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reality. That’s not just something we’re talking
about.

Let me tell you something else. I know I
didn’t carry Texas in the last election. I know
that. Some think I may not carry it again. But
I’ll tell you one thing: When the space station
was going down, we fought for it, and we lifted
it up, and we saved it. We now have a project
that is at the core of our partnership with Russia
and our hope for a better world.

There is example after example after example.
In our new energy policy, Garry Mauro’s alter-
native fleet conversion policy to use more nat-
ural gas to burn in Federal cars, and all the
things we have done that show that this adminis-
tration is not just talking about Texas and telling
people things they want to hear, we’re actually
doing things to help this State move into the
21st century.

One of the people I neglected to introduce
earlier, that I’d be remiss if I didn’t, is the
Deputy Secretary of Energy, who is from here
in Houston, Bill White. Where is he? Bill’s here
somewhere. We have an energy policy that real-
ly is pro-natural gas, pro-American producer,
good for America, and good for Texas.

I say these things because we’re going to have
some elections in 1994, and we’re going to have
all that old rhetoric again. And the Republicans

are going to tell you exactly what they think
you want to hear. I saw them the other day,
they were complaining that I had stolen their
themes, as if they own fiscal responsibility. What
they own was quadrupling the deficit. What we
own is a budget this year that eliminates 100
programs and cuts 300 more. That’s our issue,
not theirs. They act like they own the crime
issue. But what they did was to fiddle around
with crime for years while it got worse. And
what we did was to pass the Brady bill and
put a crime bill on the floor of the Congress
that offers the promise of lowering the crime
rate.

I say that because I want you here in Texas
to remember that if you want something done,
instead of to be told what you want to hear,
you need to help us. You need to keep these
seats in Congress, go after that Senate seat, keep
Ann Richards in the Governor’s office. Give us
a partnership to move America forward.

Thank you, and God bless you all.

NOTE: The President spoke at 9:40 p.m. at the
Wortham Center. In his remarks, he referred to
Garry Mauro, Texas land commissioner, and
David Wilhelm, chairman, Democratic National
Committee.

Remarks to the Greater Houston Partnership in Houston
February 7, 1994

Thank you very much. Secretary Bentsen, you
said if I had been in any danger, I would have
sent you to give this speech. You notice how
quickly he got off the stage when it came my
turn to talk? [Laughter]

I want to thank all those who preceded me:
Ken Lay for his kind remarks. He and I had
an unusual and, for would-be golfers, a lifetime
opportunity. We got to play golf with Jack
Nicklaus in Colorado last summer. Nicklaus
won. [Laughter] It was good for both of our
humility quotients.

I’m glad to see Mayor Lanier again. You
know, I’ll tell you a story about Mayor Lanier.
He’s the only person I know who actually turned
down a personal tour of the Oval Office. It’s
a true story. He was up there one night, he

and Mrs. Lanier were there, and we watched
a movie, as I remember, in the White House
movie theater. And I said, ‘‘If you want to go
see the Office before you leave, I’ll take you
over there.’’ And it was about midnight, and
he said, ‘‘I don’t do tours at midnight.’’ And
he went on to bed. [Laughter] And I thought,
that was the kind of common sense that carried
him to the mayoralty, wasn’t it? People ought
to be safe in Houston. I believe we ought to
have more police officers and put them in the
right places. And I didn’t take it personally. I’m
going to invite him back in 1997. [Laughter]
I thought it was great.

And let me say about Lloyd Bentsen that I
believe he’ll go down in the history books as
one of the great Treasury Secretaries in this



193

Administration of William J. Clinton, 1994 / Feb. 7

century, not only because of his iron will in
steering through the biggest deficit reduction
package in history last year but because of the
way he has worked with the private sector, with
the Federal Reserve, with the other power cen-
ters in our country and the influence that he’s
exerted overseas from Russia to China to Latin
America. It’s a real source of comfort and reas-
surance to me to know that whenever I’m in
a kind of a tough bind, I can call him on the
phone and ask him for his advice. Sometimes
I call him on the phone and ask him for advice
about problems that have nothing to do with
the Treasury Department. And sometimes he
smiles, and he says, ‘‘Gosh, I’m glad I don’t
have to make that decision.’’ [Laughter] But
most of the time he gives me good advice, and
most of the time I follow it.

Let me also say, I know there are several
Members of Congress here today, and I may
miss some of them, but I see in the audience
Gene Green, Craig Washington, Mike Andrews,
and Jack Brooks. I don’t know if I missed any-
body else, but I thank you all for being here.
They have to listen to me talk all the time.
It’s remarkable that they have the forbearance
to come all the way home and listen to it again.

We’re a little bit late today because I spent
a good part of the morning dealing with the
crisis in Bosnia. And I am sorry we’re a little
bit late, but I do want to just tell you what
has happened before I go into my remarks, just
briefly.

As you know, there was an outrageous attack
on innocent civilians in Sarajevo on Saturday.
And our Government is talking with our allies
about what steps ought to be taken in response
not only to this outrage but to the possibility
of future attacks on innocent civilians in the
future. We’re also talking about whether there’s
something more we can do to help the parties
agree to solve the conflict. Until those folks get
tired of killing each other over there, bad things
will continue to happen. And sooner or later
they’re going to have to decide that it’s in their
interest to let their children grow up in a world
free of war.

The United Nations Secretary-General
Boutros-Ghali has asked the North Atlantic
Council to take the necessary decisions which
would enable NATO’s military forces to respond
to requests for air strikes directed against artil-
lery and mortar positions around the city of
Sarajevo that can do the kind of horrible things

you saw on Saturday. If the United Nations mis-
sion there determines who is responsible for
the attacks—in other words, the Secretary-Gen-
eral has now asked that authority be given to
our commanders there on the ground to take
appropriate action. I very much welcome that
request. I have hoped that that would be the
case for some time. I have directed our rep-
resentatives at NATO to support the Secretary-
General’s request when it is discussed there in
the next couple of days.

That is all I have to report at this time except
to say that, once again, I hope very much that
the horror of all these innocent people dying
will sober all those who are responsible and
lead to a renewed effort to get a peace agree-
ment there.

Now, having said that, I’d like to go back
a little bit to talking about what I hoped to
come to Houston to discuss today, which is how
our Nation reconciles the need to bring the
deficit down and be tough on the budget with
our responsibilities to invest in the future and
to work with you to grow the economy. If you
take the position that Mayor Lanier took in
1991, you see a microcosm of what I think I
should be trying to do as your President. He
came here on a promise to put 655 more police
officers on the street either by hiring new ones
or working the present force overtime and to
deploy them in the appropriate places with the
goal of lowering the crime rate and making the
people here feel more secure.

Since that time, the crime rate’s dropped 22
percent, murders are down by 27 percent, and
he’s given America its best reason to have Con-
gress pass a crime bill this year—[applause]—
thank you—because we know that this is an
issue without a party or a racial or an economic
label and we know that the more vulnerable
you are to other forces in society, the more
vulnerable you also are to being a victim of
crime.

So we’re going to have a debate over the
next couple of months, and these Members of
Congress here will be a part of it, about what
that crime bill ought to be. But one thing we
know is if you have more police on the street
and they are properly trained and they’re prop-
erly deployed and they know the neighbors and
they know the kids, they will not only catch
criminals quicker, they will actually deter crime,
which is, after all, what we ought to be trying
to do, to reduce crime in the first place. Why?
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By taking a practical approach to a human prob-
lem and asking what is best for the people in-
volved.

I want to thank the Greater Houston Partner-
ship for your leadership on the NAFTA battle.
And I want to say some things about that that
I think I’m entitled to say since I fought so
hard for its ratification, some of which not all
of you may agree with. But to me, the way
that battle took shape is the way this country
ought to work. And let me explain why. First
of all, to pass it there was really a partnership
required between Government and people in
private business and a not insignificant number
of working people who knew it was in their
personal interest for it to pass. Secondly, to pass
it there was a partnership between Democrats
and Republicans, something which unfortunately
is all too rare in Washington, even though it’s
more common in Houston, I would imagine.
Thirdly, there was an honest debate about im-
portant issues. And even though I strongly dis-
agreed with those who voted against it, there
was a real core of legitimate concern. I thought
the remedy, that is, beating NAFTA, was the
wrong remedy. But the core of concern was
real; that is, that in a global economy, people
who control the flow of money and technology
and production may or may not have interests
that are always identical to the working people
who live where they are located.

So there were honest debates that led to the
first environmental side agreement in the history
of any trade agreement—a good one—a labor
standards agreement, a commitment that the
Congress had to do more to retrain the Amer-
ican work force, dislocated not only by trade
with our neighbors to the south but generally
dislocated by the changing of the economy; an
agreement to establish a North American devel-
opment bank to try to help finance new busi-
nesses and small businesses in places where they
need to grow in order to participate in what
we hope will be a vibrant and growing two-
way trade not only with Mexico but with all
of our neighbors to the south. So the debate
was about real issues and produced, in my view,
the right result, the trade agreement that I be-
lieve so strongly in and a lot of other things
that point the way toward making sure that it
benefits all the people of the country.

And finally, I liked it because it was focused
on the future. It required us all to imagine
what we wanted Houston, Texas, and the United

States to look like in the 21st century, what
things are inevitable that we need to—these
changes that are happening that we need to
make our friends instead of our enemies. How
could we shape the future?

Now to me, that’s what public life ought to
be about. Whoever you vote for and whatever
you say, people get together like this and they
argue and talk about real issues in the spirit
of partnership, thinking about the future, focus-
ing on how it affects ordinary people. And I
liked it a lot. In the environment in which I
operate now, as opposed to the one in which
I operated when I was a Governor, there tends
to be too little partnership and too much par-
tisanship. There tends to be too little focus on
the future and an absolute obsession about the
past. There tends to be too little action and
a world of talk.

Now, we have some big challenges as a coun-
try. Make no mistake about it, we have enor-
mous strengths. A lot of things are going well
in America. We have underlying strengths which
are beginning to benefit us now that have always
been there. But the way we continue to move
into the future is to cherish our strengths, but
to honestly face our problems and our chal-
lenges.

Now, for the 4 years before I became Presi-
dent, for all kinds of reasons, we had the slowest
economic growth in half a century and very low
job growth. For the 12 years before I took of-
fice, the national debt quadrupled in only 12
years after 200 years of history in which it was
more or less constant, except during wartime
when it went up. In those 12 years, the cost
of health care exploded at 2 and 3 times, some-
times more, the rate of inflation. And yet every
year a smaller percentage of our people were
covered with health insurance, with con-
sequences, I might add, that were dramatically,
I thought, put forward by a very articulate letter
to the editor in one of your newspapers today
by a local physician, which I commend to you.

For 20 years, for 20 years, since about 1974,
after the last big energy crisis then and
globalization of our financial system, the wages
of most American hourly wage earners have
been stagnant. It’s not a partisan issue, this is
something that’s happened through 20 years.
And for about 30 years, the American family
unit has been under great stress, particularly
in areas of economic distress, so that now mil-
lions and millions of young Americans are being
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born into families where there was never a mar-
riage; in a community where the local commu-
nity institutions that used to shore up kids in
trouble, the churches, the businesses, and the
other things, are weaker than ever before; and
where there is no business investment to give
people economic hope and where very often
only the churches and a few nonprofit organiza-
tions are like the proverbial kid with their
thumb in the dike holding back the deluge. And
often they come in contact with the rest of
us when we catch them breaking the law and
we’re telling them not to do something, instead
of earlier in their lives when we could have
given them a chance to be a part of this partner-
ship represented in this room today. Now, those
are the challenges we face in a world that is
changing very rapidly, where the economy is
increasingly globalized.

I ran for this job because I wanted this coun-
try to roar into the 21st century still the greatest
nation on Earth, with the kids in this country
looking forward to the brightest future any gen-
eration of young Americans ever had, and be-
cause I believed that to do that we had to re-
store the economy, rebuild a sense of commu-
nity in an increasingly diverse America—look
around this room—and make the Government
work for ordinary people again. Make it make
sense instead of having people so alienated from
it.

Now to do that, it seems to me that we have
to stop focusing so much on yesterday’s labels
and focus more on tomorrow’s goals. The issue
isn’t whether we go left or right, it’s whether
we can go forward. And if we don’t go forward,
it doesn’t matter whether we’re stuck left or
right.

Historically, if you look at the whole history
of this country, we have done well because we
had strong shared values and we were increas-
ingly, when we needed to be, pragmatic and
progressive at the same time. We were philo-
sophically conservative in the sense that we
never thought we ought to change our values
and operationally progressive in the sense that
we were always ready to look at a changed set
of circumstances and move into the breach. And
I would argue to you that that’s what we face
today.

Our administration took office with a clear
economic strategy that was first premised on
getting the deficit down, to get lower interest

rates, lower inflation, higher investments, and
more jobs.

Second, on increasing trade, because it’s per-
fectly obvious if you look at the stagnant em-
ployment situation in Europe, in Japan, or in
the United States, that no great wealthy nation
can grow wealthier and create jobs unless you
have more customers for your goods and serv-
ices. That’s what NAFTA was about. That’s what
the GATT agreement was about. That’s what
meeting with the Asian leaders was about. That’s
what this hemispheric summit next year with
all the leaders—or this year—with all the leaders
of Latin America is about. That’s what lifting
billions of dollars of controls on exports of high
technology goods, so that we can now sell them
in the aftermath of the cold war, is about. We’ve
got to have more customers for our goods and
services.

Third, on trying to stake out an American
position in the new technologies of the 21st
century, that means maintaining the technologies
we have to have to keep our defense the strong-
est in the world, some of them being maintained
by work being done in this State. It means as
we downsize defense, having an aggressive de-
fense conversion strategy so we can make the
most of all the work that has been done and
all we’ve already paid for, through the develop-
ment of dual-use technologies. It means keeping
our undisputed leadership in space, which is
what the fight for the space station was all
about. It means doing more in areas that are
critically important where we have an undis-
puted lead like medical research, something you
know more about here in Houston then virtually
any other place in the country. It means build-
ing the information superhighway that the Vice
President is so strongly advocating. It means
making the environment a job creator instead
of job loser. And it means having a sensible
energy policy. The administration’s oil and gas
initiative was complimented recently by Dennis
Hendricks, one of your distinguished leaders in
this organization. And I thanked him before I
came in for saying that it was a positive direc-
tion, nonintrusive but seeking to improve the
environment in which we operate. That’s the
way we’re trying to approach this.

The next thing we’ve got to do is to focus
on specific things we can afford to do to help
generate new business and small business. The
Secretary of the Treasury and I were talking
while Mayor Lanier was giving his speech. In
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our economic plan last year, one of the things
that wasn’t noticed is the huge increase in the
expensing provision for small business, which
made 90 percent of the small businesses in this
country eligible for a tax cut on April 15th if
they invested more in their businesses, a new
small business capital gains tax that Ventura
Capital Association had asked for for years, and
an extension of the research and development
tax credit. This last year, we had a record in-
crease in venture capitalizations of small compa-
nies in this country. That’s what’s going to gen-
erate the jobs of the 21st century and keep
us ahead. We have to continue to focus on it.

Finally, the economic strategy has a strong
education and training component. And I’ll talk
a little more about that in a moment. But the
first thing we had to do was to cut the deficit,
to reduce spending, to increase some taxes, to
put the money in a rigorous system which would
bring the deficit down over 5 years, and to re-
duce the size of the Federal Government.

Now, before this plan took effect last year,
the 1995 deficit was projected to be $302 bil-
lion. Now, it’s expected to be $176 billion, a
40 percent reduction. That’s why interest rates
are down and inflation is low and investment
is up. And if we keep doing it, we’ll have 3
straight years in a row where the deficit has
gone down for the first time since Harry Tru-
man was President. I was stunned, by the way,
when my researchers gave me that. I made them
go back and check three times. I said, that can’t
be true. It turns out it is.

Now, if you look what’s happened, we’ve had
millions of Americans refinance their homes and
businesses. You’ve got core inflation at its lowest
rate in 20 years. You’ve got long-term interest
rates at historic lows. If we can keep this going,
you will bring the economy back, the private
sector will. And it is the most important thing.

Last year, this country created almost 2 mil-
lion new jobs; 90 percent of them were in the
private sector. For years we’ve had an enormous
percentage of our jobs created primarily by State
and local government. Last year 90 percent of
the new jobs came in the private sector. This
country is enjoying strong economic growth in
spite of the continuing problems in Europe and
Japan. And we can continue to do it if we have
the discipline to keep the deficit coming down.

And I want to say something in defense of
the people who voted for that economic pro-
gram last year. Any Member of the Congress

will tell you that if that budget had not passed
when it did, NAFTA would never have passed,
because we would have spent all of August, all
of September, and all of October wallowing
around Washington, fighting with each other
about the nickels and dimes around the edges
of the budget instead of focusing on NAFTA.
We were about 100 votes down when the
NAFTA fight started. It would not have passed
if the budget hadn’t passed first. The two things
went together, and if that would have happened,
we’d never had the GATT agreement. So it is
very important, it seems to me, to recognize
now that what we have to say is the thing
worked, and we have to build on it.

Today, our second budget is being presented
in Washington, and the Budget Director Leon
Panetta will deliver it to Congress and talk about
its details. I just want you to know what the
second budget does. It continues to cut spend-
ing because these budget caps are very tight.
It’s the toughest budget on spending cuts the
Congress has yet seen.

Listen to this: More than 60 percent of the
major accounts in the Federal budget are cut.
That means more than 350 specific nondefense
programs are being cut, and over 100 of them
are being eliminated outright. It’s been a long
time since that’s been done. If the Congress
adopts it, it will keep the deficit coming down,
it will keep interest rates down, it will send
a clear signal to the Fed and to the rest of
the world that we mean business and that the
investment climate will continue.

These lower interest rates, if they can be
maintained, will save over $20 billion in deficit
in next year’s budget alone and over $150 billion
in the next 5 years. Seven of the 14 major
Cabinet departments are taking budget cuts.
The Federal bureaucracy is slashed by 118,000
under this plan. That puts us ahead of the goals
set by the Vice President’s reinventing Govern-
ment task force, which had us at 100,000 this
year. And by the way, when we go through
this thing in 5 years, we will have reduced Fed-
eral Government by attrition and management
by 252,000 so that by 1998 the Federal Govern-
ment will be smaller than it has been in over
30 years. Why? Because if we don’t do it, we
can’t keep the economy going in the right direc-
tion, and we won’t have any money to spend
on the things that 90 percent of you think we
should spend more money on.
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So most people read mysteries and not budg-
ets. Most people think the budget is a mystery.
[Laughter] But I hope that you will encourage
the members of your delegation, especially this
year when we’re not having this contentious
fight over the tax issue, to vote for this budget.
Because if we don’t do it, we cannot keep the
economic recovery going. And if we do it, we
can keep the recovery going.

We can also find the money we need to invest
in some things that I think are important. If
we didn’t reduce spending, if we don’t reduce
spending in some of yesterday’s programs, we
won’t have the money to spend on the crime
bill. Those things cost money, too. That crime
bill has 100,000 more police officers, has more
money to help the States build penitentiary
beds, which you know a lot about in Texas,
has funds for boot camps for first-time non-
violent offenders, and funds for drug treatment
so that a lot of these young people who get
out don’t come back.

If we don’t do it, we won’t have money for
what’s called the technology reinvestment
project. Texas has gotten $25 million in it so
far, to help develop dual uses, commercial uses
for defense technology. If we don’t do it, we
can’t do the information superhighway. If we
don’t do it, we’ll have a very tough time holding
on to the space station, because we have to
slash other things to keep the space program
going. If we don’t do it, we won’t be able to
fully fund the highway program. And if we don’t
do it, I’m afraid some people will come back
at defense, and I am unalterably opposed to
cutting the defense budget any more. We have
cut it a great deal, and I don’t believe we can
responsibly cut it more. I mean, we’re cutting
it, but I don’t want deeper cuts in it.

If we don’t do it, we can’t pay to redesign
the unemployment system in the country. It’s
a big deal. A lot of you work a lot of people.
This unemployment system that you’re paying
taxes into was designed for a time in the 1950’s
and sixties when the average person lost a job,
was laid off, and eventually was called back to
his or her old job. Now, most people who are
laid off never get called back to their old job.
The average person will change work seven or
eight times in a lifetime, and the only cure
for the fear of being unemployable is to be
able to constantly learn new skills.

Therefore, we believe that the present crazy-
quilt patch of 150 Government training pro-

grams and an unemployment system that is es-
sentially passive until the benefits run out is
wrong. We think when people lose work they
should immediately start training for the next
job and that your tax money shouldn’t be squan-
dered, essentially, paying people to live while
they pursue a vain hope at a lower standard
of living. And instead, we ought to have a reem-
ployment system where people really can imme-
diately and always be retraining if they lose the
job they have. But we can’t do it, if we don’t
cut the rest of the budget.

This budget provides for the beginning of a
national apprenticeship program for kids that
don’t go to college. Most of the new jobs won’t
require a college education. But you’ve got a
chance of doubling your income when you get
out of high school if you just get 2 years of
further training. Our school-to-work initiative
makes a big start on that. This budget will pay
to implement the Goals 2000 program, which
started back in 1989 when President Bush and
the Governors negotiated some national edu-
cation goals that I helped to draft then in my
former life. This bill gives us a chance to achieve
those goals by having national standards that
are world-class and supporting local reforms of
all kinds around the country. We can’t fund
this bill if we don’t cut the rest of the budget.
This budget dramatically increases the Head
Start program. A young lady said to me today,
if we could start all these kids in Head Start
we’d have fewer of them getting in trouble later
on. It dramatically increases Head Start. If we
don’t cut the budget, we can’t increase Head
Start.

So I say to all of you, I hope you will support
this process. It is not easy to eliminate 100 Gov-
ernment programs, because somebody likes
them. It’s not easy to cut 350; somebody likes
them. Henry Cisneros has done a brilliant job
at HUD. His budget increases funding for
homelessness in a way that actually gets people
off of the homeless rolls permanently. His budg-
et gives more housing vouchers to people who
are eligible, to let them go out into the private
sector and make their own decisions about
where to live and let the markets work.

Do we cut some other programs? You bet
we do. Why? There’s $8 billion in the HUD
pipeline that should have been spent 2 or 3
years ago that can’t be spent because of Govern-
ment redtape. So Secretary Cisneros says we’ve
got a homeless problem in this country. We
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have people out there, working people, who are
eligible for help. Give them the vouchers, get
them out there, let the system work, and cut
something else.

If you want us to follow some of these energy
initiatives that we’re doing through the national
labs—you’ve got one of your own, Bill White’s
sitting over there, is the Deputy Secretary of
Energy. We’ve got to cut the rest of the budget
if you want us to do the things that will enable
us to explore the new technologies which may
revive the energy sector in this country. So I
implore you to tell the folks that represent you,
it’s okay to cut to get the deficit down and
to spend more where we need to spend it.

Now, let me just make this one final remark.
You might say, ‘‘Well, that’s fine you’re going
to really cut the deficit, but it’s still going to
be really big in 1998.’’ And you would be right.
And I want you to know here in Houston why
that is. How can you cut defense, freeze domes-
tic spending, hold Social Security within infla-
tion, have revenues growing, and have the def-
icit going up? Answer—there is only one answer
now, especially if this budget passes, there will
only be one answer. The answer is: When I
took office the Medicaid budget, health care
for poor folks, was supposed to increase by an
annual rate of between 16 and 11 percent a
year over the next 5 years, and the Medicare
budget, health care for the elderly, was going
to increase by a rate of between 11 and 9 per-
cent a year over the next 5 years. And if we
do not reform our health care system, in 10
years we will be spending all your Federal tax
money, all your new Federal tax money, on
health care and nothing else. And we’ll be
spending it for the same health care, not for
new health care.

Now, let me drive this home. We estimate
the Medicare budget will go up, let’s say, 10
percent this year, when the case load’s going
up and general inflation is 3.5 percent, that the
Medicaid budget would go up 12 percent with
the case load going up 2 percent and inflation
where I said.

Now, the only thing I want to say about the
health care debate today is this, because I know
you have to go, but I want you to think about
this. I had a doctor in my office Saturday, a
Republican from another State who has mobi-
lized hundreds and hundreds of doctors in a
professional unit. He came in and said, ‘‘I am
one of the few people in America who has actu-

ally read your bill. And I like it.’’ But he said,
‘‘You see, I don’t understand what is going on
out there.’’ He said, ‘‘I read all this stuff, people
that are for you, the people that are against
you, and they’re saying all this that doesn’t have
anything to do with what’s going on out there
in the real world.’’ So without going into the
details, let me just ask you to focus on this:
Every plan proposed by anybody is a private
plan. It keeps health care providers private and
keeps insurance private, every one, including
ours.

The issue then—let’s talk about this. Which
plan would give more choice to consumers than
the others? The answer is ours would, but you
can check that out. Consumers are rapidly losing
choice in the present system. Only about one
in three workers today insured at work has any
choice at all over who the medical provider is.
Which plan would do the most to keep some
funding for the academic health centers, the
kind of centers that have made Houston the
medical capital of the United States? Of the
three major plans, ours is the only one that
attempts to do anything for these academic
health centers. Now, we have representatives
here in the audience, they’ll tell you we haven’t
done enough. We can fix that. That’s peanuts
in the context of the larger budget if that’s a
problem. But this is a big issue that never even
gets raised.

Which plan would cover more primary and
preventive services? You talk to anyone that runs
a hospital and they’ll tell you that all of us
are paying too much for our health insurance
because the people who don’t have any coverage
only get health care when they’re too sick, it’s
too late, they show up in an emergency room,
and it costs out the wazoo, and then the hospital
has to pass the cost along to someone else.

Can you achieve the real goals for the health
care system and ever get the deficit under con-
trol—two things at once—if everybody doesn’t
have to assume some responsibility for providing
health care for themselves and for employees?
This is a tough question, not free of difficulty.
What about all the people who have part-time
workers? What about small businesses? The
problem is 70 percent of small businesses do
provide health insurance for their employees,
and their rates are 35 to 40 percent higher
than big business and Government rates. Any-
body that’s in a Federal health care plan, let
me tell you, folks, is getting a good deal now.
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Now again, I say this in the context of this
budget so that you can remember that I said
it 4 years from now. There will be no ultimate
solution to the Federal deficit until we reform
the Medicare-Medicaid expenses and get them
closer to the rate of inflation. That cannot be
done, in my opinion, having studied this for
years as a Governor who used to have to break
our budget every year on it, until there is some
system by which all Americans have access to
basic primary and preventive health care. But
we have to do it in a way that preserves what
is best about health care, which is the system
of private providers that is a shining monument
here in Houston, and to do it in a way that
overall helps the American business economy,
not hurts it.

Now, is it easy to do? No. If it was easy,
somebody would have done it already. It’s the
most complicated thing in the world. How could
it not be, it’s 14.5 percent of our gross national
product. But we must address it if you wish
to solve the Federal Government’s budgetary

problems. Otherwise, you mark my words, with-
in a couple of years, you’ll have to give up
the space program and everything else just to
pay more for the same health care. And we
cannot do that.

So I look forward to this health care debate
in the spirit of excitement. This is important.
This is the way I felt about NAFTA. If we
can just be honest with one another and focus
on the future and work through this thing, this
is going to be one of the most exhilarating expe-
riences this country ever went through because
we’re facing up to our challenges. But first we
have to keep the deficit coming down, and we
have to pass this budget. It ought not to be
a partisan issue, and I need your help to do
it.

Thank you, and bless you all.

NOTE: The President spoke at 12:50 p.m. at the
Hyatt Regency Hotel. In his remarks, he referred
to Ken Lay, chairman, Greater Houston Partner-
ship, and professional golfer Jack Nicklaus.

Telephone Conversation With the Space Shuttle Discovery Astronauts
From Houston
February 7, 1994

The President. This is the President.
Cmdr. Charles Bolden. Yes, sir. We can hear

you very much. Welcome aboard.
The President. How are you, Commander

Bolden?
Commander Bolden. I’m doing very fine. Our

crew is hanging in there, and we’re having a
good time, enjoying it.

The President. Well, you seem to be having
a good time. You’ve had a perfect launch and
an exciting mission. And I want to congratulate
you.

I’ve just been in the simulator, and I’ve ap-
plied to be an astronaut, but I haven’t been
accepted yet. [Laughter]

Commander Bolden. I’m certain if you pull
a few strings there, you might be able to make
it. [Laughter]

The President. You’re the only person who
has invited me to abuse my power since I’ve
been President. [Laughter] I want to——

Commander Bolden. While we have a second,
may I introduce you to my crew?

The President. Please do.
Commander Bolden. At my right is my pilot,

Ken Reightler, who is in the United States Navy.
Behind him is Dr. Ron Sega, who is mission
specialist number two on the crew, like our
flight engineer, and he’s also one of the coprin-
cipal investigators for the Wake Shield, one of
the experiments we have on board.

Right over my head here is our guest from
Russia, Sergei Krikalev, who right now is the
second longest person to ever be in space and
has spent 5 months and 10 months on two dif-
ferent flights on Mir.

To Sergei’s left is Dr. Franklin Chang-Diaz,
originally from Costa Rica and now a full-
fledged citizen of the United States, who is on
his fourth flight.

To my left is Dr. N. Jan Davis, who has
been a prime op, our mess operator working
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