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tions; why unions should support these prac-
tices; how companies’ bottom lines are af-
fected; and how moving to high-performance
work can help improve our Nation’s eco-
nomic performance. We can begin to estab-
lish high-performance workplaces as the
models, the rules, if you will, for our coun-
try’s new economy.

NOTE: The President spoke at 2:24 p.m. at the
Sheraton Chicago Hotel.

Interview With the Indiana Media in
Chicago
July 26, 1993

The President. Thank you very much.
Please sit down. Sorry the conference ran a
little late, but there was a lot of enthusiasm
up there.

Let me just make a very brief opening
statement. I want to give most of the time
over to you for questions. I am doing a series
of press conferences like this with represent-
atives of the press from various States around
the country, trying to do as many as I possibly
can, the Vice President is doing others, to
answer questions directly about the eco-
nomic plan now before the Congress and any
other issues that you would like to raise. It’s
not possible for the President, at least during
the budget time, to travel the country as
much as I would like to, so this gives me
a chance as nearly as possible to commu-
nicate directly with the people whom you re-
port to.

I want to emphasize just one or two things,
if I might, about this economic plan. More
than any other one which has been presented
by any party, it reduces the deficit in a way
that is fair to all the American people; that
balances spending cuts and tax increases; that
asks the middle class to pay a very small per-
centage of the overall burden in what
amounts to about, at the most, $50 a year,
a little less than a dollar a week; holds work-
ing families with incomes of under $30,000
harmless; and actually gives over 90 percent
of the small businesses in the United States
a chance to reduce their tax burden because
they have no income tax increases. And
they’re given a chance to reduce their tax
burden because the expensing provision

which rewards them with lower taxes if they
reinvest in their businesses is doubled under
this plan.

This is a plan that will promote jobs, bring
the deficit down, keep interest rates down,
and enable us to move ahead with our busi-
ness as a country. I think it is imperative that
it pass. The most important thing is the Con-
gress needs to pass a budget and to do it
quickly so we can get on to other matters
and start doing the other things that need
to be done to grow the American economy
as well.

If there are questions, I’ll be glad to take
them.

Yes, sir.

Taxes on Small Business

Q. Mr. President, the majority of jobs in
Indiana are from small businesses, and you
indicated that also in your address at noon
today—Sub S corporations. A lot of the busi-
ness people we talked to are really frightened
that the tax package or the budget package
would increase their taxes to the point where
they’re afraid they’re going to have to cut
back, lay off people, maybe some even go
out of business. What assurance can you real-
ly give Hoosier business men and women
that this plan is good for them?

The President. Well, there are 7 million
Subchapter S corporations in America. Of
those 7 million, 400,000, or far less than 10
percent, will have any income tax increase
at all under this program. All of them, if the
program passes, will have the expensing pro-
visions of the Code, that is, they’ll be able
to just immediately write off $20,000 rather
than $10,000 of expensing. So I will say again,
over 90 percent of the small businesses in
this country will get a tax break under this
program.

To those who will pay higher taxes because
the income taxes on the upper 6 percent of
the country are going to be raised—it will
be roughly small businesses with an income
above $140,000 adjusted gross income—to
them, I would say there are ways to avoid
that through reinvestment, just as there are
for individuals. Keep in mind, this plan also
leaves the rates where they are for capital
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investment, so if you reinvest in a business,
your tax rates don’t go up. If you invest in
a new business or a small business with a
capitalization of $50 million a year or less,
and you hold the investment for 5 years, your
tax rates go way down under this plan.

We also extend the tax incentives for re-
search and development, which the Repub-
lican plan did not do, so that you can take
your taxes down if you do more R&D ex-
penditures, which is what keeps the economy
growing.

Another thing that we do I think is very
important is to revitalize the real estate and
homebuilding sectors of the economy by re-
turning to the incentives which exist there.
That’s why the homebuilders and the real-
tors, two groups that normally are associated,
frankly, more with the Republican Party than
the Democratic Party, nationally are support-
ing this plan, because it’s good for that sector
of the economy—again, something not in the
Republican plan.

And one final thing I would say is that we
extend the tax credit for health insurance for
self-employed people, something that was
not done under the Senate Republican plan.
So in effect, all those people would have had
a tax increase if the Republican plan had
passed.

So I think if you look at the small business
sector—and I want to compliment the Wall
Street Journal. They’ve run a number of sto-
ries, factual stories, in the last week which
have analyzed the facts of this economic plan
as against the outrageous and inaccurate at-
tacks being made on it which sort of show
this. I mean, one of the people who was testi-
fying against our plan for some group was
given the facts of her business, and she said
that’s not what they told me this did. And
it turned out she got a tax decrease instead
of a tax increase.

Economic Program
Q. Well let’s talk about, Mr. President,

that for a second if you could. Senator Dan
Coats’ office this morning is saying they ad-
mire your sophistication of going to the local
media, but the facts are taxes outstrip cuts
two to one in this proposal. And they point
out that among Hoosier voters, even some-
thing like a cigarette tax, your friend Gov-

ernor Evan Bayh couldn’t get it passed in
Indiana—make the case to Hoosiers for what
the Republican Senators are just calling a tax
package.

The President. Well, first of all, they’re
wrong. They’re wrong. Go back and look at
what they said about the budget program
they voted for in 1990, which had taxes and
budget cuts in it and which had an out-
rageous estimate of economic growth in it,
so much so that they changed their own pro-
gram. They wrote it down by about a third
within 60 days after passing it. I mean, the
things I call tax increases and spending cuts
are the same things that Ronald Reagan and
George Bush and the Republicans in the
Senate call tax increases, spending cuts.

They say that if they, under the budget
they passed in 1992, were going to raise
Medicare expenses 12 percent a year, and
we cut it back to 9 percent a year, shaving
$50 billion off the deficit and now almost $60
billion from what it would have been under
their last budget, that that doesn’t count as
a cut. They say that it’s not a cut. I think
it is. They say if we reduce interest costs to
the Federal deficit, which we have done, by
the way, already—the deficit this year is
going down because we’re bringing the defi-
cit down, because the markets have brought
long-term interest rates down because they
see finally there’s somebody serious about
bringing the deficit down—they say that
doesn’t count as reducing the deficit. They’re
playing word games. All of a sudden they’ve
got a whole new dictionary now that they’re
out of power. I’m using exactly the same cal-
culations that they used for 12 years on what
increases the deficit, what reduces the defi-
cit.

Defense Cuts
Q. Mr. President, let’s talk about some

jobs in Indiana that are scheduled to go out
of business on your watch. The White House
the other day put out a list of all the jobs
that were lost under the Bush administration.
The 2,800 jobs I’m referring to are at the
Military Finance Center at Fort Benjamin
Harrison, which as you know, was one of a
number of finance centers across the country
scheduled to be consolidated, this one to be
closed in 1995. Indianapolis, we’re told, was
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one of the 20 finalists to retain those jobs
and pick up some more and then one of the
5 winners. And then at the very last minute,
Defense Secretary Aspin stopped the
ballgame and said we’re going to start the
process all over again. What can you say
about the fairness of changing the rules at
the end of the game, and what can you say
to these 2,800 workers whose lives have been
on a yo-yo?

The President. First of all, the decision
that was made to close those facilities was
made, as you know, in the previous adminis-
tration, not under my administration. Sec-
ondly, it’s just not true that there were five
finalists picked. I mean, at least I couldn’t
find it. I asked the Defense Department to
tell me where we were on this issue when
I became President, and they said, here are
the 20 finalists. And I said, has the decision
been completed? They said, no, we’re still
at the 20 finalists. And I said, what are the
criteria? And we talked about it.

And interestingly enough, the only thing
I said about it was that I felt very strongly
that one of the criteria should be how badly
a community or a State had been hurt by
other defense cutbacks, because I was wor-
ried that those States or communities that
had been hurt more by defense cutbacks
might have less ability, in effect, to put up
their own financial incentives to get the fi-
nancial accounting centers there. That is, I
didn’t think that we ought to reward people
who could, in effect, buy the Senators by put-
ting up a whole lot of money up front or
who couldn’t afford to compete because they
had lost a lot of defense jobs. And I didn’t
even ask them to go back and start the whole
thing all over again. I just said I’d like that
factored in, that I thought that was some-
thing the American people would want us
to do—would want us to take account of
where all these defense cuts had hurt people
the worst. And so they said they would work
up that, and go back and do it.

And my own impression is that the finalists
from the first round are still in very, very
good shape. That’s at least the indication I
have and that the Defense Department will
be ready to make a recommendation to me
pretty soon. But I did want to say that’s the
only role I had in it, was I was assured that

there was no decision made. They were still
at 20 finalists. I asked only that the burden
those communities and States had borne in
the defense cutbacks since 1987 should be
able to be a factor to be taken into consider-
ation. And that was it.

Q. [Inaudible]—that the list is up to 100
cities again, 100 contestants——

The President. Well, there may be 100
who comply, but it has to be that the people
who did well the first time would be in good
shape to do well the second time. I was aston-
ished that they reopened it. They seemed to
think that if they changed one criteria they
had to, at least in theory, reopen it.

Q. One of the concerns that people in In-
diana have is that those final centers are
going to be chosen based on their political
connections to you. Can you guarantee that
that won’t happen?

The President. That won’t happen. You
know, during—you might say that, but let me
say this: It was interesting to me that during
the last election, right before the election,
conveniently it was leaked by the Defense
Department that the centers were going to
be perhaps in this city, that city, the other
city, and, quote, ‘‘someplace in Indiana,’’
which didn’t exactly sound like the most mer-
itorious decision in the world at the time it
was leaked.

So all I can tell you is I’m telling you just
like it is. I asked for one thing to be taken
into account. I said, ‘‘I don’t think we ought
to let these things get bought by communities
that are already wildly successful without any
consideration being given to the commu-
nities that have been hurt most economically
by the defense cutbacks.’’ That’s the only
thing I ever asked them to do. Yes.

Steel Industry
Q. Mr. President, a question about north-

west Indiana. I noticed that the chairman of
Inland Steel, Robert Darnall, was present at
your conference today. And I was wondering
what kind of job security you can offer steel
workers, particularly those in the Gary area
where over 30,000 steel jobs have been lost
since the 1980’s.

The President. Well, I’ll tell you what I
think will happen in steel. I think you’re
going to see a big increase in the number
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of steel jobs if we have flexibility and com-
petitiveness and if two other things happen:
if we move at the national level to bring
health care costs under control and if we can
continue the work we’re doing now to bring
tariffs down in worldwide manufacturing
trade.

And let me just mention those two things
specifically. The most important thing for av-
erage Americans that happened at the Tokyo
meeting of the G–7 was the agreement that
we made among ourselves to try to drastically
reduce tariffs on manufactured products and
to eliminate them in whole classes of prod-
ucts with the view toward getting the other
countries to agree to do that, because we
were taking the lead by the end of the year
and having a new world trade agreement. It’s
not like NAFTA. There’s some difference of
opinion, as you know, about NAFTA. And
I’m for it, a lot of people aren’t. But there’s
a difference. On the agreement we made at
Tokyo everybody concedes that if we can
make that a part of the world trade law, it
will lead to hundreds of thousands of manu-
facturing jobs coming into the United States.

Meanwhile, the steel companies I think
will tell you that our administration has been
much more vigorous in trying to protect
them from unfair trade practices from other
countries than any administration in a very
long time. I think every steel executive, if
you called him, would tell them that, that
we have worked with them. We’ve tried to
make sure that the investments they’ve made
and the productivity they’ve achieved will re-
sult in more secure jobs by giving them a
fair deal.

Now, the second thing I want to say is this:
steel and automobiles, among others, but
they’re really out there on the cutting edge,
have enormous, enormous health care costs,
spending often 15 percent or more of payroll
on health care costs. The work that we have
been doing to try to bring health costs in
line with inflation and at the same time find
the mechanism for all Americans to have
health security will help heavy industry as
much as any other section of our economy.
It is very difficult for them to compete in
a global economy where they’re spending 35
or 40 percent more on health care than any
of their competitors. So I can’t promise any-

body that’s in a tough global economy job
security. I can tell them that the things we’re
doing will make them more likely to succeed.

NAFTA
Q. Mr. President, what can you tell the

people of Indiana who—for instance, I do
a talk show in South Bend, and many of my
callers are very concerned about NAFTA as
it is. You mentioned NAFTA a minute ago.
What solutions are there for those people
who are out there that are out of work and
they’re losing their homes, they’re losing
their cars, they’re losing their identity be-
cause of their companies that have pulled out
or are pulling out of the country?

The President. First of all, that’s the ini-
tial point we ought to make. And let me back
up and say this. This is a little background.
For 12 years I was Governor of a State that
had plants shut down and go to Mexico. Be-
fore I quit we had one or two of them come
back, just like that General Motors plant. I
don’t know if you saw that, it was announced
they were going to shut down 1,000 jobs and
bring them back to Michigan because they
thought they could achieve higher levels of
productivity. The point I want to make to
you about NAFTA is this—I want to make
two or three points about it. Number one,
if we don’t do it, let’s say we don’t do it,
anybody who wants to shut a plant down in
America and move it to Mexico for lower
wages can do that anyway within so-called
Maquilladora zone, right? And what upsets
people is they move jobs down there, then
they produce products and bring it back
here, okay? What NAFTA does primarily
with regard to that is to move the line back
down toward Mexico, throughout Mexico. It
makes the whole country eligible. But if you
wanted to go to Mexico for low wages to
produce for America, you would stay as close
to the border as you could to cut your costs
down. If you go to Mexico City, in all prob-
ability you’re going down there to produce
for the Mexicans in Mexico City. So if we
do nothing, what people really hate about
this can continue and will.

Secondly, I think the people will be better
off because I don’t intend to sign this agree-
ment or send it up to Congress until we get
some agreements on the part of the Mexican
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Government to lift labor standards and to lift
environmental standards there which will
lower the wage gap and the cost-of-produc-
tion gap, increase incomes from Mexican
people, and enable them to buy more of our
products.

Thirdly, 5 or 6 years ago Mexico had a
$5 billion trade surplus with us because they
had more tariffs on our products than we had
on theirs, 5 or 6 years ago. Now, we’ve got
a $6 billion trade surplus with them because
President Salinas had lowered these tariffs.
So I believe that if we go forward with the
agreement, if the Mexican incomes rise, they
will be able to buy more American products,
and it will create more jobs than it costs. If
I didn’t think that, I wouldn’t be for this.
And I think everything that’s bad about it
is going to happen anyway and even more
so if we don’t do anything. That’s what I be-
lieve. That’s the reason I’m for it. Yes.

Defense Cuts
Q. I want to go back really quickly—

[inaduible]—association. Evansville, Indiana,
with which I am a reporter from, was one
of the 20 finalists. You mentioned that——

The President. There were two or three
cities in Indiana, weren’t there, in the final-
ists?

Q. Indianapolis and Evansville were the
2 on the list of 20. You mentioned that you
thought that the incentive program was not
a good idea. Evansville——

The President. No, I do think it’s a good
idea. No, I think it’s a good idea, the incen-
tive program. I do not believe that there
should be no consideration—under the pre-
vious formula, no consideration was given to
the harm done to communities by defense
cutbacks. So, no, I didn’t ask them to take
the incentive out. I think they should leave
that in. I just didn’t want to eliminate any
considerations for the harm done to commu-
nities.

Go ahead.
Q. Evansville submitted a bid that would

have cost the Government $1 a year in oper-
ating costs. Now, since Indianapolis has lost
Fort Benjamin Harrison, which has been
closed down, would that give Indianapolis a
more favorable advantage over Evansville
and the southern half of the State?

The President. It depends. It doesn’t
mean that the Indianapolis bid would prevail,
it just means that they would get some credit,
and it would be dependent on how much
they’ve been hurt by it.

Q. Local officials have enacted a tax in-
crease in Evansville to help fund this center,
or try to work with the department of reve-
nue to have it repealed in—Vanderburgh
County in Evansville. Should local officials
give up and have this tax repealed, or is there
still a chance?

The President. Absolutely not. No. I’m
telling you, no decision has been made about
any of this stuff. And I was really stunned—
the question that he had. I’m going to go
back and check this out. I asked point
blank—because if the whole process was
over, I was just going to announce it and go
on.

Q. ——has on good authority that there
were five and Indianapolis was one of them.

The President. Well, all I can tell you is
I asked where they were going, and they said
here are 20 cities, and the 5 haven’t been
decided yet.

Q. When will a decision be made on this?
The President. Well, I hope in a hurry.

Actually, I asked a couple of days ago, and
I was supposed to get a report this week
about when the whole thing will be com-
pleted.

Q. I talked with several workers who are
being hired part-time, but they’re actually
doing full-time work just because the com-
pany doesn’t want to pay for the benefits,
i.e., retirement and health insurance. What
can you do to make these companies do
what’s right for these people?

The President. Well, first of all, I think
the only way that’s ever going to happen
under the circumstances we’re living under
today is if you have a system like every other
advanced country does which has some pro-
vision for adequate health care for all workers
and requires everybody, including the work-
ers themselves, to assume some responsibil-
ity for their health care and the employers.
I mean, look at the system, we’re the only
country, the only advanced country that does
what we do. Germany doesn’t do this and
Japan—no other country does this, where ba-
sically if you want to take care of your work-
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ers you can, and if you don’t, you don’t have
to. And so it’s just up to what you think is
better—either more humane or better for
your productivity.

In the 1980’s, the cost of health care went
up by more than twice the rate of inflation
because, again, we were the only advanced
country that had no system for trying to rein
it in. So that if you’re employer X and you’re
competing with employer Y and they don’t
do it, and you do, what kind of a disadvantage
do you have? That’s why we have to have
a systematic response to this, and why I think
it is so important—let’s just go back to the
deficit reduction. Under any conceivable def-
icit reduction plan, including mine, which I
think is the best, you can bring the deficit
down for 5 years and then it starts to go up
again in the sixth year. Why? Because of
health care costs.

So the answer to your question is we’ve
got to have a national response. About
100,000 Americans a month are losing their
health insurance now because of the phe-
nomenon you asked. If it’s just a dog-eat-
dog world, there has to be some law that
requires coverage, but does it in a way that
doesn’t bankrupt small business. And it’s
clearly possible to do.

We were just out in Hawaii. I went there
to review the Pacific Fleet and to meet with
our military leaders in the Pacific on the way
back from Asia. And then Hillary spent a day
there looking at the health care network. And
virtually every employer in Hawaii insures
their employees, including the smallest ones.
The premiums are slightly below the national
average. They’ve done it for 20 years now.
They’ve managed the system quite well. It
can be done.

Yes? Nice tie. [Laughter]

Gridlock
Q. I wanted to ask you about actually the

subject you came here to push, the budget.
You talked a little bit about the political prob-
lems Republicans have caused for you, but
you have some problems in your own party.
On the deficit reduction package last year,
two Democratic Members of the Indiana
congressional delegation voted against it.
Given the election results in Texas and Cali-
fornia, what kind of leverage do you have

to influence people in your own party who
are in vulnerable districts?

The President. Well, the mayor’s race in
California didn’t have anything to do with it.
There has only been one race in this whole
country which was a referendum on my eco-
nomic plan. That is, an honest referendum.
That is, where both sides were debated and
then three House races, all of which the
Democrats won. But the only one where a
Democratic candidate decided to defend
and, more importantly, to explain the budget
proposal was in the race for Leon Panetta’s
old seat where, by the way, there were a lot
of upper income constituents who had to pay
higher taxes. And the guy won by nine points.
And he did things that I never asked him
to do. I wasn’t even particularly involved. He
ran my picture in his brochures, and he said,
‘‘This is right for America, and here’s why
I’m for it.’’ And he had advertisements say-
ing, ‘‘No matter what you’ve heard, here’s
what the truth is.’’ And we won the race by
nine points.

There was no fight in Texas. I mean, there
was no issue. But let me just tell you what
happened as a result of that. On the day that
Senator Hutchinson from Texas went out on
the steps of the Capitol with Senator Gramm
from Texas, talking about how no taxes are
needed, and all we need to do is cut spend-
ing—she was standing there with Ross
Perot—the word spread in the House of
Representatives they were out there. And so
the House voted on the superconducting
super collider, a project I have supported,
and defeated it by 70 more votes than they
defeated it last year and just lobbed it over
to them. I said—because it’s all in Texas,
right? So, I mean, I think it’s in the national
interest to pursue it, myself. I think it’s crazy
for us to just dismantle our science and tech-
nology system and the kind of high-tech in-
vestments that make us a strong country.

But the only place we’ve had a debate
where the voters heard the other side was
in that district in California. Even in the Wis-
consin-Mississippi races, that was not the
issue.

Q. We have time for one more question.
The President. Go ahead.
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Economic Program

Q. A followup—why are you having some
trouble persuading—[inaudible]

The President. Because it’s tough. All the
easy decisions have been made, because the
American people have been fed pablum for
12 years. Because it’s easier to cut taxes and
spend more money than it is to spend less
money and raise taxes and because the rhet-
oric is unfavorable. But the specifics show
every single solitary focus group or poll
where the people have been sat down and
go through the specifics, shows that the peo-
ple will support the program. It’s the general-
ities and the desperate looking for the easy
answer. Look, in 1980 we had a $1 trillion
national debt piled up since we became a
country. Now it’s $4 trillion. Something went
wrong.

David Stockman, who was Ronald Rea-
gan’s budget director, right, was not a liberal
Democrat, gave an interview a few weeks ago
in which he said that it was folly to believe
that this whole thing could be solved by
spending cuts alone, that they meant to cut
taxes 3 percent of the gross national income
in 1981, and they got into a political bidding
war, and they got to liking it, and they just
got carried away, and they lost control, and
they cut taxes 6 percent of income.

But I can understand; look, most middle
class people are working harder for less
money, and they didn’t get a tax cut. Their
Social Security taxes went up at the national
level, and State and local taxes went up at
the local level as the Federal Government
threw more stuff off on State and local gov-
ernment throughout the 1980’s. I lived
through that as a Governor.

And any mention of taxes is always un-
popular. But I can tell you—I ought to have
some credibility on this—my State had the
toughest balanced budget law in the country.
We were always in the bottom five in the
percentage of income going to State and local
taxes. I never raised any taxes to balance the
books. I did raise some money to build roads
and educate kids. We ran our business in
order. But the truth is this country’s out of
control financially. But the easy decisions
have been made. The only ones that are left
are tough.

And let me say this: I have a lot of sym-
pathy with the Democratic Members of Con-
gress from Indiana because they come from
districts that are just like my State. They’re
fiscally conservative. They want their money
spent right. They’re tired of the money being
wasted. And they don’t believe anything any-
body says in Washington. I understand that.
But I don’t think we’ve done too badly. Let
me just give you one comparison. In 1992,
75 percent of the House Republicans, not
Democrats, Republicans, voted against Presi-
dent Bush’s last budget. I mean, this is a seri-
ous budget.

Let me just make one last plug, because
a lot of this stuff operates at a rhetorical level.
If we have to do—is get in a shouting match
as sort of like as we would on a Rush
Limbaugh show or something like that—
[laughter]—it’s hard for the responsible posi-
tion to win. But if you have to get to beyond
the rhetoric to the facts, I think we can win.

And let me just give you one last thing.
The Philadelphia Inquirer went out and actu-
ally interviewed people who are experts on
the budget who don’t have an ax to grind,
budget analysts with big accounting firms, for
example. And the budget analyst for Price
Waterhouse is a person obviously, I don’t
know, never met him—said that my budget
was the most honest budget in 10 years and
that the only thing that was not accurate
about my budget is that it would produce
more deficit reduction than I said it would.
It would bring the deficit down more. And
we can get you a copy of the article if you’d
like to see it.

I mean, I was a Governor. With all the
unmet needs this country has and all the
other things we need to be addressing, from
health care reform to welfare reform to a new
policy to revitalize the workplace—the thing
we met here about—to the crime bill I want
to bring up, all these things I’m interested
in—spending 8 months or 7 months doing
nothing but this is not my idea of recreation.
But we have lost control over our financial
affairs. And this deficit is like a bone in our
throat, and we have to take it out. And I don’t
know any other way to do it. If I could think
of any other way to do it, I would do it. I
also think to get it down to zero, which is
really important, over a fixed period of time,
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you’ve got to deal with the question of ex-
ploding health care costs. But the fair way
to do that without bankrupting hospitals or
being unfair to providers or to elderly people
is to overhaul the entire system.

Yes, sir?
Agriculture Assistance

Q. Mr. President, a lot of people
downstate are involved in agriculture, and
many are having a tough time making ends
meet. Some of them are even going out of
business, going bankrupt. What type of hope
can you offer them?

The President. Well, first of all, we’re
going to rewrite the farm bill, as you probably
know. We have to do that for 1995. And one
of the things that I’ve asked the Secretary
of Agriculture to do is to examine whether
or not the bill that was done in 1990 has
done enough to help family farmers stay in
business and whether or not we need to look
at the farm finance issue even more than the
crop price supports, as well as to look at what
we can do to help younger people get into
farming. And that’s all separate from what
we need to do for the farmers that lost money
in the flood, you know, in the Midwest.

Just in my lifetime, and especially in my
tenure as a Governor of a farm State where
most of the farmers were family farmers, I
watched the number drop drastically. I think
that we are looking at a period, if they can
hang on another year or so, where just look-
ing into the future you’re going to have pretty
stable markets for American agricultural
products, in fact, ones that might grow and
where, if we can put in place some systems
in this new farm bill to help the family farm-
ers deal with the radical swings in income
caused by the weather, caused by markets,
caused by other things that the big corporate
farms can endure, I think that the future of
the people now farming can be pretty solid.
But I do think with the average age of the
farmer being about 58 and a half now, we’re
going to have to do something to help ease
the financial barriers to getting young people
into farming.

Q. Thank you.
The President. Thanks.

Health Care Reform
Q. My only question is you talked about

how health care is going to be such an inte-

gral part of reform in labor and in farming.
So how much is the Government going to
be involved in whatever health care reform
package there will be? And how soon will
that happen?

The President. Well, I think we’ll have
to phase some parts of it in over a period
of years, but I want to come forward with
a program as soon as we get the budget out
of the way.

I’d like for the Government to take care
of insuring the unemployed, uninsured, and
to make sure that people can change jobs
even if someone in their family has been
sick—you know, today you’ve got millions of
people locked into the jobs they’re in because
they’ve got a sick husband, wife, child, or
something, and they can’t change—and man-
dating reform of the insurance markets so
that small businesses don’t get busted just
to buy health insurance—and self-employed
people.

But I think that the providers system we
have in America is very good now. And I
think we ought to leave the doctors, the hos-
pitals, all the private providers and private
choice in providers intact, but we’ll have to
do some more in rural areas especially, and
in inner cities to provide for some assistance
just to get doctors and nurses and clinics out
there in places that are terribly isolated. But
the fundamental system is sound. It’s the in-
surance and the coverage that is messed up.
The delivery system—if you’ve health care
in America, you’re getting pretty good health
care.

Thank you. I’ve got to go, sorry.

Representative Dan Rostenkowski
Q. Could you comment on Chairman Ros-

tenkowski’s situation? The buzz among Indi-
ana Republicans that I spoke to today was
that that’s the real story. It’s not policy, but
it’s practical politics, and if he’s indicted
you’re really dead in the water.

The President. Well, I don’t agree with
any of that, but I can’t comment on some-
thing that hasn’t happened. I have no way
of knowing, and I think it would be irrespon-
sible for me to do that. I mean, I’m a public
official. I don’t know what the facts are. We’ll
just have to see what happens, and I have
no reason to believe that the conference
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won’t proceed and produce a report and the
Congress won’t vote on it no matter what.

Q. ——Stevens says that you are holding
up the whole investigation to get the budget
over with.

The President. Well, you know that’s not
true, don’t you?

Q. Well, of course, I know that’s not true.
We have to ask.

NOTE: The interview began at 4:07 p.m. at the
Sheraton Chicago Hotel.

Exchange With Reporters Prior to a
Meeting With Congressional Leaders
July 27, 1993

Economic Program
Q. Mr. President, are these your ‘‘delay

in gridlock’’ friends?
The President. These are my friends. This

group had always supported an aggressive ap-
proach to deficit reduction, the balanced ap-
proach.

Middle East Peace Talks
Q. Are you sure?
Why is Secretary Christopher coming

back?
The President. Because I want to talk

with him about the Middle East before he
goes there.

Q. Do you think the peace process is in
jeopardy, sir?

The President. Well, I hope not. I cer-
tainly have no reason to believe that it is,
but obviously I’m concerned about it. I think
the Syrians have shown commendable re-
straint so far. And I don’t think we should
let Hezbollah and all these groups that don’t
want anything good to happen in the Middle
East derail the peace process by what they
do. I don’t think we should, any of us, should
allow that. I mean, I really want something
to happen there. So I’m very hopeful. But
I thought that in view of the events there,
that he ought to come home, and we ought
to have a conversation about it before he goes
to the Middle East.

NOTE: The exchange began at 10:20 a.m. in the
Roosevelt Room at the White House. A tape was
not available for verification of the content of this
exchange.

Remarks and an Exchange With
Reporters on Immigration Policy
July 27, 1993

The President. Thank you very much, la-
dies and gentlemen. I’d like to say a special
word of thanks to the large number of Mem-
bers of Congress who are here today. I think
I have the entire list. If I don’t, the Vice
President will amend it when I finish. But
I see Senator Kennedy, Senator Simon, Sen-
ator Feinstein, Senator Boxer, Senator
Graham and Congressmen Brooks, Mazzoli,
Schumer, Bryant, Fish, Kennedy, Lantos and
Gilman. I think that’s every Member of Con-
gress here. Did I miss anyone? I missed Con-
gressman Gallegly; I’m sorry.

Several weeks ago, I asked the Vice Presi-
dent to work with our Departments and
Agencies to examine what more might be
done about the problems along our borders.
I was especially concerned about the growing
problems of alien smuggling and inter-
national terrorists hiding behind immigrant
status, as well as the continuing flow of illegal
immigrants across American borders.

Following several weeks of intense efforts,
including his personal involvement in resolv-
ing the recent alien smuggling incident with
Mexico, the Vice President presented me
with a report spelling out what we might do.
I have reviewed that report and approved it.
We have spoken to Members of Congress,
including those who are here today and oth-
ers. I want to particularly acknowledge Sen-
ator Kennedy, Senator Simpson, Congress-
men Brooks and Mazzoli for all their work
on this issue over many, many years. We’re
also in debt to Senators Feinstein and Boxer
for their aggressive work in trying to deal
with the growing problem, especially in the
State of California, and I want to state pub-
licly how much I appreciate the work the
Hispanic Caucus has done to ensure that a
balanced approach is adopted in dealing with
this issue.
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