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In his remarks, he referred to Jeffrey Watson,
Deputy Assistant to the President and Deputy Di-
rector of Intergovernmental Affairs, and Dante
Caputo, U.N./OAS Special Envoy to Haiti.

Remarks in an Interview With the
Connecticut Media
March 13, 1993

Winter Storm
The President. I’m sorry I’m a little late,

but I’m trying to make sure we’re doing what
we need to do about the storm, which, as
you know, is moving up the coast with winds
very heavy now in the South Carolina area.
And the center of the storm is projected to
reach here as late as 7 o‘clock tonight, so
it will come to you sometime in the middle
of the night. And we’re working hard, but
I wanted to get an update and see what
FEMA was doing. And we’re going to be
talking today about what other resources we
ought to make available.

I think the only thing I would say is that
we have shared all the information we have
with all the State governments involved, and
I think people should simply exercise cau-
tion, because it’s easy to go from what seems
to be a nice big snowstorm to these very rapid
winds. And the more you can keep telling
people when the winds are coming, I think
the better off we’ll be. Once you get north
of Washington, most people are fairly well-
prepared for heavy doses of snow, even if
it’s the biggest they’ve had in years. But the
winds are of great concern. Whatever you
can do to make sure your people know that
there are winds coming—and unless this
storm dissipates, that can be serious; that
would call for them to exercise great caution
as the center of the storm approaches, which
will be sometime late, late tonight for you—
I’d appreciate it. Questions?

Defense Conversion
Q. Yes, sir. Can we talk about the defense

cutbacks in Connecticut?
The President. Sure.
Q. You have a $1.7 billion plan for retrain-

ing and dual use technology. You’ve got $350
billion set aside for FY ’93. I guess the bot-
tom line is, when we hear in Connecticut,
for example Pratt & Whitney, they’re going

to be laying off 7,000 people, sir, for people
that are facing unemployment, the people
who are unemployed, when are they going
to see some of that money come to them
this year? And is the infrastructure already
in place to see that those industries are tar-
geted that need it and the money gets there?

The President. Well, let’s back up a
minute. The Congress appropriated this
money months and months and months ago.
There was a big debate, and the previous ad-
ministration basically didn’t believe that this
was a big problem, so they never released
any of the money. In the last few weeks, we
have worked very hard to put together a plan
that would release over $1 billion this year
in defense conversion.

In addition to that, let me just say, apropos
of the Connecticut economy specifically, if
the Congress passes the stimulus plan that
I have recommended to try to jumpstart the
economies of the States with high unemploy-
ment rates, Connecticut should receive about
$118 million, just out of the stimulus pack-
age, in funds for community development
block grants and Federal highway construc-
tion and clean water and clean drinking water
efforts and urban transit money. So all that
will be coming into the State, and obviously
that will create a lot of jobs. Some of those
jobs will be created in the same areas where
the defense jobs have been lost.

Now, to go back to your original question,
we’re going to move the job training money,
the community assistance money, and the
new technology money as quickly as we can.
By and large, in most States there is a retrain-
ing infrastructure which will accommodate it.
The infrastructure we need to create, frankly,
is to make sure there’s a good partnership
between the Defense Department, the Com-
merce Department, and all the other Federal
Agencies and communities, so that commu-
nities can take money and begin immediately
planning to generate new jobs. And we need
a better partnership between the Govern-
ment and the private contractors to make
sure that they have as much lead time as pos-
sible to plan to put new technologies into
effect or to take their defense technologies
and convert them into commercial products.

VerDate 31-MAR-98 08:49 Apr 09, 1998 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 1244 Sfmt 1244 W:\DISC\P11MR4.016 p11mr4



419Administration of William J. Clinton, 1993 / Mar. 13

I’m sure all of you saw the press when I
went to Baltimore to the Westinghouse plant.
To assist in that regard, we’re going to do
two things. First, we’ve got all the Federal
Agencies involved to put together a book
which can be made available to every defense
contractor in America, which shows the re-
sources and the efforts that can be made by
the Advanced Research Products Agency, the
Commerce Department, the Energy Depart-
ment, which controls the Federal labs where
a lot of this research is done, the Defense
Department, NASA, and others.

Secondly, we’re going to go out across the
country now and hold meetings that are lit-
eral workshops for defense contractors to try
to get them involved in this process before
the contracts run out. The thing that has
bothered me about this all along is that these
contracts have been canceled, and then
someone comes along and says, well, why
don’t you think of something else to do? So
what we’re going to try to do is to develop
an ongoing relationship with defense con-
tractors which will permit them to plan for
conversion, even as they’re still producing
whatever products they’re contracted to
produce by the Defense Department. And
this whole thing has to be coordinated in a
much more disciplined fashion than it has
been in the past. And that’s why I’ve set up
this defense conversion group, to do.

Let me just make one other point, since
the Department of Defense yesterday an-
nounced another round of base closings and
realignments, which would be modest com-
pared to the contracting losses you’ve had.
There would be a reduction of 2200 jobs in
Connecticut around the submarine oper-
ations. Here is the dilemma for us—and I
want to just put that out here so you will
be able to evaluate what happens in the fu-
ture. We’ve had two rounds of base closings
so far. They’ve been fairly modest. And this
announcement from the Pentagon was pretty
big. And there will be another one in 1995.
Keep in mind, all these bases that were on
that list, even if the commission approves
them for closing or realignment, they won’t
be closed for 3 to 5 years. That gives us real
time to plan, if we do it. If we really have
an aggressive plan, it gives us time to plan
the futures of the men and women in uni-

form who may be mustered out. It gives us
time to plan for the futures of the commu-
nities and the civilian employees.

Let me ask you to consider what happens
when you don’t do this. On the plan we’re
on now, if we don’t close any more bases,
we will have by 1997 reduced defense by 40
percent, personnel in uniform by 35 percent,
overseas deployments by 56 percent, and
base structure by 9 percent. Now, what does
that mean to Connecticut? It means that if
you—because of the incredible difficulty of
closing domestic bases, it means if you don’t
close any of them and you have this defense
budget going down, that means more reduc-
tions in contracts. It means it hurts the plants
and where the high-tech production is done
even more.

One of the reasons that we have to close
some more bases is, with a reduced Armed
Forces at the end of the cold war, we have
got to maintain a very, very high level of tech-
nological superiority and military readiness,
which means we still are going to have a very
significant amount of military contracts out
there in high technology areas. But you could
argue that over the long run, the States that
have a lot of the plants that do this work,
like Connecticut, California, and others,
would be better off if we can exercise the
discipline to close the bases in a way that
is humane and fair and economically advan-
tageous. So that’s what we’re trying to do.

Sea Wolf Operation
Q. Mr. President, John Baxter from Asso-

ciated Press. As you know, I’m sure, part of
your reputation in Connecticut regarding de-
fense stems from your comments during the
campaign in support of the Sea Wolf, and
I’m sure you know what an important pro-
gram that is in terms of jobs up there. I won-
der if I could ask you if you could tell us
at this point what your plans are for the Sea
Wolf, and more generally, what your com-
ments to the people of Connecticut would
be now that we’re beyond the campaign and
into the administration and defense spending
is going down sharply?

The President. Well, you remember what
my position was on the Sea Wolf, which is
that I thought at least one more ship should
be completed than the administration said,
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and then we should, in effect, transform the
operation to produce a smaller follow-on
ship. That is what I believed, and interest-
ingly enough, that’s what I was advised by
the people with whom I was consulting back
in 1991 was the best policy. Contrary to a
lot of the things which were written in and
out of Connecticut, it didn’t have much to
do with the Connecticut primary. I didn’t
even know if I’d be politically alive in the
Connecticut primary in November and De-
cember of 1991 when we were trying to
evaluate these decisions. I see no reason in
my own mind to change that position.

Now, what we are doing now with the De-
fense Department—let me tell you what we
have to face. What we are doing now is to
try to see what our options are for proceeding
both with contracts and with personnel, with
the new budget targets we’re going to be re-
quired to meet. I’m hopeful that both the
Senate and the House will adopt my defense
budget cuts without cutting them anymore.
And if so, then we may be able to pursue
the course that I outlined in the campaign.

But let me tell you, there is one other
problem. I just want to make you aware of
this, and we won’t know exactly what the end
of it is until, oh, about 2 weeks from now.
The budget that the Department of Defense
has that was approved by the last Congress
includes several billions of dollars in manage-
ment savings in the Department of Defense
which the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Cheney,
offered and which the Congress accepted,
which are now being questioned. That is, it’s
now being questioned about whether these
management savings are real. And a special
committee has been appointed to review the
budget and to see whether or not, in effect,
the Congress has approved a cut which can’t
be realized simply by reorganizing the De-
fense Department in management savings.
We were advised to put another $10 billion
in reduction on our defense budget at the
end of this cycle, in fiscal year ’97, as a hedge
against the fact that as much as $30 billion
of those management savings by FY ’97 may
not be real.

Now, let me tell you what that means prac-
tically since we’re all committed to certain
deficit reduction targets. What that means is
that if these management savings which the

Congress has already budgeted for from the
previous administration don’t turn out to be
real, we’ll have a very serious question to ad-
dress. I am resisting further cuts in defense,
apart from the $10 billion extra one I agreed
to try to absorb at the end of this process.
But I just want you to be aware of the fact
that that is out there and that this is sort
of an ongoing debate in-house here. We’re
trying to figure out—the Secretary of De-
fense is working with the services to see what
they believe we should do and to work out
the best possible result.

Q. But the Sea Wolf question relating to
this upcoming budget remains an open ques-
tion until notice——

The President. I think it is an open ques-
tion, but I haven’t changed my position on
it. But I cannot tell you it’s a lock-cinch deal
because of what’s happened, because of
this—this is sort of a wild card for us—and
because I’m obviously involved with the Con-
gress now in trying to work through this.

Q. Brian Thomas at WTIC in Hartford.
General Dynamics as a corporation, pro-
ducer of the Sea Wolf, as you know, openly
is not embracing the dual use concept. They
are staying with defense as a livelihood. Is
this kind of approach in your view something
that’s viable, given this situation we have
now, or will they sign on to this eventually?

The President. Well, it depends. Let me
say what I mean by that. It depends on what
General Dynamics or any other kind of com-
pany in this position projects will be the fu-
ture demand for defense products that they
can produce. Let me give you an example.
For example, Sikorsky in Connecticut and
another one of your helicopter companies I
think is up in employment. And a lot of our
allies may well be buying more short-haul
aircraft and may be buying more helicopters
in the future for more limited and different
kinds of military operations. So there’s no
question that some military contractors will
be able to continue to fully—or almost all
military contractors—and do well. And there
will be some things where the demand for
products will actually increase. We, the
United States, will be buying some new mili-
tary products and technology that we have
not purchased in the past. So some people
will be there.
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On the other hand, with the overall budget
going down and, therefore, with both the size
of the Armed Forces and at least the guaran-
teed replacement of old products being less,
a number of these defense contractors are
going to have to look for alternative products.
And I don’t know enough about what Gen-
eral Dynamics’ options are to know whether
that’s the right or the wrong decision. All I
can tell you is that we’re prepared to assist
with joint research and development efforts
and everything else in our power. We’re pre-
pared to assist those companies that are seri-
ous about converting. The Westinghouse
plant—let me just tell you, the one in Mary-
land I visited—5 years ago was 16 percent
nondefense. Today it’s 27 percent non-
defense. By 1995 it’ll be 50-plus percent non-
defense. And what I think you’re going to
see—I’ll just make a prediction where I think
you’re going to see in many areas—is a kind
of a blending where the defense-nondefense
line is regularly crossed and where the tech-
nology is being used for both civilian and
military purposes. For example, at Westing-
house we saw some things making full circle.
We saw military technology producing a civil-
ian product; then we saw civilian technology
being marketed back to the military for the
first time. So I think that this will become
a blurry line.

Now, submarines have few uses other than
military. I mean, it’s hard to imagine—you
know, maybe some weather uses there,
maybe nonmilitary uses for submarines in the
environmental area, particularly around the
poles and other things. But I just think—I
wish I could give you a yes or no answer,
but I’d have to know more about what their
options are and what they project the prod-
ucts to be.

Q. When you say completion of another
submarine, are you talking about the third
or the second, since the second hasn’t really
started yet? And if the submarine fleet is to
be reduced to 40 to 45 submarines, when
do you envision funding for the next genera-
tion and what would it look like?

The President. I can’t answer that yet be-
cause that’s one of the things we have under
review. But I will be glad to try to get you
an answer from the Defense Department as
quickly as I can. The last time I had a con-

versation about this, there was a general con-
sensus that the design of the Sea Wolf was
not necessary in terms of its size, bulk, given
a declining Soviet threat and breathtaking
drops in production there for their own ca-
pacity, but that we still needed and, in fact,
were quite dependent on submarine tech-
nology to maintain our overall military supe-
riority, but that there ought to be one de-
signed that was smaller and quicker and
could do more different things. And so we’re
working on that. But I don’t have—I can’t
answer the specifics you’ve asked.

Russia
Q. ——the developments in the former

Soviet Union right now with Boris Yeltsin,
and how does that fit into your accounting
strategy for defense?

The President. Well, obviously, we’re all
concerned about it. But, you know, I don’t
think you could have ever predicted an easy
ride for democracy and for a market econ-
omy in a country which had never had a mar-
ket economy and which had the courage to
try to seek democracy at the same time. So
I view all these things with—I’m interested
in it, I’m concerned about it, but as far as
I’m concerned, he is still the only person
who’s been elected President of the country,
and I believe he genuinely believes in eco-
nomic reforms and political democracy. And
I think we should support that. And I’m
going to do what I can to be supportive.

I think that if the major countries, the G–
7 countries that are in a position to support
those movements would show a more coordi-
nated and aggressive approach to the prob-
lems, it might be possible to build a consen-
sus in Russia for how they would work with
all of us. Every elected official has his or her
political opponents. That’s part of the way
the system works. And an awful lot of the
people that are in the Russian legislature
were active members of the Communist
Party. So you would expect it to be somewhat
less reformist than he is. Plus a lot of them
are responding to the cries of their own peo-
ple for help. They’re in deep trouble eco-
nomically.

My own view is there are a lot of things
that can be done, that that country can still
have a bright future as part of a peaceful coa-
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lition of nations in the world. And I just hope
that we’ll have the opportunity to do it. I
was encouraged in my meeting with Presi-
dent Mitterrand that he seemed very willing
to adopt an aggressive posture toward trying
to do more. And I’ll do the best I can to
be ready on April 4th, which is just a few
days from now, with my meeting with Presi-
dent Yeltsin.

Q. Would you support him still if he sus-
pends the Parliament? And also, if he calls
in military force, would you support him?
Also, what would you say to those who are
saying you’re relying too much on his sur-
vival?

The President. Well, first of all, I don’t
think that it would serve any useful purposes
for me to try to interpret the Russian con-
stitution right now and what it does or
doesn’t mean or what we would or wouldn’t
respond to. The United States supports de-
mocracy and economic reform in Russia.

Now, in terms of whether we’re putting
too much reliance on Yeltsin personally, my
answer to that is, we will work with what we
have to work with, whatever happens. But
I think we should support him because he
has been elected, after all. I mean, there was
an election; the people voted for him. And
he represents a passionate commitment to
democracy and economic reform. And he’s
gotten, frankly, in my judgment, from the
major countries of the world who have a
stake, not just a political but an economic
stake in Russia, an inadequate response to
date.

So I’m trying to do what I can to muster
the support to do more, because I think it’s
very much in America’s interests, and he’s
the person that I think I should work with.
He is the elected President of Russia. That
is a fact. And I hope he will continue to be
the elected President of Russia. But the
United States has an interest in a Russia that
is not hostile to us, that is not a military
enemy, and that, frankly, has a whole lot
more economic growth than the Russia that
we know does now. And I’m just trying to
respond to that. I think that working with
him is the best way to do it at this time, and
I believe—I’ll say again—no one knows
what’s going to happen. But the man is an
honest democrat—small ‘‘d’’—and he’s pas-

sionately committed to reform. And I want
to keep working with him.

Defense Conversion
Q. Mr. President, diversification is a goal,

but what can you do about the fact that so
many defense manufacturers have been re-
luctant to diversify?

The President. All I can do is to try to
make sure that they have the maximum num-
ber of options. Let me give you an example
of what happened yesterday, or the day be-
fore yesterday at the Westinghouse plant. I
talked to one of the people, a woman there
who was in charge of marketing these new
products, and I said, ‘‘Tell me what the prob-
lems are.’’ She said, ‘‘Well, it’s not so much
that we can’t ever think of what we could
do that might have a nondefense application,
but most of us have never contracted in the
private sector before. We have never mar-
keted in the private sector. And we’re not
sure that what we think will work, will work.’’
Basically, I think what I have to do for these
defense contractors is to try to create,
through the enormous resources that the
Federal Government has invested in them
over time and has invested in technology re-
search, an environment in which they can at
least visualize and imagine all the potential
that might be there and then the opportunity
they have to make the connections with the
private sector on the civilian side. So that’s
what we’re going to try to do. I just would
say every defense contractor needs to think
about it. The answer may be no in some
cases, but everybody really needs to think
about it and that the Government is going
to be there in a consistent way to do it.

If you look at every projection of high
technology, high-wage employment going
well into the 21st century, the technologies
that are there are things that have often been
dealt with in defense; biotechnology, civilian
aviation, computer software. Some of the
most sophisticated imaging in the world is
done by the Defense Department. Now,
that’s the only thing I would say. There may
be some products which are not susceptible
to civilian spinoffs, but most of them are.

Legalized Gambling
Q. I don’t know if you’re aware of it, but

one of the things that’s been talked about
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in Connecticut, to fill the gap with defense
leaving, is casino gambling. And I wonder if
you’d just share your thoughts with us on how
you feel about legalized gambling coming to
a State like Connecticut, if we should do it?

The President. I’m not the best person
in the world to ask about that because I grew
up in a town that had the largest illegal gam-
bling operation in America—[laughter]—
when I was a kid, until it was shut down in
the mid-sixties.

First of all, I strongly believe it should re-
main a question of State law. That is, I don’t
think I should decide for you one way or the
other—or the Congress. I think that it ought
to be a local question. The second thing I
would urge is that before you do it, you ana-
lyze very carefully what the benefits and the
costs are, because it is not a free ride. That’s
the only thing I’ll say. It is not an unmixed
blessing. You may decide that it is, on bal-
ance, worth doing, but it is not an unmixed
blessing. If you look at Nevada, for example,
the fastest growing State in the country, one
of the reasons they’re growing fast is that
they’re diversifying away from gambling to-
ward more broad-based convention work and
other kinds of economic activity. So that
would be my advice. Don’t just take it at face
value. And really think about it before you
do it.

Thanks.

Military Base Closings

Q. ——reviewing and tinkering with base
closing list?

The President. No. The Secretary of De-
fense had the list, and he made the decisions.
The only thing I asked him to do was to make
sure that he had really evaluated the eco-
nomic impacts of it all. And he said that he
would do that. The only—he made a point
to me that under the law, the Defense De-
partment is required to do that, and it really
couldn’t be done by the services because they
made their recommendations based on their
needs within their services. So the Air Force
and the Army and the Navy couldn’t have
foreseen the cumulative impact on any given
State of what they recommended. And that’s
why the Secretary of Defense went through
the process he did. But he did it. I think

it’s very important that we leave the process
in that way. And so that’s what we did.

NOTE: The President spoke at 11:42 a.m. in the
Cabinet Room at the White House.

Remarks in an Interview With the
California Media
March 13, 1993

Winter Storm
The President. Hello, everybody. Wel-

come to sunny Washington. [Laughter] I
want to basically just answer questions. I
brought Mr. Panetta so he could help with
any details of any questions you might have.
I’m sorry we’re a little late, but as you might
imagine, I’ve had to take some time this
morning to try to calculate what our response
should be to this severe storm that is sweep-
ing the east coast and that will move over
Washington in its center not until about 7
o’clock tonight. So that’s what I’ve been
working on. And I know it doesn’t concern
you except you’re here.

Yes.

Military Base Closings
Q. Mr. President, you got some of your

highest vote totals from the San Francisco
Bay area when you ran for President: San
Francisco 78 percent, Alameda County. A lot
of folks out there are wondering how you’re
letting them take such a big hit to lose five
facilities when they’re watching southern
California facilities also, some of them being
taken care of. What do you say to the people
in the Bay area who supported you so strong-
ly and now are looking at themselves taking
a pretty big hit?

The President. Well, first of all, those de-
cisions were not made on a political basis,
and I did not intervene individually in those
decisions, nor do I think I should have. I’ll
tell you what I did do. I asked the Secretary
of Defense to be sure that he fulfilled his
legal responsibility to consider the economic
impact of every State, including California,
and because it’s so big, all parts of California,
before sending the list on to the Congress.
And he did that to the best of his ability.
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