
the moral and political project of this administration to acknowledge 
directly these two difference sets of fears and frustrations, and 
then to lay out very clearly the sets of responses and policies that 
address the one and those that address the other. And the overall 
affirmative picture that can speak to the second, and this the 
conservatives have failed to do, has to do with the way in which 
authority and communities (inaudible) families are undermined by the 
effects of the commercial society and the popular culture and 
commercial advertising -- forces the conservatives for political 
reasons don't want to talk very much about. 

I think we could be persuasive there. But 1 don't think 
we've articulated (inaudible) that set of responses to the fears and 
frustrations as we had to the economic one. 

THE PRESIDENT: I think a lot of times we tend to get 
knocked off of it or not be able to do it on a consistent basis. We 
have done a lot of things -- when the Vice President did all this 
work on TV ratings and the v-chip, that was a huge deal with ordinary 
Americans. And we went out to a home in Virginia and sat with 
parents and theil' families, you know. When I went to Long Beach, 
California, to highlight their school uniform program, people 
ridiculed me about dealing with little things. Well, there was an 
article in The New York Times within the last month which pointed out 
that now over 20 percent of the school districts in America, 
containing over 30 percent of the students in America, in the last 
three years have adopted school uniform policies, and without 
exception school violence is down, discipline is up, learning is up, 
the dropout rate is down, things are going better. I didn't spend a 



nickel on it. 

And after I went out to Long Beach, they were flooded 
for weeks on end with requests for people to tell them how to do this 
and the Education Department had to put up -- did a brochure and sent 
it out all over America and said, here's how you set this up, here's 
how it can be constitutional. 

So I agree with you. I think the non-economic value 
issues are very, very powerful, and in a way they cross. That's what 
the child care thing was about. They cross. And I think that our 
ability to recapture support for a national vision for government 
rests in large measure on our ability to have people see it as the 
instrument of their fulfillment of their moral values. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: I've learned so much already from 
what's been said here. It's just fascinating. And I really 
appreciate the chance to listen in on this. I was thinking about 
some of the similarities between the discussion that I was in with 
the President before we came here and this discussion. One of the 
underlying problems with the Asian economic crisis is that the 
climate for investment has to be one that inspires confidence so that 
people are willing to put their money back into this economy or that 
economy. 

I think that's potentially a metaphor that is useful in 
exploring the question Sid put out here about identity politics, 
because the investment flows relevant to that question are not 
financial, but psychological and spiritual. I think that the rise of 
cynicism in the United States is partly a reflection of a poor 
climate for psychological investment in the nation state. People 
believe that proposed solutions have failed, unintended consequences 
have outweighed the intended benefits, a series of body blows to the 
body politic have sort of shaken our confidence in the nation state. 
And J think there are a series of centrifical forces that are indeed 
pushing that psychological and spiritual investment out into the 
global civilization. 

I think there is a way to reconcile the initial dispute 
be1'"veen Professor Beard (sp) and Professor Sandel (sp) in that, yes, 
there was a national identity and an investment in that national 
identity at the beginning of the republic. But there's no doubt that 
when the Supreme Court reinterpreted the commerce clause and when the 
Constitution was amended and when all these new laws were passed and 
the Progressive Era and the New Deal, then the national identity was 
filled out in its richness and fullness. And I think that in that 
way, just as there was global identity before, it's being filled out 
in a brand new way. Every business in the United States practically 
now looks at its market in global terms. All the scientific 
associations keep up on the Internet with what their colleagues are 
doing in Beijing and Stockholm and everywhere else. And when we talk 
about policies here, there's always the international dimension, and 
that's different in real ways from what it was before. 
?? 



Now, I'll leave aside the policies that I think are 
necessary and that he's been following to try to have an intelligent 
approach to this ever densifying, global community. We can all talk 
about that, but 1 just want to make one other point, and that is that 
the focus on race — and I would add race and ethnicity — is I think 
absolutely crucial because it has the ability to fracture all - to 
knife through all of those concentric circles and unleash an evil in 
the soul that can really undermine and destroy all that can otherwise 
be put together.

Then I think the next concentric circle is the 
community. And I think that under President Clinton we have seen a 
renewed focus on what we call community empowerment, but community 
policing --1 won't go through the whole litany of policies, but I 
think that it is an extremely important focus for national policy.

But 1 think we're beginning to see a reinvestment in the 
nation state. But the dominant trend I think has been a 
disinvestment, spiritually and psychologically, in the nation state. 
But I think there’s been a simultaneous reinvestment not only into 
global entities - I agree with whoever said that that's just too 
remote for — you've got to have the intermediate institutions — 1 
forget who said that, but it's too remote. 1 think there's been 
reinvestment in two directions. Outward to the global civilization, 
but downward to regions, whether it's the Basques or the Flemish or 
the Pacific Coast.

I think that in order to address it, there has to be 
attention to the way in which people seek to have their psychological 
and spiritual needs met. And I believe that in a practical way 
there's a kind of set of concentric circles, and I believe with 
Barbara Whitehead that the primary venue within which people live 
their lives is the family. That's the psychological and spiritual 
space in which most transactions take place. And 1 think that one of 
the fundamental objectives of national policy -- because the nation 
state is the primary unit of account and will remain so, regardless 
of these investment flows — one of the primary objectives ought to 
be to strengthen and buttress the family and make it easier for 
families to strengthen and buttress the individuals and become 
healing institutions rather than dysfunctional, malignant 
institutions, which they are so many times now.

And I think that in some ways this same process of 
disinvestment and reinvestment has been taking place in the family, 
because the new power relationships, thank goodness, between men and 
women have changed the internal dynamics of the family. And I think 
the practical reality of family life has been completely transformed 
by electronic media. 1 think specifically that television, number 
one, and telephones, number two, have caused a huge psychological 
disinvestment in the family. And that's being redistributed into a 
national and international culture. And people are disoriented by 
that.



(begin tape two)

And on the other hand, progressives say, well, that kind 
of family we don't want, but they end up perhaps with less family 
altogether than they want as a consequence of certain kinds of 
liberation.

So the question is, is there a new concept of the family 
that allows for diversified forms other for the family?

We want the comforts of the family without its 
patriarchy. We want the solidarity of the family without its 
inequality. But those aren't so easy to have. And the same with 
religion. We want the comfort and consolation of religion without 
the dogmatism and intolerance - not so easy.

(In progress) -- isn't easy. The Republicans and conservatives 
answer it by saying, let's resurrect the old family, the way it was, 
with its patriarchy and its inequality and the women in the home.

So I don't want to end with a question here, but those 
are just some of the thoughts that were provoked in me by what you 
all were saying.

But clearly I don't think the President can get up in 
the State of the Union and say, "Jenny has Two Mommies" — (laughter) 
— is the story now I'm going to tell to help America into the new 
age of the family.

Q I want to address the values question that Bill 
raised and bring it around to your specific question about responses 
to it. But 1 want to start by saying that while Bill --

But on the other hand — you asked a question about - 
we live in a world where the family in structure, and there is no 
going back — or I don't think we want to go back — to a family 
bought at the price of patriarchy and inequality, yet we still want

The easy answer for the conservatives is go back to the 
19th century and resurrect those old families. A, you can't do it. 
And, B, if you could, you would do it an impossible price to justice.

We've tried it. In New York City they had "Jenny has 
Two Mommies." That was not a story that most people who care about 
families could buy, yet it was a story that in some ways told the 
story of what for some people the new family is like. A new lesbian 
family would have two mommies.

(end of tape one, side two)



see —

Now, I say that only to point that most of the states

But at the same time, we're not quite ready to go on 
into this new world, which is a fantastic world, an egalitarian 
world, but a world with also a terrible price to pay for men and 
women and for families.

And finding our way through that, or to ask the 
President or any government to negotiate those waters, may be asking 
too much. One thing I think we can do, and here's an attempt at 
answering your question, I don't think a President can lead the moral 
way into whatever new form of families there will be. That's going 
to take more than any government or any President can do. 1 think 
he can work to prevent the kinds of abuses and dangers from arising 
around those transitions. And there are American values that count 
for a lot — pluralism and diversity is one, tolerance is another.

So I think here — I just want to point to the fact that 
there are deep real conflicts in our society that simply mentioning 
the terms "religion" and "family" cannot paper over going back to 
some earlier version cannot respond to in rushing forward to 
something that most Americans are unready to accept, even though they

much of what the family gave us and don't know quite how to get that 
same thing with religion, and here I think we're in a very, very 
tough place, the world is changing and uncomfortable in deeply 
disturbing ways. And we reach to the past to console ourselves but 
can really go back and ought not to go back, because the price of 
going back is too grim.

THE PRESIDENT: If I could just - 1 don't want to say 
much, and I'll defer to Sam. But just to sort of support what Ben 
said and what Bill Galston (phonetic) said, just kind of 
informationally for all of you, because we just finished another 
presidential election not very long ago. I'm convinced that the 
overwhelming driving impulse of most voters, if the economy is at all 
acceptable, is values-based. I just got the November unemployment 
rates. I get them a month later than I get the state-by-state. The 
national unemployment, I get the state-by-state unemployment rates. 
In the 26 states with the lowest unemployment, Bob Dole carried 13 
and I carried 13 — the people that I benefited the most. In the 25 
states and the District of Columbia with the highest unemployment, I 
carried 19 and Bob Dole carried 6.

That is to say, I don't think the President can point 
the way to what the new family is going to look like. He can try to 
create a climate in which there is more openness to the 
experimentation and the cost of that experimentation that are going 
to be necessary. Same thing with race. Race remains a deep issue 
and no conversation, no presidential policy can solve it. But at the 
same time, the President can make sure that it's a conversation 
that's had that's open, that's tolerant, and that really represents 
the side.



where Dole won were like Nebraska and North Dakota, had 1.9 
unemployment rates. But white married Protestants don't think 
they're supposed to vote for Democrats yet. r can just tell you they 
don't, because they see their values as manifested by people who 
advocate things they believe in. Whereas single working women 
believe in interdependence and community and understand 
reinforcement, and they see their values by people who live out there 
and are busting it trying to help them raise their kids and get 
through the day and make a better life. 

Basically most racial minorities, having been subject to 
all kinds of problems, not only have a historical -- black have a 
historical affinity to the Democratic Party, but I got a record 
Hispanic vote because Mi Familia is about more than just you come and 
tell me you spout the same rhetoric I do. And Hispanics figured out 
that the Republicans basically were using them to whip up white 
resentment and get votes, so we got a record Hispanic vote, from 
people who believe that the model of society was community 
interdependence. For people who believe the best model for society 
was exhortation to good behavior, I got the living hell beat out of 
me. 

I'm just sort of putting this out to reinforce what 
Galston said and Ben said and what others said, and people who do 
believe that the market is the primary purpose of politics, we lose 
them too, because I don't believe that. ln other words, I don't 
think all this stuff is for sale. But 1 think it's just interesting. 
I'm just saying that to sort of enlighten the conversation. 

Q (Inaudible.) 

THE PRESIDENT: First of all, the reason that Al and I 
won is that we got a bigger percentage of people who had been voting 
for Republicans in the past, partly with good economics and partly 
because they did think we represented their values. There has always 
been a great divide in America between those who believe that the 
government was the instrument of our common good, helping to 
reinforce our community and our own family life and our own 
individual aspirations, and those who basically believe the 
government was a problem and they wanted people in power in politics 
who would say what they believed and have whatever policies they 
agreed with and otherwise get out of their way. 

And the truth is, most of the those states in the 
inter-mountain west, for example, our prosperous as hell, and they 
got what they needed out of the government 50 years ago, and it's 
fine with them to treat it as a problem. You know, if you've got 2 
percent unemployment, you don't need anything. What does Nebraska 
need from us? 

But a lot of it, to be fair, is honest values -- white 
married Protestants who are, particularly if their Christian 
conservatives, basically believe we're still cultural aliens, because 
of gays of abortion or whatever it is, and because they think the 



government is bad. Which is why I say again -- J like all this 
modern talk, but don't forget, we are in a historic battle here to 
define the nation. It is the same battle -- you wrote that piece 
back in November saying that the Democrats ought to be hearkening 
back to Alexander Hamilton, not Thomas Jefferson. That's absolutely 
right. 

Alexander Hamilton and John MarshaU set the tone for 
this country that was then taken up by Abraham Lincoln, as you 
pointed out, with Henry Clay and Webster and John Quincy Adams in the 
middle, and then Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson, all the way 
down to the present day, and the people that were against them. 

1 f you read the decisions of the Supreme Court in this 
last term, they were all minor cases except for the Brady Bill, so 
they each had no scholarly review to amount to a hill of beans. If 
you read the rhetoric in those Supreme Court cases, they are the 
biggest assault on the nation since the FDR Supreme Court invalidated 
the New Deal legislation. They are -- it's chilling. They 
challenged John Marshall's conclusions. 

It doesn't bother me what we're having with the -- we 
are repeating what we have done for 220 years, but it really does 
matter how it comes out, which is why I asked you all here, because 
it's real important that we find a way to get enough of those people 
to feel like they're part of our American community, and that there 
is an interdependence, and that government is a part of that, that 
markets and religion and rhetoric can't get the whole thing done. 
There is a way in which we are tangibly bound together. That's 
really what this fight is about, I believe. 

1 didn't mean to say all that, but I think it's 
important that you understand, there are real political consequences 
here to how people think about this. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: If I could say just one more thing. 
If we want to create the conditions wherein people will reinvest 
psychologically in the nation and in their communities and in their 
families, I think there are certain practical things that can be 
done. Balancing the budget, reinventing government, creating a 
record of success in solving specific problems, avoiding terrible 
mistakes -- that can cause people to believe that it's important to 
reinvest in the nation. Family and Medical Leave, child care, 
deadbeat dad child support collections, et cetera can make it easier 
for people to believe that it's worth hanging in there with their 
families. 

Community policing, brownfield redevelopment, et cetera, 
et cetera can bring communities together with stronger cohesion to 
create a climate in which people say, okay, I'm not just going to 
become a zombie in front of the TV and I'm not just going to be an 
individual actor without respect to my community, my neighborhood, 
and my family. I'm going to reinvest in it. 



It's a big issue. It's an issue that comes up with 
policing all the time. Should police officers take race into account 
in questioning people and detaining people? It's an issue that comes 
up when people decide who they're going to hire, who they're going to 
let out apartments to for rent.

MR. BLUMENTHAL: I want to not add any more speakers. 
We just have a few more speakers. I want to conclude with Sam Bier 
(phonetic), but I have a few more people, Mr. President, who wish to 
speak, and I'd like to call on Randall Kennedy.

Q Yes, on a couple of occasions people have made 
references to the importance of the race question, and I know this is 
an issue about which you feel passionately. I must say, in my own 
view the conversation on race has been, in my view, very 
disappointing, largely because it has lacked vividness. 1 think that 
a lot of people feel — I certainly have felt and when I've watched 
snatches of the conversation or listened in, I think people feel that 
a lot of this is just pure public relations, and I think that people 
feel it's largely just pure public relations because the real things 
that grip people where they are are so often glossed over.

In the last discussion, for instance, you talked with 
the — you applauded the young man who said that sometimes he sees a 
black guy walking down the street and he feels a little bit fearful. 
Now, that particular issue is a big one. It's a big issue. It's an 
issue that comes up in day-to-day life. It's an issue that affects 
every pedestrian trying to negotiate the mean streets. How do we get 
home after a long, hard day? We're confronting strangers. What do 
we do? Do we walk down the street? Do we say hello? Do we duck 
inside of a building? Do we cross the street? How do we act towards 
our fellow citizens?

These sorts of issues — I mean, affirmative action has 
taken up a huge part of the discussion, I think maybe, probably too 
much of it. I think there are a lot of just basic issues in terms of 
ethics, just day-to-day ethics that people discuss that are really on 
people's minds and they're close to people's hearts, but seem to be 
cut out of the conversation at the very point at which people really 
might get a good conversation going, where there might really be a 
disagreement, a real honest disagreement, where people candor might

And I don't think we're that far from crossing a 
threshold beyond which people say, hey, I feel a real big difference 
now. I think we're close to that.

And I think all those things are very closely related. 
And I think the one continuing thread in this presidency, which I 
agree we haven't been able to sloganize or articulate in as 
compelling a way as we'd like to, has been a steady, relentless 
rebuilding of those institutions and strengthening of those 
institutions such that people feel more confident about them.



THE PRESIDENT: I've only had one guy - Kit was the 
only person except for the fight I had with Abigail over affirmative 
action, that young boy who had the guts to say that was the only sort 
of meaty thing we had, you know.

The famous African American, W.E.B. DuBois, I think had 
it right when he said that the color line was going to be the major 
problem of the 20th century. He really had so much of it correct. 
But it took a lot of guts, and have to commend you and Vice President 
Gore for putting this before Americans, because without it, we 
wouldn't have had a discussion. We would have simply been trying to 
defend affirmative action first and foremost without getting to so 
many of the other complex issues that revolve around the discussion 
of race. So 1 applaud for that.

THE PRESIDENT: Let me just very briefly say it's a 
highly - it's a very complicated thing, but at bottom it's very 
simple. It really is a question of whether we can continue this 
historic process of broadening are definition and deepening our 
meaning of one America. We just had a great article in the newspaper 
here the other day about this group of Muslims that has a - they 
have a school with 50 kids, and it's a grade school, and they want to 
have like 400 kids in a high school. And they're about to get turned 
around by their second community in suburban Washington to put their 
school in, because people are afraid that the Saudis are going to be 
financing Arab terrorists or something.

And since this is so important, and I know it's so 
important to you, I would urge you to structure things in such a way 
as to allow a real discussion.

And, you know, it's not altogether untrue that some of 
these Middle Eastern states have not done that, it just had nothing 
to do with this school. So these are the kinds of things - it's a

I would like some guidance from you later about how you 
think we could structure it to get that done.

Q You didn't have to tackle the race issue. You 
could have played it safe and not chosen it as one of the agenda 
items for your second administration. But there hasn't been a 
President for 30 years that had the fortitude enough to put that on 
the national agenda. And irrespective of whatever flack you may 
catch, you've done something fundamentally important for us, because 
you've put the issue of race and ethnicity in the mind of Americans. 
And it will be discussed. It's going to take a long time. It's 
going to go certainly beyond your administration for many, many 
years.

flow to the surface. Those points don't come up, though in 
day-to-day life, there are lots of - they do come up, and there are 
lots of places where people really do feel things very intensely, but 
thus far, in so far as the official conversation, it hasn't been 
there at all.



And as I heard Michael talking — and I don't know if 
this is quite Michael's view — but something that emerged from what 
he was saying and others was kind of an effort to link Lincoln — 
well, this is what Lincoln — link Hamilton with something like 
Bennett. 1 think William Bennett has done a lot of good in talking 
about cultural deterioration. A lot of it, too, as Ben and Barbara 
suggest, is kind of backward-looking. But at least to put his finger 
on that, that's been very helpful.

thing like who you meet on the street. We just had a - at Christmas 
this time on the Capitol, we had a Muslim symbol that was defaced, 
and Jewish leaders came out and spoke against it. It was quite good.

Now, a lot of initiatives are designed to do something 
about that, like educational programming for children, which many 
members of the media are for and which the FCC has taken a little 
initiative toward. That's wonderful. People really like that. 
Barbara Whitehead's suggestion, that's directly responsive to that.

There is a general idea about having parental control of 
new media sources. I know the Vice President has worked on this; you 
also, Mr. President. And that's not so far afield from educational

Free air time for candidates is an effort to call up 
kind of the democratic goals of the First Amendment. And that's 
something that there is a lot of discussion of, and it's connected 
with this idea of having the media and the market serve us rather 
than control us.

So let me get concrete. A lot of these are very 
familiar ideas, but to organize them in a way that would be coherent 
would be really good. A lot of participants in the creation of the 
culture, that is, the media, think they're a little bit in the 
position of the school systems when you don't have school uniforms. 
That is, they're in a system in which they're competing among each 
other to their collective detriment, in a way producing things that 
they really despise. Members of the media often say that privately 
and sometimes they even say it publicly.

But all of this mosaic of America now, if we can deal 
with our racial and ethnic and religious diversity, it's a huge 
advantage for us in this globalized world. It will help make people 
feel at home. It will give them the kind of bearings and moorings 
they need. And if we don't, then we -- well, you see around the 
world what happens.

Q Well, we have so many topics here and they're all 
very good. Let me start abstract and get concrete, kind of the 
opposite of a usual law professor. (Laughter.) You can think of 
what Roosevelt did that was so fantastic, is he took these two 
competing strands in American history, the Hamiltonian and the 
Jeffersonian. One was about democracy and self-government, and the 
other was about centralized national government, and he kind of yoked 
them together. That was the first time that had ever happened.



programming for kids and free air time for candidates.

There is a big debate between melting pot nationalism, 
which implies that indeed all groups lose their identify over time -- 
they actually merge through intermarriage - as opposed to purely 
constitutional patriotism.

Q Well, as I was telling the First Lady earlier, it's 
rather ironic that we're eating in the Jefferson room, because the 
Democratic Party in theory traces its origins back to Thomas 
Jefferson, but in practice, as I’ve argued and Professor Bier and 
various other people, in fact it's the latest update of the 
Hamiltonian party in many ways, which has gone through many 
incarnations - the Federalists, the Whigs, including the Thomas 
Dewey Republicans in mid-century.

What I'm going to report to you is that that debate is 
completely academic, as my friend Richard Rodriguez has repeatedly 
point out. We're undergoing this amazing revolution in race 
relations in this country, symbolized by intermarriage rates. This 
is amazing. This is an enormous victory. No one in the 1960s could 
have foreseen the rate of intermarriage among groups, with some 
exceptions, which I'll address in a minute.

And also I think to try to inculcate some norms on the 
media's part by using the bully pulpit for voluntary self-restraint 
with respect to violent programming and other destructive 
programming, and programming which calls itself the news which is 
often just summaries of the violent events which were the basis for 
the TV movie that preceded the news.

This is a large problem. It needs a lot of thought. 
But I think it unites a lot of these different themes.

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Michael Lind (phonetic), and I hope you 
refer to the question the President raised of Hamilton, whose 
portrait hangs in the next room, and Mr. Jefferson, who dined in this 
room.

The point I wanted to raise, however, has to do with 
nationality and race. In the 18th century, Dr. Samuel Johnson 
defined a nation, if my memory serves me correctly, as a group of 
people who live in a territory and inter-marry with one another. 
Now, this is a very unpopular thing to say in American academic 
circles and in certain liberal circles, because it's thought that 
this is the blood and soil definition, it's quasi-fascist. This is 
ethnic nationalism versus civic nationalism.

Now, there is not a tremendous amount that can be done 
through law to control this, but there is a lot that can be done I 
think to activate something that's very widespread, which is 
Americans don't like this. Even when they watch it, they don't like 
the phenomenon.



That's the good news. The bad news is that black 
Americans are not participating in this incredible bubbling 
trans-racial melting pot in which whites, Asians, and Hispanic 
immigrants are participating in. I think that shows one of the flaws 
in the liberal approach to race.

If I'm not mistaken, one out of every three Latin
American immigrants, or descendants of Latin American immigrants, 
marries outside of the group. And the numbers of intermarriage would 
be much higher if you had lower immigration rates, if these were 
second, third, fourth generations.

I went into the bookstore the other day; there is now a 
magazine called Asia and Pacific Islander. There are courses where 
you have to choose from one of the five races. These are fictions.

We get European American; African American - which are 
the older categories - Asian American, which was kind of a historic 
category; you get Hispanic, and there is now that little asterisk, 
where it says, is not racial, but nevertheless is treated as though 
it's a race; and then you get this wonderful wacky category, Asian 
and Pacific Islander, which includes everyone from my god-children 
who are part Chinese and part European American, recent Filipino 
immigrants, and Caucasians from South India. They're all Asian and 
Pacific Islanders.

If you go back to the '60s, you see the civil rights 
reformers are tip-toeing very delicately around the last taboo in 
American politics, which is cross-racial marriage, which means not 
only black-white intermarriage, but marriage between Hindus and 
whites, which was illegal in the United States before 1966, 1967 in 
many states. The last time I checked the statistics, one out of 
every two Asian Americans marries outside of the group, usually to 
the white majority obviously. That's where most of the potential 
partners are.

David Hallinger, a very distinguished social thinker, 
has described what he calls the ethno-racial pentagon. This is the 
idea that are five more or less official races in America. They were 
actually invented by the Office of Management Budget in the Nixon and 
Ford administrations, where Congress had come up with like 18 
categories. And the administration said, these are too many races, 
give us something like more than two, but fewer than 10. So we ended 
up with five.

Now, all racial categories obviously are fictions. But 
in America, the great harm this does is twofold, I think. It 
disguises the fact that we have this extraordinary transracial 
melting pot among whites, Asians, and Hispanics, which is replicating 
the success of the old European immigrant melting pot. Where in the 
19th century, you may recall, Irish were considered a different race. 
They were actually listed separately on U.S. forms - white, black, 
Irish.



Q Not as fast, but it's happening.

Q I do, frankly.

THE PRESIDENT: What is it?

THE PRESIDENT: Do you draw any conclusions from the 
fact that the rate of intermarriage among blacks and whites in 
America is highest among military families?

Q It is that - I don't think that there is 
anti-black prejudice as such. I think the stigma attaches to a 
particular kind of culture in the American mind, which is partly a

Now, 1 think that liberals inadvertently, in the service 
of good ends, have, by elevating the ordinary troubles that accompany 
groups like Hispanic Americans, which in my opinion are more like 
those of earlier generations of European immigrant groups. What 
they've done is, we've gotten away from what I think is the real 
racial question in the United States, which is, are we going to get a 
third melting pot in this country? We had a melting pot among the 
English colonists. We then had a white-only melting pot among 
European immigrants and Anglo-Americans. Now we may get a melting 
pot that excludes many black Americans for a third time.

Nevertheless, there was this completely arbitrary 
genetic definition so no matter what your culture was, no matter how 
you identified yourself, you were black or you were white.

I wince every time I see the debate over — not to take 
away from the real problems that Hispanic Americans have faced, the 
serious persecution that Asian Americans have faced, but I think that 
the black American problem is an order of magnitude greater, and it's 
different in kind, than the discrimination faced by recent immigrants 
from Latin America, or even - although they actually suffered worse 
— Japanese Americans, Chinese immigrants, and so on.

Q Slowly, but not at same speed. And I think the 
reason is, when we treat Hispanics or Asian and Pacific Islanders, 
who are immigrant ethnic groups, as though they're the same as black 
Americans, we are ignoring what black and white mean in America. 
This is a caste system within a single nation. These are not 
ethnicities. That is, the white Southern culture and the black 
Souther culture, as you know, overlap at so many points that it’s 
very difficult to say at what point this is an African American 
culture and this is a white Southern culture, historically.

There was this enormous cultural war in this country 
between the Irish and the Protestants. What happened? Well, they 
inter-married. They formed the generic white American. Something 
like this is happening with Asians, whites, and Hispanics. It's not 
happening with black Americans.



THE PRESIDENT: You get a common culture.

THE PRESIDENT: I think it's pretty great what they've
done.

Q (Inaudible.)

THE PRESIDENT: It certainly (inaudible.) (Laughter.)

5

THE PRESIDENT: He was slow on the draw.

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Now, he gets a chance to respond.

Q Before we leave I want to say a bad word about 
Alexander Hamilton. (Laughter.) Mr. President, you have been 
talking about building a nation --

Q — and that's laudable. And you've got Sam here 
whispering in your ear that Hamilton and the Whigs are the people we 
should — (laughter).

Q As long as we're talking about the progressives, 
some of the progressives were racists. The non-racist progressives

MR. BLUMENTHAL: I've had a flurry of hands - 
(laughter) - during this.

I think a lot of this is class and culture. And what 
the military does is, it strips everyone -

MR. BLUMENTHAL: And before we get to Sam and his 
benediction, as it were. I'd like to just call on a few people who 
have raised their hands and have them quickly respond. And, Michael, 
you had a hand up.

Q — but there were non-racist progressives. And 
their answer to the dilemma of can you have people of radically 
different genetic backgrounds become Americans, was Americanization. 
Now, this has fallen into disrepute - unjustly so, I think, given 
the fact that our American culture is in itself a mulatto or mestizo, 
mixed-race culture.

regional culture. Partly it's white Southern culture, influencing 
the black traditions. Because in many ways, if you look at rural 
white immigrants from the white South to cities like Chicago and so 
on, you get many of the same pathologies of black Americans in the 
northeastern cities, who are, among other things, immigrants from the 
South, poor immigrants from the South.

Q It's a common culture. Now, it's a brutal, 
coercive, painful process. (Laughter.)



And Thomas Jefferson stood against that by saying that 
economics and markets should be the handmaiden of politics rather 
than the other way around. And that was the great issue that 
separated them.

I just want to say, I hear two themes from this 
discussion and two things to worry about. The number one theme I 
think of this evening's discussion is the American community - how 
to define it, how to nurture it, how it relates to what's happening 
in the rest of the world. The second theme, we started talking about 
progressives at the beginning of the dinner, and I was thinking about 
your comment that in many ways we're in this odd situation at the end 
of the 20th century where it is conjoining to the beginning of the 
20th century.

And on that issue, Jefferson is our man, not Hamilton. 
The problem with the national idea in our time, though we have to 
summon it to awaken a sense of shared responsibility for the common 
fate of fellow citizens and for a more generous welfare state and all 
the things that you've been working toward against great odds, the 
defect of the national ideal, as it's developed, is that it's become 
complacent in the face of the project of self-government, and 
particularly asserting the prerogatives of democratic political 
authority, vis-a-vis markets and the economy. And on that score, it 
seems to me Jefferson provides a powerful corrective, and the 
national ideal is only worthy of being resuscitated and claimed by us 
in so far as it's tied to the project of cultivating citizenship, not 
just consumerism, and civic virtue and the capacity of government to 
exercise some democratic authority over the commercial forces that 
are increasingly governing our lives.

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Dan, you're going to have the final 
comment.

Q If we look out this window here, there is a 
memorial to Thomas Jefferson. There is no memorial to Alexander 
Hamilton. And the reason for that is he doesn't need one, because 
the world that we inhabit, the commercial society that we inhabit, is 
Alexander Hamilton's memorial. We only build memorials on the Mall 
for Presidents who embody ideals that are under siege. And it's true 
that Alexander Hamilton spoke to the nation, and so did the Whigs, 
but it's also true that Alexander Hamilton was not a democrat. 
Alexander Hamilton wanted the presidency to be a kind of a monarchy. 
And Alexander Hamilton's idea of civic virtue was for the federal 
government to assume the debt of the states so that the interested 
bond-holders would come to have a stake in the national government. 
That was his idea of civic virtue.

Q Very quickly, there is a lot of hostility to 
markets around this table. I think a market is just a way of getting 
things done, and markets depend upon governments to work (inaudible) 
you have to get the rules in place, and that's what a government 
does.



But I think there are two things that worth pointing out 
along the lines Dan discussed, and this whole question of why there 
is anxiety amidst prosperity, and how are values are violated. Part 
of it is, if you glorify the market, you put too much emphasis on 
owning and on doing. And secondly, as you care more about owning and 
doing, then you have to work harder.

So one interesting little statistic I think it's 
important that we not forget, I don't agree with those who say that 
there has been no improvement in income inequality in the 1990s. The 
statistics indicate that actually there is a modest improvement in 
income inequality the last couple of years, that we may be beginning 
slowly to turn that around. But that is — first of all, we've got a

This is the direction — more people proportionately are 
going to be older in society. The pension funds are more important 
— seems that this relentless pressure is something that's going to 
continue and in some ways accelerate. And a lot of other countries 
are discovering what they call now the Anglo-Saxon pressure from 
shareholders which we're all experiencing.

THE PRESIDENT: If I might just make - I know we got to 
wrap up, but just something — if any of you -- one of the things 
Sydney will say, if you want to write us anything after this is over 
to follow up on all the things you would have said and didn't and all 
that, feel free to do it.

The other thing that's bothering a lot of people, I 
thought Bill Galston's description of those four issues is very 
powerful, and there is a sense, as you said, Mr. President, even 1.9 
percent unemployment, people are still anxious. And it's partly that 
this market society has this relentless pressure to it. It's just 
unstoppable. And where does it come from? Well, as Pogo said, the 
enemy is us. It is the endowments that support the people sitting 
around this table. It's all of our retirements. Two-thirds of the 
stocks in this country are owned by either are retirement funds or 
near-retirement funds, and that drive for performance compared to 
everybody else is driving lots of what's happening in our economy 
and, increasingly, in economies around the world.

From the first world war to the end of the Cold War as a 
period would now surmount it. I mean, the Duma is a term that the 
Russians used at the beginning of the century. And I was thinking 
that one of the — among the two things to worry about, one of which 
has been alluded to in some degree in terms of the media — it’s a 
different dimension of it, though, and it's a thing that progressives 
worried about - although the New Deal did, but it's really a 
progressive issue, is economic concentration. And that is a 
phenomenon of this age and these conditions. What to do anybody it, 
how far, is something that this administration and we will continue 
to wrestle with.



hell of a long way to go to catch up to the levels of equality we had 
in the mid-seventies, but that may be happening.

Q We have a company of 200 people. We wanted to do 
that, but we weren't allowed to. We had to pay them overtime, 
couldn't — somehow we were violating the law.

But one of the things that masks is that it is perfectly 
clear that the average person today in the work force is spending 
more hours at work than his or her counterpart was in 1969. And 
since most parents are in the work force, a far higher percentage 
than were in the work force in 1969, a lot of them the only parent in 
the family, that has significant consequences for all these other 
issues you've been talking about.

THE PRESIDENT: I know. What we're trying to do is -- 
let me just say that what we're trying to do is change the law so 
that if your employee wants to do it, you can do it. In other words, 
I don't think the employers should be able to force their employees 
to give up overtime, but I think that - because you can readily see 
what would happen in unscrupulous hands -- but there are a lot of 
people who would give anything to have more time in regular daylight

THE PRESIDENT: You know, one of the things -- what we 
tried to do, we had problems even with the unions on it, is to 
broaden the notion of comp time and let people who take their 
overtime in time at home instead of cash if they wanted to, because 
we were trying to give people just more ways to sort of elbow their 
way in to fashion their own lives and their own family lives in the 
blizzard of economic complexity.

Q We have a saying — Dudley Herschbach, who is a 
Nobel Prize-winning chemist at Harvard and 1 and a number of people 
are part of this turtle group that formed, the slogan of which was, 
Go slower, America. And the idea was the turtle wins the race, but 
what people are really lacking is quality of time. And just what you 
pointed out, people working harder to stay in place, the Alice in 
Wonderland kind of phenomenon. That's very universal, again across 
lots of different families.

And I'm not sure we know exactly how to talk about that, 
but it's worth your thinking about, just focusing on that, that 
notwithstanding all this other stuff, even if you believe incomes are 
rising again, and I do, and time spent at work and away from home, to 
continue to reinforce our society's emphasis on having and doing, is 
quite significant.

So we often evoke this kind of image of what that would 
mean. But I think institutionally what that means, about to - 
think, and how to have policies, public and private policies that 
would really shift some of this around and bring more freedom in 
people's lives is essential.



hours for their kids and would work overtime to do it.

Q (Inaudible.)

MR. BLUMENTHAL: Well, last I'd like to call on Sam
Bier.

Q Well, it's been a delicious dinner - (laughter) — 
and an intellectual feast, as Judge Bork said -- (laughter).

THE PRESIDENT: My old constitutional law professor, 
antitrust law.

Q If you'll try to put this together in a State of 
the Union message, it will be a delicious smorgasbord. (Laughter).

THE PRESIDENT: We'll all go home at 3:30 in the 
morning. (Laughter.)

But the social order, national security, but above all 
the enhancement of American civilization. That's what Martin Luther 
King expressed in his great metaphor. When the sons of slaves and 
the slave-owners will sit together at the table of brotherhood — 
that has a literal meaning. The lunch counters were the first places 
to be integrated. But it means a larger sense that you have blacks 
and whites living together, social exchange, social intercourse to 
create a more perfect union of civilized America.

This happens through the exchange of our gifts, our 
virtues, our powers — the things that you get celebrated in 
(inaudible). So it's a highly democratic (inaudible) how to make a 
democratic nation, because a democracy is no use unless it also

When John F. Kennedy finally took civil rights 
seriously, it's because when he saw social order being threatened, 
then he did act. But he wasn't really interested before that. But 
when he saw the disorder, because you can see that in the tapes, 
that's when he reacted and Martin Luther King led him the way, who 
was so intelligent. He wasn't only compassionate; he was 
intelligent.

Q Stick with your theme, race, and above all the fact 
of black-white relations — what you've seen as a historic 
opportunity to really — economic problems seem stabilized for the 
time, but the chance of doing something on this issue of issues - is 
unparalleled. And you're the kind who can do it. And you started 
doing it. (Inaudible.) All I would say in conclusion is, it isn't 
only a question of civil of rights; it's a question of integration. 
Rights for what? For integration. You can't do it solely on the 
basis of rights. And then many people claim them and various groups 
will claim them. This is the way to our disintegration, because it 
cultivates the basis for a multicultural (inaudible). And then we 
would have a mosaic society, which isn't only a question of what we 
would miss, it would be insecure, it would disorder.



END

happens some entity. What are the boundaries? Who are the members? 
A nation gives it a goal, and it gives it a boundary. And you've got 
that opportunity and you're the man to do it. End of message. 
(Laughter.)

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you all very much.
1 seriously would, if you further thoughts on what we talked about 
tonight, I welcome you to write and send them in. The State of the 
Union is January 27. If you want it digested by me before then, you 
have to do it quickly. This has been very, very helpful to me. I 
hope you've found it worth your while, and we're very grateful to 
you. (Applause.)
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State of the Union working group
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your attention, as well as my own suggestions at the bottom:

TO: Jordan Tamagni ( CN=Jordan Tamagni/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

Outside +thinkers , 
[our book]
Benjamin Barber
Taylor Branch
Alan Brinkley
Tony Campolo
Henry Cisneros
Esther Dyson
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William Galston
Eric Liu
Willie Morris
Leon Panetta
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Michael Lind

TO: Michael Waldman ( CN=Michael Waldman/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ] ) 
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[our book]
Benjamin Barber
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Alan Brinkley
Tony Campolo
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Joseph Ellis
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Eric Liu
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Leon Panetta
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Paula Rayman 
Barbara Whitehead
Daniel Yergin 
Michael Sandel 
Cass Sunstein 
Randall Kennedy
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Michael Waldman
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Record Type: Record
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READ:UNKNOWN
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all of them - e.g., it is possible the researchers or the WHCA people 
wouldn't get them. But many of them worked very, very hard ... so ... let 
me know if Sylvia and Nancy want it pared down. THANKS.
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TEXT:
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The First La dy is interested in doing some events around a t-risk kid
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Kennedy
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SUBJECT: Race Commn

03:48 PM

2. The Commn staff may want to make contact if 
this has not already been done, with Prof Gerald 
Torres, the Texas law professor who was involved 
in the successful Houston initiative.

As I mentioned, my father was the exec dir and 
author of the report. He's 85 but still clearheaded, 
and could assist if you like. At least one Admin 
official was on the staff, John Koskinan (I'm sure 
I've spelled that wrong) was a special asst to the 
deputy director. (He's now doing Y2K, as I’m sure 
you know.) 

1. April 30 is the 30th anniversary of the Kerner 
Commn report. You may want to have a Race 
Commn staff person review the Kerner report either 
(a) to be in a position to respond to any editorial 
comment (b) to initiate comment if appropriate.

Hi Sylvia, I had a few thoughts/comments on the 
Race Comm.
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cc:
Subject: Race Commn



3.1 would be interested in obtaining a copy of 
Orlando Patterson's presentation to the
Commission.

================== ATTACHMENT 1 
ATT CREATION T1ME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

These are just a few thoughts. Let me know if I can 
be of any assistance.

4.1 attended a talk by Randall Kennedy on race 
bias in law enforcement investigative activity. He 
makes a powerful argument that easy racial 
assumptions erode community support for police, 
but its practical implications need to be worked out 
(and are difficult and can create other problems, as 
he concedes). Since policing is a critical issue, is 
there is sub-group focusing on this issue generally?
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20 Feb 1998 12:00:14 -0500 (EST)
Received: from storm.eop.gov (storm.eop.gov)
by PMDF.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.0-4 #6879) id <01 ITSVUX36A800KT9Q@PMDF.EOP.GOV> for 
Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 12:00:07 -0500 (EST)
Received: from reston-mxl.telemail.net ([206.229.206.20])
by STORM.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.1-7 #6879)
with SMTP id <01 ITSVUIWI4E002OEQ@STORM.EOP.GOV> for Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov;
Fri, 20 Feb 1998 11:59:43 -0500 (EST)

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMA1L/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/; converted (ia5-text)
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Content-type: P2-1984 (2)
X400-MTS-identifier:
[/PRMD=GO V+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/;75000102208991/1591813@TREAS]

X400-0riginator: Susan.Ginsburg@MS01 .DO.treas.sprint.com
X400-Recipients: Mathews_SM@al .eop.gov
=============== end ATTACHMENT 1 ==================



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Nelson Reyneri ( CN=Nelson Rcyneri/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ])

CREATION DATE/TIME:20-FEB-1998 18:24:51.00

SUBJECT: Race Commn

06:23 PM

03:48 PM

Hi Sylvia, I had a few thoughts/comments on the

please call me about this. TY
-.............................Forwarded by Sylvia M. Mathews/WHO/EOP on 02/20/98 

TEXT:
Hi Bev
Can you read the following email Sylvia received. In particular, she 
asked me to check with you on #1 (the Kerner Commission issue) and to get 
your thoughts on whether this is something that's likely to come up. If 
so, is Richard Hayes the best person to respond.

Any thoughts are appreciated, as always.
-----------------------Forwarded by Nelson Reyneri/WHO/EOP on 02/20/98

Date: 02/20/1998 09:49 am (Friday)
From: Susan Ginsburg
To: EX.MAIL."Mathews_SM@al .eop.gov"
Subject: Race Commn

Sylvia M. Mathews
02/20/98 04:03:18 PM 
Record Type: Record

Susan.Ginsburg @ MS01 .DO.treas.sprint.com 
02/20/98 09:21:00 AM

Record Type: Record

TO: Beverly J. Barnes ( CN=Beverly J. Bames/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ UNKNOWN

To: Sylvia M. Mathews 
cc:
Subject: Race Commn

To: Nelson Reyneri/WHO/EOP 
cc:
Subject: Race Commn 



Race Comm.

2. The Commn staff may want to make contact if 
this has not already been done, with Prof Gerald 
Torres, the Texas law professor who was involved 
in the successful Houston initiative.

====== ATTACHMENT 1 
ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

These are just a few thoughts. Let me know if I can 
be of any assistance.

3.1 would be interested in obtaining a copy of 
Orlando Patterson's presentation to the
Commission.

4.1 attended a talk by Randall Kennedy on race 
bias in law enforcement investigative activity. He 
makes a powerful argument that easy racial 
assumptions erode community support for police, 
but its practical implications need to be worked out 
(and are difficult and can create other problems, as 
he concedes). Since policing is a critical issue, is 
there is sub-group focusing on this issue generally?

1. April 30 is the 30th anniversary of the Kerner 
Commn report. You may want to have a Race 
Commn staff person review the Kerner report either 
(a) to be in a position to respond to any editorial 
comment (b) to initiate comment if appropriate.

As I mentioned, my father was the exec dir and 
author of the report. He’s 85 but still clearheaded, 
and could assist if you like. At least one Admin 
official was on the staff, John Koskinan (I'm sure 
I've spelled that wrong) was a special asst to the 
deputy director. (He's now doing Y2K, as I'm sure 
you know.) 

TEXT:
RFC-822-headers:
Received: from conversion.pmdf.eop.gov by PMDF.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.0-4 #6879) 
id <01 ITSVV645QO00535O@PMDF.EOP.GOV> for Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov; Fri,
20 Feb 1998 12:00:14 -0500 (EST)
Received: from storm.eop.gov (storm.eop.gov) 



by PMDF.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.0-4 #6879) id <01ITSVUX36A800KT9Q@PMDF.EOP.GOV> for 
Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 12:00:07 -0500 (EST)
Received: from reston-mxl.telemail.net ([206.229.206.20])
by STORM.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.1-7 #6879)
with SMTP id <01 ITSVUIWI4E002OEQ@STORM.EOP.GOV> for Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov; 
Fri, 20 Feb 1998 11:59:43 -0500 (EST)

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Content-type: P2-1984 (2)
X400-MTS-identifier:
[/PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/;75000102208991/1591813@TREAS]

X400-0riginator: Susan.Ginsburg@MS01 .DO.treas.sprint.com
X400-Recipients: Mathews_SM@al .eop.gov
================== END ATTACHMENT 1 =_—=_==



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Nelson Reyneri ( CN=Nelson Reyneri/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO] ) 

CREATION DATE/TIME:20-FEB-1998 18:29: 17.00 

SUBJECT: Race Commn 

TO: Julie A. Fernandes ( CN=Julie A. Fernandes/OU=OPD/O=EOP @ EOP [ OPD]) 
READ:UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 
I'm sorry, I'm not sure if I forwarded the rest of the email (with the 
info) on the ealier email. Thanks 
---------------------- Forwarded by Nelson Reyneri/WHO/EOP on 02/20/98 
06:28 PM -------------------------

Sylvia M. Mathews 
02/20/98 04:03: I 8 PM 
Record Type: Record 

To: Nelson Reyneri/WHO/EOP 
cc: 
Subject: Race Commn 

please call me about this. TY 
---------------------- Forwarded by Sylvia M. Mathews/WHO/EOP on 02/20/98 
03 :48 PM ---------------------------

Susan.Ginsburg@ MS0 I .DO.treas.sprint.com 
02/20/98 09:21:00 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Sylvia M. Mathews 
cc: 

Subject: Race Commn 

Date: 02/20/1998 09:49 am (Friday) 
From: Susan Ginsburg 
To: EX.MAIL. "Mathews_ SM@a1.eop.gov" 
Subject: Race Commn 

Hi Sylvia, I had a few thoughts/comments on the 
Race Comm. 

1. April 30 is the 30th anniversary of the Kerner
Commn report. You may want to have a Race
Commn staff person review the Kerner report either



(a) to be in a position to respond to any editorial 
comment (b) to initiate comment if appropriate.

These are just a few thoughts. Let me know if I can 
be of any assistance.

2. The Commn staff may want to make contact if 
this has not already been done, with Prof Gerald 
Torres, the Texas law professor who was involved 
in the successful Houston initiative.

4.1 attended a talk by Randall Kennedy on race 
bias in law enforcement investigative activity. He 
makes a powerful argument that easy racial 
assumptions erode community support for police, 
but its practical implications need to be worked out 
(and are difficult and can create other problems, as 
he concedes). Since policing is a critical issue, is 
there is sub-group focusing on this issue generally?

3.1 would be interested in obtaining a copy of 
Orlando Patterson's presentation to the
Commission.

==================== ATTACHMENT 1 
ATT CREATION T1ME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

As I mentioned, my father was the exec dir and 
author of the report. He's 85 but still clearheaded, 
and could assist if you like. At least one Admin 
official was on the staff, John Koskinan (I'm sure 
I've spelled that wrong) was a special asst to the 
deputy director. (He's now doing Y2K, as I'm sure 
you know.)

TEXT:
RFC-822-headers:
Received: from conversion.pmdf.eop.gov by PMDF.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.0-4 #6879) 
id <01 ITSVV645QO00535O@PMDF.EOP.GOV> for Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov; Fri,
20 Feb 1998 12:00:14 -0500 (EST)
Received: from storm.eop.gov (storm.eop.gov)
by PMDF.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.0-4 #6879) id <01 ITSVUX36A800KT9Q@PMDF.EOP.GOV> for 
Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 12:00:07 -0500 (EST)
Received: from reston-mxl.telemail.net ([206.229.206.20])
by STORM.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.1-7 #6879)
with SMTP id <01 ITSVUIWI4E002OEQ@STORM.EOP.GOV> for Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov;



Fri, 20 Feb 1998 11:59:43 -0500 (EST)
X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C-US/; converted (ia5-text) 

; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500
X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Content-type: P2-1984 (2)
X400-MTS-identifier:
[/PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMA1L/C=US/;75000102208991/1591813@TREAS]

X400-Originator: Susan.Ginsburg@MS01.DO.treas.sprint.com
X400-Recipients: Mathews_SM@al .eop.gov
=========== END ATTACHMENT 1 ===========



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Nelson Reyneri ( CN=Nelson Reyneri/OU-WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ])

CREATION DATE/TIME:24-FEB-1998 09:59:27.00

SUBJECT: Race Commn

09:58 AM

03:48 PM

1. April 30 is the 30th anniversary of the Kerner 
Commn report. You may want to have a Race

Hi Sylvia, I had a few thoughts/comments on the 
Race Comm.

TEXT:
Hey dude, can you call me about this. Specifically, I'm trying to find 
out about the law enforcement issues (item #4). I'm taking care of the 
other items. Thanks
.............................. Forwarded by Nelson Reyneri/WHO/EOP on 02/24/98 

please call me about this. TY
- Forwarded by Sylvia M. Mathews/WHO/EOP on 02/20/98

Date: 02/20/1998 09:49 am (Friday)
From: Susan Ginsburg
To: EX.MAIL."Mathews_SM@al .eop.gov"
Subject: Race Commn

Sylvia M. Mathews 
02/20/98 04:03:18 PM 
Record Type: Record

Susan.Ginsburg @ MS01.DO.treas.sprint.com 
02/20/98 09:21:00 AM

Record Type: Record

TO: Andrew J. Mayock ( CN=Andrew J. Mayock/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

To: Nelson Reyneri/WHO/EOP 
cc:
Subject: Race Commn 

To: Sylvia M. Mathews 
cc:
Subject: Race Commn



Commn staff person review the Kerner report either 
(a) to be in a position to respond to any editorial
comment (b) to initiate comment if appropriate.

As I mentioned, my father was the exec dir and 
author of the repo11. He's 85 but sti II clearheaded, 
and could assist if you like. At least one Adm in 
official was on the staff, John Koskinan (I'm sure 
I've spelled that wrong) was a special asst to the 
deputy director. (He's now doing Y2K, as I'm sure 
you know.) 

2. The Commn staff may want to make contact if
this has not already been done, with Prof Gerald
Torres, the Texas law professor who was involved
in the successful Houston initiative.

3. I would be interested in obtaining a copy of
Orlando Patterson's presentation to the
Commission.

4. I attended a talk by Randall Kennedy on race
bias in law enforcement investigative activity. He
makes a powerful argument that easy racial
assumptions erode community support for police,
but its practical implications need to be worked out
(and are difficult and can create other problems, as
he concedes). Since policing is a critical issue, is
there is sub-group focusing on this issue generally?

These are just a few thoughts. Let me know if I can 
be of any assistance. 

========= ATTACHMENT l ========= 
A TT CREATION TIME/DA TE: 0 00:00:00.00 

TEXT: 
RFC-822-headers: 
Received: from conversion.pmdf.eop.gov by PMDF.EOP.GOV (PMDF VS.0-4 #6879) 
id <01 ITSVV64SQO00S35O@PMDF.EOP.GOV> for Mathews_SM@al .eop.gov; Fri. 
20 Feb 1998 12:00: 14 -0500 (EST) 

Received: from storm.eop.gov (storm.eop.gov) 
by PMDF.EOP.GOV (PMDF VS.0-4 #6879) id <0IITSVUX36A800KT9Q@PMDF.EOP.GOV> for 
Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 12:00:07 -0500 (EST) 

Received: from reston-mx I .telemail.net ((206.229.206.20)) 
by STORM.EOP.GOV (PMDF VS.1-7 #6879) 



with SMTP id <01 ITSVUIWI4E002OEQ@STORM.EOP.GOV> for Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov; 
Fri, 20 Feb 1998 11:59:43 -0500 (EST)

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Content-type: P2-1984 (2)
X400-MTS-identifier:
[/PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/;75000102208991/1591813@TREAS]

X400-Originator: Susan.Ginsburg@MSO 1 .DO.treas.sprint.com
X400-Recipients: Mathews_SM@al .eop.gov
_==_====:=== END attachment 1 ==============



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Nelson Reyneri ( CN=Nelson Reyneri/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ])

CREATION DATE/TIME: 2-MAR-1998 16:25:33.00

SUBJECT: Race Commn

Forwarded by Nelson Reyneri/WHO/EOP on 03/02/98
04:24 PM

03:48 PM

Hi Sylvia, I had a few thoughts/comments on the 
Race Comm.

1. April 30 is the 30th anniversary of the Kerner 
Commn report. You may want to have a Race

Date: 02/20/1998 09:49 am (Friday)
From: Susan Ginsburg
To: EX.MAlL."Mathews_SM@al .eop.gov"
Subject: Race Commn

please call me about this. TY
-----------------------Forwarded by Sylvia M. Mathews/WHO/EOP on 02/20/98 

TEXT:
Hi Bev, sorry to bug you. Do you have any thoughts on #1 on this list?
I'm trying to close out this issue for Sylvia.
Thanks

Sylvia M. Mathews 
02/20/98 04:03:18 PM 
Record Type: Record

Susan.Ginsburg @ MS01 .DO.treas.sprint.com 
02/20/98 09:21:00 AM

Record Type: Record

TO: Beverly J. Barnes ( CN=Beverly J. Barnes/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

To: Nelson Reyneri/WHO/EOP 
cc:
Subject: Race Commn 

To: Sylvia M. Mathews 
cc:
Subject: Race Commn



Commn staff person review the Kerner report either 
(a) to be in a position to respond to any editorial 
comment (b) to initiate comment if appropriate.

2. The Commn staff may want to make contact if 
this has not already been done, with Prof Gerald 
Torres, the Texas law professor who was involved 
in the successful Houston initiative.

============= ATTACHMENT 1 
ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00

As I mentioned, my father was the exec dir and 
author of the report. He's 85 but still clearheaded, 
and could assist if you like. At least one Admin 
official was on the staff, John Koskinan (I'm sure 
I've spelled that wrong) was a special asst to the 
deputy director. (He's now doing Y2K, as I'm sure 
you know.)

These are just a few thoughts. Let me know if I can 
be of any assistance.

3.1 would be interested in obtaining a copy of 
Orlando Patterson's presentation to the
Commission.

4.1 attended a talk by Randall Kennedy on race 
bias in law enforcement investigative activity. He 
makes a powerful argument that easy racial 
assumptions erode community support for police, 
but its practical implications need to be worked out 
(and are difficult and can create other problems, as 
he concedes). Since policing is a critical issue, is 
there is sub-group focusing on this issue generally?

TEXT:
RFC-822-headers:
Received: from conversion.pmdf.eop.gov by PMDF.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.0-4 #6879) 
id <01 ITSVV645QO00535O@PMDF.EOP.GOV> for Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov; Fri,
20 Feb 1998 12:00:14 -0500 (EST)
Received: from storm.eop.gov (storm.eop.gov)
by PMDF.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.0-4 #6879) id <01 ITSVUX36A800KT9Q@PMDF.EOP.GOV> for 
Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 12:00:07 -0500 (EST)

Received: from reston-mxl.telemail.net ([206.229.206.20])
by STORM.EOP.GOV (PMDF V5.1-7 #6879) 



with SMTP id <01 ITSVUIWI4E002OEQ@STORM.EOP.GOV> for Mathews_SM@al.eop.gov; 
Fri, 20 Feb 1998 11:59:43 -0500 (EST)

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMA1L/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Received: by /PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/; converted (ia5-text) 
; Relayed; Fri, 20 Feb 1998 09:21:00 -0500

X400-Content-type: P2-1984 (2)
X400-MTS-identifier:
[/PRMD=GOV+TREAS/ADMD=TELEMAIL/C=US/;75000102208991/1591813@TREAS]

X400-0riginator: Susan.Ginsburg@MSO 1 .DO.treas.sprint.com
X400-Recipients: Mathews_SM@a 1 .eop.gov
================== END ATTACHMENT 1 ==================



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Nelson Reyneri ( CN=Nelson Reyneri/OU-WHO/O-EOP [ WHO ] )

CREATION DATE/TIME:! 1 -MAR-1998 17:03:49.00

SUBJECT: Race Bias in Law Enforcement

Thanks

TEXT:
HI Julie, wanted to follow up with your phone call.

Do you or Andrew or Peter have any thoughts on how to proceed. 
Specifically,

1. is there a sub group currently working on this?
2. do you want to pull a group together to think this through?
3. who should be there?
4. do you have any thoughts on addressing the Kerner commission issue?

Do you think it's worthwhile to get a group of folks together to discuss 
this issue. It came up on an email Susan Ginsbrug (from Treasury) sent to 
Sylvia. She was particularly moved by a speech Randall Kennedy made on 
this subject (I don't have a copy) and she also made a good point that the 
Kerner Commission's 30th anniversary is coming up (April 30th) and that we 
may want to get ahead of the curve on this.

CC: Peter Rundiet ( CN=Peter Rundlet/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ] ) 
READ UNKNOWN

CC: Andrew J. Mayock ( CN^Andrew J. Mayock/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Julie A. Fernandes ( CN=Julie A. Fernandes/OU=OPD/O=EOP @ EOP [ OPD ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Andrew J. Mayock ( CN=Andrew J. Mayock/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ] )

CREATION DATE/TIME:! 1-MAR-1998 19:53:13.00

SUBJECT: Race Bias in Law Enforcement

07:52 PM

HI Julie, wanted to follow up with your phone call.

Thanks

Do you or Andrew or Peter have any thoughts on how to proceed. 
Specifically,

To: Julie A. Femandes/OPD/EOP
cc: Andrew J. Mayock/WHO/EOP, Peter Rundlet/WHO/EOP
Subject: Race Bias in Law Enforcement

1. is there a sub group currently working on this?
2. do you want to pull a group together to think this through?
3. who should be there?
4. do you have any thoughts on addressing the Kerner commission issue?

Do you think it's worthwhile to get a group of folks together to discuss 
this issue. It came up on an email Susan Ginsbrug (from Treasury) sent to 
Sylvia. She was particularly moved by a speech Randall Kennedy made on 
this subject (I don't have a copy) and she also made a good point that the 
Kerner Commission's 30th anniversary is coming up (April 30th) and that we 
may want to get ahead of the curve on this.

TEXT:
Does he seem un-busy?
-----------------------Forwarded by Andrew J. Mayock/WHO/EOP on 03/11/98 

Nelson Reyneri
03/11/98 05:03:37 PM 
Record Type: Record

TO: Dawn M. Chirwa ( CN=Dawn M. Chirwa/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Andrew J. Mayock ( CN^Andrew J. Mayock/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ])

CREATION DATE/TIME:! 5-MAR-1998 17:34:25.00

SUBJECT: Addresses

Thinkers-and-Leaders Dinner
Michael Lind
Richard Rorty
Patricia Williams
Samuel Beer
Paula Rayman
Dani Rodrik
Barbara Whitehead
Daniel Yergin
Michael Sandel
Cass Sunstein
Randall Kennedy
Albert Camarillo

TEXT:
We need the addresses for the following people please. Let's discuss how 
to pursue.

Outside +Thinkers , [speechwriting book] 
Benjamin Barber
Alan Brinkley
Stephen Carter
Esther Dyson
Joseph Ellis
William Ferris
William Galston
Sheldon Hackney
Jane Holl
Richard Leone
Eric Liu
Willie Morris
Adm. William Owens (Ret.)
Dr. Eduardo Padron
David Rothkopf
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.
Anna Deveare Smith
Amy Tan
Farced Zakaria

CC: Kevin S. Moran ( CN=Kevin S. Moran/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Joshua S. Horenstein ( CN=Joshua S. Horenstein/OU=WHO/O-EOP @ EOP [ WHO ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Joshua S. Horenstein ( CN=Joshua S. Horenstein/OU-WHO/O-EOP [ WHO ])

CREATION DATE/TIME:16-MAR-1998 09:48:59.00

SUBJECT: SOTU Thank YOU’s

Thanks for your help.

TEXT:
Hey Paul,

Thinkers-and-Leaders Dinner
Michael Lind
Richard Rorty
Patricia Williams
Samuel Beer
Paula Rayman
Dani Rodrik
Barbara Whitehead
Daniel Yergin
Michael Sandel
Cass Sunstein
Randall Kennedy

I'm helping out Andrew Mayock and Kevin Moran on the thank you books from 
the state of the union and we needed the addresses of some of the outside 
people who helped POTUS to send them their copies of the SOTU. Andrew 
told me you would have some of the addresses, so if you get a chance, 
could you make me a copy of some of the addresses for the following people 
if you have them.

We need the addresses for the following people please. Let's discuss how 

to pursue.

Andrew J. Mayock 
03/15/98 05:33:03 PM 
Record Type: Record

TO: Paul A. Tuchmann ( CN=Paul A. Tuchmann/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

To: Joshua S. Horenstein/WHO/EOP 
cc: Kevin S. Moran/WHO/EOP 
Subject: Addresses

Josh Horenstein
-----------------------Forwarded by Joshua S. Horenstein/WHO/EOP on
03/16/98 09:45 AM ...............



Albert Camarillo

Outside +Thinkers , [speechwriting book]
Benjamin Barber
Alan Brinkley
Stephen Carter
Esther Dyson
Joseph Ellis
William Ferris
William Galston
Sheldon Hackney
Jane Holl
Richard Leone
Eric Liu
Willie Morris
Adm. William Owens (Ret.)
Dr. Eduardo Padron
David Rothkopf
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.
Anna Deveare Smith
Amy Tan
Fareed Zakaria



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Joshua S. Horenstein ( CN=Joshua S. Horenstein/OU=WHO/O-EOP [ WHO ] )

CREATION DATE/TIME:19-MAR-1998 15:33:51.00

SUBJECT: Thinks Dinner people

Cass Sunstein
Albert Camarillo
Randall Kennedy
William Galston
Eduardo Padron

TEXT:
I need addresses for these people, or if you you what 
university/orgainization they are affiliated with.

TO: Jonathan E. Smith ( CN=Jonathan E. Smith/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

Thanks,
Josh



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Jonathan E. Smith ( CN=Jonathan E. Smith/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ] )

CREATION DATE/TIME:20-MAR-1998 09:42:26.00

SUBJECT: Re: Thinks Dinner people

TEXT:
Cass Sunstein
Albert Camarillo 
Randall Kennedy 
William Galston
Eduardo Padron

Univ, of Chicago
Stanford

Harvard
Univ, of Maryland

Didn't go

TO: Joshua S. Horenstein ( CN=Joshua S. Horenstein/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Julie A. Fernandes ( CN=Julie A. Fernandes/OU=OPD/O=EOP [ OPD ])

CREATION DATE/TIME:25-MAR-1998 08:52:10.00

SUBJECT: HOUSE ASKS JUSTICE DEPARTMENT TO STUDY RACE AND TRAFFIC ...

Julie
Forwarded by Julie A. Fernandes/OPD/EOP on 03/25/98

09:02 AM

FY1...JC3
Forwarded by Jose Cerda III/OPD/EOP on 03/24/98

08:07 PM

WASHINGTON (AP) Responding to complaints that police target

Jose Cerda III
03/24/98 08:06:26 PM 
Record Type: Record

SHIMABUKUR L @ Al 
03/24/98 07:23:00 PM

Record Type: Record

TO: Nelson Reyneri ( CN=Nelson Reyneri/OU=WHO/O=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ] ) 

READ:UNKNOWN

Date: 03/24/98 Time: 18:09
THouse asks Justice Department to study race and traffic stops

TO: Scott R. Palmer ( CN=Scott R. Palmer/OU=PIR/O=EOP @ EOP [ P1R ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

To: Julie A. Fernandes/OPD/EOP 
cc:
Subject: HOUSE ASKS JUSTICE DEPARTMENT TO STUDY RACE AND TRAFFIC ...

To: Jose Cerda III, Leanne A. Shimabukuro 
cc:
Subject: HOUSE ASKS JUSTICE DEPARTMENT TO STUDY RACE AND TRAFFIC ...

TEXT:
FYI. Looks like Congress is on top of the profiling issue -- at least 
with regard to routine traffic stops. Do you want to try to set up a 
meeting toward the end of next week to talk more about the Randall Kennedy 
crime stuff? Scott: have we gotten his summary? Thanks.



black people in car searches, the House passed a bill Tuesday 
requiring the Justice Department to determine the racial breakdown 
for routine traffic stops made by state and local police.

"There are very few of us in this country who have not been 
stopped at one time for an alleged traffic violation that we 
thought constituted really simple racial harassment,” said Rep. 
John Conyers, D-Mich., who is black.

Conyers, the ranking Democrat on the Judiciary Committee and the 
chief author of the bill, cited figures showing that blacks, who 
make up about 14 percent of the population, account for 72 percent 
of drivers pulled over for routine traffic stops.

"This is an issue that has long confronted us and one that we 
have in some instances accepted and suffered in silence," said 
Rep. Sheila Jackson Lee, D-Texas, who is also black.

The bill, which passed by voice vote, would require the attorney 
general to conduct a study on traffic stops and include the age and 
race or ethnic background of the person stopped, the alleged 
traffic violation and whether car searches were conducted and 
contraband discovered.

Republicans on the House Judiciary Committee pushed through an 
amendment making clear that the data acquired under the study 
cannot be used in discrimination cases.

Rep. Henry Hyde, R-Ill., the Judiciary Committee chairman, said 
the legislation has the support of the administration and can help 
promote police awareness of the problems of "profiling," in which 
cars are stopped based on the race, age or dress of the occupants.

He said there were a "growing number of reported incidents and 
allegations that black American males are being stopped for no 
reason" and in violation of Fourth Amendment prohibitions against 
unlawful searches and seizures.

The bill has not passed the Senate.
In other House action Tuesday:
Lawmakers voted 408-0 to amend a law to ensure that federal 

workers who are convicted of fraud in applying for workers 
compensation don't end up receiving those benefits.

A bill was passed by voice vote requiring airlines to track for 
a year in-flight medical emergencies. The Federal Aviation 
Administration, after evaluating those data, would issue rules on 
what changes are needed in onboard medical kits. Particularly, the 
FAA should decide whether automatic external defibrillators , 
devices that shock a stopped heart into beating again, are needed 
on planes.
APNP-03-24-98 1822EST



RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Joshua S. Horenstein ( CN=Joshua S. Horenstein/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ] )

CREATION DATE/TIME:25-MAR-1998 12:51:02.00

SUBJECT: Addresses

TEXT:

Didn't goEduardo Padron

Samuel Beer
Littauer G-9

We need the addresses for the following people please. Let's discuss how 
to pursue.

Patricia Williams
Columbia Law School 
435 West 116th Street 
New York, NY 10027

................................Forwarded by Joshua S. Horenstein/WHO/EOP on
03/25/98 12:50 PM----------------------------

Richard Rorty
c/o Philosophy Department
512 Cabell Hall
University of Virginia 
Charlottesville, VA 22903

Andrew J. Mayock 
03/18/98 05:22:14 PM 
Record Type: Record

TO: Andrew J. Mayock ( CN=Andrew J. Mayock/OU=WHO/0=EOP @ EOP [ WHO ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

To: Joshua S. Horenstein/WHO/EOP 
cc:
Subject: Addresses

Thinkers-and-Leaders Dinner
Michael Lind
c/o Kristine Dahl
ICM
40 W. 57th Street
New York, NY 10019



Barbara Whitehead

Dani Rodrik
John F. Kennedy School of Government
79 John F. Kennedy Street
Cambridge, MA 02138

North Yard
Harvard University
Cambridge, MA 02138

Paula Rayman
Radcliffe Public Policy Institute
69 Brattle Street
Cambridge, MA 02138

Daniel Yergin
20 University Rd.
Cambridge, MA 02138

Albert Camarillo
History Department
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305-2024

Alan Brinkley
611 Sayerwhether Hall
1180 Amsterdam Avenue 
New York, NY 10027

Michael Sandel
Harvard University
319 Littauer
North Yard
Harvard University
Cambridge, MA 02138

Randall Kennedy
100 Village Avenue
Dedham, Massachusettes 02026

Outside +Thinkers , [speechwriting book]
Benjamin Barber
Walt Whitman Center
Hickman Hall
409-Douglas Campus
Rutgers State University
89 George Street
New Brunswick, NJ 08901-1411

Cass Sunstein
University of Chicago Law School
1111 E. 60th Street
Chicago, IL 60637



Willie Morris

Dr. Eduardo Padron

Esther Dyson
104 Sth Avenue
20th Floor
New York, Ny 10011

William Galston
311 IF Van Munching Hall 
Building 39
College Park, MD 20742

William Ferris
Chairman, National Endowment for the Humanities
110 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washingon, D.C. 20506

Joseph Ellis
70 Sayerfield Avenue
Holioke, MA 01040

Jane Holl
1779 Massachusettes Avenue, NW
Suite 715
Washington, D.C. 20036

Stephen Carter
Yale Law School 
P.O.Box 208215
New Haven, CT

Richard Leone
41 E. 70th Street
New York, NY 10021

Adm. William Owens (Ret.) 
c/o SARC
10260 Campus Point Drive
San Diego, CA 92121

Eric Liu
24 Inman St.
Apt. 8
Cambridge, MA 02139

Sheldon Hackney
3401 Walnut Street
rm. 352B
Philadelphia, PA 19104



David Rothkopf

Amy Tan
200 Madison Avenue
16th Floor
New York, NY 10016

Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.
1114 Avenue of the Americas 
Rm 1549
New York, NY 10036

Anna Deveare Smith
1106 6th Street SW 
Washington, D.C. 20024

Fareed Zakaria
58 E. 68th Street
New York, NY 10021
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RECORD TYPE: PRESIDENTIAL (NOTES MAIL)

CREATOR: Dag Vega ( CN-Dag Vega/OU=WHO/O=EOP [ WHO ] )

CREATION DATE/TIME:18-MAY-1998 14:02:33.00

SUBJECT:

TO: Dawn ( Dawn @ 202-488-7840 @ FAX [ WHO ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Sabah ( Sabah @ 1-703-422-3453 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Saudi Arbian TV ( Saudi Arbian TV @ 1-703-685-7907 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Interstar TV ( Interstar TV @ 1-703-866-1575 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Radio Voice of Lebanon ( Radio Voice of Lebanon @ 1-212-684-1119 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Weekly-Bichitra ( Weekly-Bichitra @ 1-818-788-9844 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Turkish Times ( Turkish Times @ 202-483-9092 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Jang The News ( Jang The News @ 202-296-9568 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Cumhuriyet ( Cumhuriyet @ 1-703-527-8356 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Tunisian News Agency (T.A.P.) ( Tunisian News Agency (T.A.P.) @ 202-244-8069 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Anatolia News Agency ( Anatolia News Agency @ 1-703-866-1575 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Saudi Press Agency ( Saudi Press Agency @ 202-872-1406 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UN KNOWN

TO: Maghreb Arabe Presse ( Maghreb Arabe Presse @ 1-703-243-7057 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: The Frontier Post ( The Frontier Post @ 1-301-937-0193 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Al-Sharq Al-Awsat ( CN=A1-Sharq Al-Awsat/O=Arab News @ 202-638-1887 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN



TO: Al-Quds ( Al-Quds @ 202-429-1670 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: ASAHI ( ASAHI @ 212-489-6872 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Al Hadarah ( Al Hadarah @ 1-703-764-0942 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Al-Ahram ( Al-Ahram @ 202-737-2122 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: RAFU SHIMPO ( RAFU SHIMPO @ 1-213-687-0737 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: JIJ1 PRESS.1 ( J1JI PRESS.1 @ 1-415-986-6192 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Al-Kifah ( CN=A1-Kifah/O=A1-Arabi @ 1-703-471-4421 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Al Hayat ( CN=AI Hayat/O=An Nahar @ 202-783-5525 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: INC. (INC. @ 1-310-354-2491 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: NORTH AMER. POST (NORTH AMER. POST @ 1-206-625-1424 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: HOKUBEI MAINICHI ( HOKUBEI MAINICHI @ 1-480-280-5186 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Sada Al-Usbou ( Sada Al-Usbou @ 1-703-998-5763 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: SOUTHERN JOURNAL OF HOUSTON ( SOUTHERN JOURNAL OF HOUSTON @713-466-1690 @ FAX [ 

UNKNOWN ] )
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Kuwait News Agency ( Kuwait News Agency @ 202-347-6837 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Jordan Times ( Jordan Times @ 202-667-0777 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Washington-Tehran Post ( Washington-Tehran Post @ 1-301-840-9444 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Muslim World Monitor ( Muslim World Monitor @ 214-669-9597 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 

READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Al-mussawar ( CN=Al-mussawar/O=Dar El-Hilal @ 1-703-488-1431 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN



TO: TOZAI TIMES ( TOZAI TIMES @ 1-213-722-7865 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: JIJI PRESS ( JIJI PRESS @ 1-213-488-1319 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Channel 6 ( Channel 6 @ 1-301-654-5183 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Turkive ( Turkive @ 1-703-455-9636 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Milliyet ( Milliyet @ 1-301 -654-5183 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ: UN KNOWN

TO: TOKYO BROADCASTING SYSTMS. ( TOKYO BROADCASTING SYSTMS. @ 1-213-466-7246 @ FAX [ 
UNKNOWN ])
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: UNITED TV BROADCASTING ( UNITED TV BROADCASTING @ 1-213-483-3438 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: TOKYO TV BROADCASTING ( TOKYO TV BROADCASTING @ 1-415-467-8903 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: U.S. JAPANESE BUSINESS NEWS ( U.S. JAPANESE BUSINESS NEWS @1-213-613-1187® FAX [ 
UNKNOWN ])
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: YOM1URI SHIMBUN ( YOMIURI SHIMBUN @ 1-213-623-5887 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: ROCKY MOUNTAIN JIHO ( ROCKY MOUNTAIN J1HO @ 1-303-296-0518 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: YOMIURI AMERICA ( YOMIURI AMERICA @ 1-212-765-1618 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: Hurriyet ( Hurriyet @ 202-364-1139 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: TRT-Turkish Radio ( CN=TRT-Turkish Radio/C=TV @ 202-619-0376 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: United Arab Emirates News Agenc ( United Arab Emirates News Agenc @ 1-301-822-0806 @ FAX [ 
UNKNOWN ])

TO: Associated Press of Pakistan ( Associated Press of Pakistan @ 1-212-371-9020 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: NHK-JAPAN BROADCASTING (NHK-JAPAN BROADCASTING @ 1-310-207-1735 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] 
)
READ:UNKNOWN



READ UNKNOWN

TO: American Muslim Council ( American Muslim Council @ 202-789-2262 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ])

TO: OKAZ ( OKAZ @ 202-393-0421 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Al-Watan ( Al-Watan @ 202-429-1670 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Al-Hewar ( Al-Hewar @ 202-244-7524 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Al Wafd ( Al Wafd @ 202-544-6203 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Al-Riyadh ( Al-Riyadh @ 202-822-0806 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Spotlight ( Spotlight @ 202-289-7601 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Al Fajr ( Al Fajr @ 202-659-2089 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Saudi Gazette ( Saudi Gazette @ 202-347-0421 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Sawt Al-Kuwait ( Sawt Al-Kuwait @ 202-879-6700 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Jerusalem Press Service ( Jerusalem Press Service @ 202-338-2781 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Pakistan Press Agency ( Pakistan Press Agency @ 202-863-0159 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Middle East News Agency ( Middle East News Agency @ 1-703-281-2179 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Frontier Post ( Frontier Post @ 1-703-660-6060 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Al Gumhouriuya ( Al Gumhouriuya @ 202-393-0546 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Sudan ( CN=Sudan/O=Freelance @ 1-703-527-6256 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: Akhbar-El-Yom Primary Co. ( Akhbar-El-Yom Primary Co. @ 1-301-654-5675 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READiUNKNOWN

TO: La Revue De Liban ( La Revue De Liban @ 1-301-460-7013 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READiUNKNOWN



READ UNKNOWN

TO: CHICAGO SHIMPO ( CHICAGO SHIMPO @ 1-312-478-9360 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] )

TO: NEKKEI (NEKKEI @ 212-261-6398 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: TV ASAHI ( TV ASAHI @ 1-310-575-8806 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: ASASHI SHIMBUN AMERICA ( ASASHI SHIMBUN AMERICA @213-381-1535 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: NORTHWEST NIKEI (NORTHWEST NIKEI @ 1-206-625-1424 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: WABI-FM ( WABI-FM @ 212-546-5359 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: NICHI BEI TIMES (NICHI BEI TIMES @ 1-415-921-0770 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: NIPON INTERNE. CORP. (NIPON INTERNE. CORP. @ 1-213-461-9211 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: CROSS CURRENTS ( CROSS CURRENTS @ 1-310-825-3415 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: PACIFIC CITIZEN ( PACIFIC CITIZEN @ 1-213-725-0083 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: GATEWAY USA ( GATEWAY USA @ 1-213-383-2910 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: KAMAI FORUM ( KAMAI FORUM @ 1-213-264-5425 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: FUJI TELECAST AND PRODUCTION CO ( FUJI TELECAST AND PRODUCTION CO @ 1-415-775-0246 @ 
FAX [ UNKNOWN ])
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: GARDENA VALLEY NEWS ( GARDENA VALLEY NEWS @ 1-310-329-7500 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: NIHON KEIZAI SHIMBUN AMER. (NIHON KEIZAI SHIMBUN AMER. @ 1-213-955-7479 @ FAX [ 

UNKNOWN ])
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: JAPAN AMERICAN TV INC. ( JAPAN AMERICAN TV INC. @ 1-213-617-8074 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ]) 
READ:UNKNOWN

TO: SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL TIMES ( SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL TIMES @ 1-619-576-7294 @ FAX 
[ UNKNOWN ])
READ:UNKNOWN



READ UNKNOWN

For
Contact: Lydia Sermons (202)

Maria Soto (202)

TO: TV JAPAN ( TV JAPAN @ 1-212-262-5577 @ FAX [ UNKNOWN ] ) 
READ:UNKNOWN

U.S. ATTORNEY GENERAL JANET RENO AND THE PRESIDENT ,S RACE ADVISORY BOARD 
TO EXAMINE THE ROLE OF
RACE AND CRIME IN BUILDING ONE AMERICA

The Advisory Board meeting will address one of the most difficult issues 
that we as a nation face, in reaching our goal of building one America - 
the link between race, crime and the administration of justice. These 
issues will be explored in a panel discussion with a renowned group of law 
enforcement and criminal justice experts who will examine national and 
local strategies that are working to promote a criminal justice system 
that serves and treats American of all races equitably.

Panelists for the roundtable discussion include: District of Columbia 
Police Chief Charles Ramsey; N.Y. Former Police Chief William Bratton;
U.S. Attorney Zachary Carter, for the Eastern District of New York; 
Immigration Law Enforcement Project Director for American Friends Service 
Committee (AFSC) Maria Jimenez; Harvard University School of Law Professor 
Randall Kennedy; Florida International University Professor William
Wilbanks; Northeastern University School of Law Professor Deborah Ramirez; 
N.Y. University School of Law Professor Kim Taylor-Thompson; Michael 
Yamamoto, Law Partner Horikawa, Ono and Yamamoto; and Navajo Nation Chief 
Justice Robert Yazzie.

Washington, D.C. -- The Advisory Board to the President ,s 
Initiative on Race joined by U.S. Attorney General Janet Reno and 
Congressman John Conyers (Mi.-14th), will hold its next meeting on 
Tuesday, May 19, 1998 from 10:00 am to 1:00 pm at The George Washington 
University, the Dorothy Betts Marvin Theater in the Marvin Center at 800 
21st Street, N.W. Washington, D.C.

The session will include: remarks by Chairman John Hope Franklin, George 
Washington University President Stephen Trachtenberg and Congressman John 
Conyers (Mi.-14th).
U.S. Attorney General Janet Reno will give the keynote address. 
Christopher Stone, President/Director of the Vera Institute of Justice, 
will present a factual overview on the issues. Harvard Law School 
Professor and criminal justice expert Charles Ogletree, will moderate a 
roundtable discussion, which will include questions from the audience.

TEXT:
ONE AMERICA IN THE 21st CENTURY
The President Initiative on Race

Immediate Release
395-1035
May 18, 1998
395-1026
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WHAT: RACE ADVISORY BOARD MEETING 
"RACE AND THE ADMINlSTRA TION OF JUSTICE" 

WHO: PRESIDENT CLINTON ,S RACE ADVlSORY BOARD MEMBERS 
U.S. A TIORNEY GENERAL JANET RENO, CONGRESSMAN 

JOHN CONYERS AND NATIONAL & LOCAL LAW 
ENFORCEMENT OFFICIALS 

WHERE: THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY

MARVIN CENTER-- DOROTHY BETTS MARVIN THEATER 
800 21 ST STREET NW 
W ASHINGTO , DC 

WHEN: TUESDAY, MAY 19, 1998 
l 0:00 AM - 1 :00 PM

The President ,s Initiative on Race is a year-long effort to create a 
stronger, more just, and more united American community. For additional 
information, write the President ,s Initiative on Race at: New Executive 
Office Building, 725 17th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20504 or visit the 
One America website: www.whitehouse.gov/lnitiatives/OneAmerica 

This event is open to the press. 

### 




