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Americans who need that, not just Americans
with disabilities. And we have to go forward.

And I know a lot of people, but none more
than you, are eager to see this debate on
health care begin. It cannot begin until we
have a budget and economic plan in place.
And there are many more things that we have
to do which are also of interest to you that
are especially important. We need a new
crime bill. We need a bill that reforms the
welfare system. It also works on empower-
ment. We need a whole series of things that
we are eager to get on with doing. But first
we have to nail this budgetary issue.

I am especially interested in the health
care debate, as you know. And I spoke with
the First Lady this morning, as I do on most
mornings—[laughter]—and we were review-
ing our days, and I told her that Tom and
I were going to be here with you today. And
she was very interested in, you know, the fact
that we were going to do this and asked me
to give you her best and to thank those of
you who have been involved already with her
in the health care task force in trying to work
through these issues.

NOTE: The President spoke at 2:50 p.m. in the
Roosevelt Room at the White House. A tape was
not available for verification of the content of
these remarks.

Remarks in a Telephone
Conversation With Frank Harkin
July 27, 1993

The President. Hello?
Agent 218. Yes, hello. Good afternoon.

This is Agent 218 of the Federal Information
Relay Service.

The President. May I speak with Frank
now?

Agent 218. Yes, he’s on line standing by
for your conversation.

The President. Frank, this is Bill Clinton.
I’m really glad to be able to talk with you
now that the text telephone system is in place
nationwide. And I’m here with your brother,
Tom, who just gave a great speech.

If it hadn’t been for you, I don’t think we
would have had all those great speeches he

made. I just told the crowd here that he
made you the most famous brother in Amer-
ica last year.

Mr. Harkin. Gee, thanks.
The President. He said, ‘‘gee, thanks.’’
Mr. Harkin. Thanks for saying that.
The President. ‘‘Thanks for saying that.’’
What we all want to know is whether you

are wet or dry.
Mr. Harkin. It is a great moment to talk

to you, Mr. President.
The President. Frank, what we all want

to know here is whether you are wet or dry.
I’ve been to Iowa twice, and I know how
much flooding you’ve had. So tell us how it
is around where you live.

Mr. Harkin. Today it is humid and muggy.
I did watch on TV when you were in Iowa.

The President. Well, I just had the Gov-
ernors of six States, including Iowa, in to see
me to talk about how we could help people
get over the flood damage, and I certainly
hope we can do a good job of that.

Mr. Harkin. Hopefully you will do your
best.

The President. I want you to tell all the
people here with me how you like this com-
munications system.

Mr. Harkin. It is wonderful to have a TV
crew from Des Moines in my house.

The President. Well, now I want you to
say a word to your brother. You have proved
that you are a person of fewer words than—
[laughter]—than the President or your
brother. Congratulations.

Senator Harkin. What did he say?
The President. He’s waiting for you.

NOTE: The President spoke at 3:09 p.m. in the
Roosevelt Room at the White House. The ex-
change was part of a ceremony honoring the anni-
versary of the Americans with Disabilities Act. A
tape was not available for verification of the con-
tent of this exchange.

Interview With the Georgia Media
July 27, 1993

The President. Well, first of all, I want
to thank you for coming. Welcome. As you
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probably know, we’ve been doing a whole
series of these press conferences, both when
I’m out and when I’m here and also some
of it electronically, but as much in person-
to-person as possible. And I would like to
give as much time as possible to answer your
questions.

But I think I should begin with a story
that Charles Stenholm told this morning.
He’s the chairman of the Conservative Cau-
cus in the House who, by the way, thinks
we should make some changes in the pro-
gram during the conference. But he acknowl-
edged today that—he said every time some-
one calls me criticizing this program, they’ve
normally had their heads filled full of misin-
formation by people who are criticizing them
without telling everything. And every time
I talk somebody through it, they wind up
thinking it’s not so bad.

Last night Leon Panetta went to a Mary-
land district that’s fairly representative of the
United States with Congressman Cardin and
went through the whole program. And after-
ward the Congressman asked the people,
‘‘Do you want me to vote for this, or do you
want me to delay it 60 days more or just let
it to go to pieces and see what happens?’’
And three to one, they wanted him to sup-
port it.

Then the Wall Street Journal last week fi-
nally began something that has not happened
up here. This is not your issue but ours in
Washington. They actually went around and
started asking people who said they were
with small business groups opposed to this
plan if they knew what was in it, and it turned
out they didn’t. And over 90 percent of the
small businesses in America will actually be
eligible for a tax reduction under this pro-
gram, because they have no tax increase on
the income taxes, and we doubled the ex-
pensing provisions for small businesses.

So the program—I just want to emphasize
again—is the only program presented that
provides $500 billion of deficit reduction, an
equal balance between spending cuts and tax
increases. For every $5 in spending cuts,
there are $5 in tax increases; $4 of those
come from people with incomes in the upper
5 percent of the income brackets; $1 comes
from the middle class. Working families with
incomes of under $30,000—and there are a

bunch of them in Georgia—are held harm-
less in this program. An average family of
four with an income of $50,000, we’re look-
ing at a ceiling of about $50 a year, which
is less than a buck a month to get the deficit
down and provide some of the economic in-
centives to grow some jobs, which I think
is very, very important. So I think it’s a bal-
anced plan. I think it’s a fair plan. And if
you look at the alternative that was presented
in the Senate, it’s the only serious plan so
far that’s been up that really has big deficit
reduction in a fair way.

Questions? Go ahead.

Georgia Congressional Support
Q. As you’re meeting with us, obviously,

some of this is directed at reaching our con-
gressional delegation as well. We had con-
servative Democrats in the House, and obvi-
ously Senator Nunn in the Senate, who had
voted against the plan. How are you ap-
proaching our delegation? Are you meeting
with them personally? How are you lobbying
them? Are you disappointed that you haven’t
had them with you? And do you think you
can turn them around?

The President. First of all, we got a good
number of votes from Georgia for which I
am very grateful. But let me tell you how
I’m doing it generally. I’m trying to meet
with the House Members in the big caucuses
first: the Conservative Caucus; the Main-
stream Forum, which is sort of the DLC
group; the Black Caucus; the Hispanic Cau-
cus; the Women’s Caucus. I’ve met with all
of them, except I’m meeting with the Main-
stream Forum tonight, and then talking to
individual Members about individual con-
cerns.

In the Senate we pretty well know the 10
or 15 Senators that could go either way and
what the issues are for them, and so I’m try-
ing to talk to each of them individually about
their concerns. I met with four Senators over
the weekend, and I have talked to a number
of others over the phone.

The concerns basically are twofold. They
break down into two broad categories. Some
are just worried about a political reaction.
And many of them have said to me, ‘‘Look,
if our constituents knew what was in this,
we know they would support it.’’
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This is the only political issue in my life-
time where people have known less about
it as it’s gone on; that is, known less about
the issue as time has gone on. The night I
gave the State of the Union Address when
there was a great deal of support for this was
really the time when people had the largest
number of facts. And then all the groups that
ginned up opposition to it—it’s like this
spokesperson for a small business group last
week ran a car washing service; turned out
she got a tax reduction, not a tax increase
out of this plan, and she didn’t know it. And
the people that had gotten her to stand up
and speak against something she didn’t know
what was in.

So for those folks we have really got work
on just making sure that they understand,
that we now have an aggressive effort to get
the evidence out that this is fair, progressive,
real deficit reduction and real job creation.
It’s going to keep interest rates down and
get jobs up. I mean, that’s just a—that’s re-
ality, and I think that’s important.

To the second argument is that the country
wants us to make a decision and go on about
other things. They don’t want us to fool
around for 60 more days without a budget.
They want us to make a decision and then
deal with health care, the crime bill, the wel-
fare reform bill, all the other issues out there
facing us.

Now, there’s another group of people who
basically didn’t like either the bill that passed
the Senate or the bill that passed the House
but are more than prepared to take the politi-
cal heat associated with serious deficit reduc-
tion if they can get a bill that they agree with.
Senator Nunn, for example, told me that
there were basically two big issues for him.
And he told me that he might have reluc-
tantly voted for the House bill because the
House bill addressed one issue, which is that
we need some more incentives in the Tax
Code for people to invest their money in job-
creating activities. And in the House, you
know, we had incentives for new and small
business capital gains tax. You invest your
money in a business capitalized at $15 million
a year less; if you hold it for 5 years, you
cut your tax rate in half on the gain.

By raising personal income tax rates, we
created a significant incentive to halve capital

gains generally by investing in new busi-
nesses. We had some new incentives for new
plant and equipment. We had new incentives
to revive real estate and homebuilding. We
had incentives to do more research and de-
velopment.

When the Senate passed its bill to move
from the Btu tax down to the fuel tax at 4.3
percent, one of the ways they did it was just
to eliminate all that stuff, as well as the em-
powerment zones to try to get free enterprise
into the depressed urban and rural areas.
They cut that way, way back, so—no, they
eliminated it in the Senate bill.

So, I believe that that concern will be ad-
dressed in the conference report. That is, I
think the final bill will, through a combina-
tion of other spending cuts and maybe some
just minor modifications to the revenue pack-
age, put a lot of those job incentives back
in there.

The other issue that Senator Nunn raises
is one with which I am very sympathetic but
one that I am absolutely convinced we cannot
deal with right now but that we have to deal
with. And that is that there needs to be some
limits, some discipline on the growth of enti-
tlement spending. Let me just give you an
example. The budget that was passed last
year before I became President had an esti-
mated 12 percent a year increase in health
care costs, Medicare and Medicaid, 12 per-
cent a year. Now, the rolls were growing
some, but most of it was just inflation, paying
more for the same health care.

We cut that back to 9 percent a year and
saved $55 billion or so off the previous budg-
et, a big shave. But still if you look at this
budget now, you’ve got defense going down,
many domestic programs going down, and
an overall freeze on domestic spending. That
is, for all the increases we have in Head Start
and worker training and new technologies
and defense conversions, we have offsetting
decreases in something else. And the only
thing that’s really increasing in this budget
are the retirement programs, Social Security
cost-of-living increases, which are at least
covered by the Social Security tax, and other
cost-of-living increases on retirement pro-
grams and health care. That’s what’s going
up.
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So Senator Nunn and others believe, and
I do, that you have to find a way to control
health care costs. Otherwise, you’re going to
give the whole budget over to health care.
You wind up cutting defense too much, and
you don’t have enough money left to spend
where you ought to spend it, which is in revi-
talizing this economy. The problem is that
if you put a cap on health care costs in this
budget without reforming health care, which
is the next big issue I want Congress to take
up, if you did that, then all that would happen
is you’d impose a hidden tax on every Amer-
ican with health insurance. Because what
happens is if you just quit paying doctors and
hospitals at the Federal level, then they just
send a bill to your employers and to you if
you pay part of your health insurance.

And that’s why I don’t think we can pass
this cap now. I think we can pass the controls
on health care costs by the Government if
we reform health care. So anyway, that’s a
long answer. But you’re interested in the
Georgia politicians. I’m dealing with the po-
litical concerns and the substantive concerns
as they come up.

Senator Sam Nunn
Q. Can I follow up? Why could you not

convince Nunn of that, given the fact that
here’s a guy who supported you in the cam-
paign and sold you, in effect, to Georgia vot-
ers in campaign ads? And it would seem like,
this being as important to you as it is, that
you would be able to persuade him to accept
the logic of that and wait for health care re-
form down the road.

The President. I’m not sure he won’t. I
mean, he told me clearly that he found that
he thought the Senate was wrong to take out
all the job incentives, and of course, I did,
too. But my argument to him was don’t let
the thing get defeated. Let’s send it to Con-
gress and see if we can put them back in.
But you know, he and Senator Domenici
worked for years on this program of strength
in America. I think he’s got a lot vested in
it. He’s got some very strong convictions
about it. But all of us, including the Presi-
dent, in order to get anything done in a tough
time, we’ve got to be willing to compromise
some. And I hope we will get his support
at the end.

But I just wanted to tell you what I think
the roots of it are. I think they’re—and that
I’m very sympathetic with a lot of what he
was saying. And I think in the end we’ll get
where he wants to go.

Let me just mention one other thing I have
to tell you. If you get the budget out of the
way and you start health care reform, which
is the only way to ever get the deficit down
to zero, by the way—I’m not satisfied with
going down to $200 billion a year and then
going back up again in 5 years; we’ve got
to do something about health care to move
it to zero. Then the other big issue that’s
coming up this fall that I think is terribly
important is the Vice President’s report on
reinventing the Government. That’s been a
big issue that Senator Nunn and I worked
on through the Democratic Leadership
Council. He is going to offer some very con-
troversial but very important suggestions to
cut the overhead costs of the Federal Gov-
ernment and make it more efficient, make
it more user-friendly to the taxpayers, and
free up some money which can itself be used
to reduce the deficit or to invest in our fu-
ture. So all these things have to be seen to-
gether.

And the argument I have to make to Sen-
ator Nunn—and I’m trying to make to some
others, and a lot of the moderate Republicans
who basically think they ought to support me
if they could get out from under the partisan
deal—is that you cannot solve every problem
with the Federal budget with this act. We
cannot solve all the problems. But if you put
the budget and economic program with the
Gore reinventing Government initiatives,
with health care reform, you can bring this
deficit down to zero, and you can really revi-
talize the economy, and you can do it in a
way that’s fair to all the American people.
But you can’t do it in one bill. And I guess
that’s the—a lot of the people who are hold-
ing out are saying, ‘‘Well, we want it to be
perfect.’’ Well, it can’t be perfect. It’s just
got to be a big advance. It’s given us the
dramatically lower interest rates, and it’s a
good thing.

Q. Can you tell us a little about your rela-
tionship to Senator Nunn? I’m belaboring
the point a little bit, but we have watched
this over the last 6 months. How often do
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you talk with him? How is your personal rela-
tionship, despite all of the thing with gays
in the military——

The President. Probably—I don’t know—
anyway, often. I talk to him often on the
phone. And I see him with some frequency,
and I hope to see him again pretty soon to
discuss this. But you know, it’s not unusual
for me every week, a time or two, to pick
up the phone and call him on something.

Q. Are you frustrated with him?
The President. No. No, I mean, I think—

you know, I don’t agree with the decision
he made on the budget bill. But I agree with
the reasons he had for not liking the way
it came out. I didn’t like the way it came
out. But I think we should have kicked it
into the conference—the Senate did the
right thing—so we could keep the process
going. Because the Republicans have not of-
fered any credible alternatives, so there’s no
basis for us to build a bipartisan coalition.
I hope we never have another bill without
a bipartisan coalition, because I’m not com-
fortable with that. But in general I think it’s
going pretty well. I mean, the other issues—
you know, he never made any pretense. He
never agreed with me on the gays in the mili-
tary issue. He made it clear in the campaign.
He made it clear during the transition. He
made it clear after the election. And we
wound up—he wound up in a place where
I don’t think he expected to wind up either.
I mean, I think we moved this thing quite
a long way.

As a practical matter, if you read this pol-
icy, it differs from what I said in the cam-
paign in only one respect: You still can’t
openly declare your homosexuality without
some fear of being severed from the service.
If you do that, the burden is then on you
to demonstrate you are not going to violate
the Code of Conduct. But I never said one
word, not a word, about changing anything
about the Code of Conduct. And yet the mili-
tary leaders themselves decided to go further
than they had ever gone in protecting the
privacy and association rights of all members
of the military in ways that Colin Powell
summed up as a policy of ‘‘live and let live.’’
That goes well beyond anything I even talked
about in the campaign. Senator Nunn en-
dorsed that. The Joint Chiefs endorsed that.

The House leadership yesterday endorsed
that. So I’m very encouraged about where
we are on it.

Economic Program
Q. I’ve asked this question of a couple of

your people, and I’d really like to hear your
response on it as well. You last week released
the jobs State by State that you think the
plan will generate. Now, this morning in a
session, Roger Altman’s staff basically said,
‘‘Gee, we probably shouldn’t have been so
specific. We should have rounded these
numbers a little bit. We’re not going to create
238,416, or whatever, for the State of Geor-
gia.’’

The President. It might be more; it might
be less. I think everybody knows projections
are approximations.

Q. But the choice was to release very spe-
cific numbers and now to round them. And
now the administration is getting some criti-
cism for that. Do you not think it may have
been a mistake to have tried to put such spe-
cific numbers together in an attempt to sell
this plan?

The President. Well, it may have been,
but let me tell you why we did it. What we’re
trying to do is to avoid—frankly, the main
reason we did it was to avoid overpromising,
because I don’t believe that this plan alone
can restore America’s health. I just think it
is the critical, it is the critical first step. With-
out it I think you have total uncertainty; you
have chaos; you have interest rates going
back up again, and you have a Government
that can’t get anything done.

With it you begin the march to progress.
I think to get total economic health you have
to do something about the health care crisis,
do something about the way the Government
does its business, deal with the welfare re-
form issue. And then there has to be a whole
set of other economic strategies to help peo-
ple convert from a defense to a domestic
economy, continue the education and train-
ing of the work force, open new markets, all
those other things.

So I think what they were trying to do was
to say yes, it will do something, but we don’t
want to overpromise. Here’s a model we ran
through, and this is where we got. It may
or may not have been a mistake, but we were
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trying to give people a sense of what our own
research had produced.

Media Coverage
Q. Could I ask a followup please? One of

the reasons for days like today is that people
acknowledge that you have been misunder-
stood to some extent in terms of this plan.
As you well know, there’s been a fairly con-
stant sense among some people in the admin-
istration, and sometimes you’re one of them,
that you’ve been misunderstood a lot on
issues like gays in the military and what you
first meant and what you really meant and
on the economic plan, that sort of thing.
Why, now that you’ve been here for a while,
do you feel there is something systemic that’s
wrong with the way the media covers the
White House? Why have you been so mis-
understood by the people who cover this ad-
ministration?

The President. Oh, I don’t know. I think
that for one thing if you throw something
really controversial out there, and are new
and different, it is very difficult for anything
but the controversy to get constant coverage.
And I don’t say this so much about you but
I mean, just in all the stories that compete
for time on the national news. For example,
let’s suppose you’re—and this is not a criti-
cism more than an observation—suppose you
are the producer of ABC News or wherever.
You’ve got to put the flood on, right? The
Israelis bomb the Bekaa Valley or attack
the—you’ve got to put that on. So instead
of, I mean, you can’t go back through every
night all the essence of the economic plan.
And if our adversaries decide just to scream,
‘‘taxes,’’ it’s just easier to cover that story and
to get it in the timeslots you can cover it.

I think that a big part of it is when there
is just a huge volume of news and you’ve
got somebody like me who’s very much into
trying to solve problems and get them out
of the way, whether it’s the test ban issue
or the POW issue or the Northwest United
States forest issue, I just try to take all these
things and move through them. If you get
something really controversial like gays in the
military, it’s not as if I had a chance to sit
in the home in a fireside chat with the Amer-
ican people and walk them through my posi-
tion and then walk them through why we

came up with this compromise and why I
think it is the principle right thing to do.

And on the economic plan, I think it’s just
clear, I think—let me just give you—Bernie
Sanders from Vermont is an independent
from Vermont, the only independent in the
Congress. He called me the other day and
he said, ‘‘I have done you a terrible disserv-
ice.’’ I said, ‘‘What do you mean? You voted
for me on everything.’’ He said, ‘‘That’s what
I’m telling you.’’ He said, ‘‘If the progressives
in the Congress had burned you in effigy for
all these spending cuts, then America would
know you had made spending cuts.’’

But because the entire Democratic Party
and I—on the spending cuts it was never
newsworthy. They weren’t newsworthy. The
newsworthy thing was the fight over the
taxes, so that even when the Republicans—
they were so smart about it—when the Re-
publicans in the Senate Finance Committee
offered all kinds of things to water down the
tax program, but they did not offer one, not
one red cent in spending cuts, because they
didn’t want to take any tough decisions. They
knew we already made a lot of spending cuts,
and they just wanted a lot of tax on the taxes.

So I think, frankly, anytime you do hard
things and you try to change, you have to
expect to be misunderstood. But when you’ve
got more than one thing out there at once,
you have to really work on talking it through,
which is why I think I should have been
doing this from February the 18th until
today, not just for the last month or so.

Q. But is any of this your fault, sir?
The President. Sure it is. Sure it is. I

mean, I’m sure it is. I’ve got to learn—you
know it is. But I’ll tell you this, I’ve got an
administration that’s tried to face the prob-
lems of this country. Everybody up here is
trying to do right by America. We get up
every day and go to work, and we have taken
on things that have been ignored for a long
time. And I do not believe, frankly, that the
evaluation of the administration by the press
or the people has fairly compared us with
what got done in previous administrations.
I mean, I could have been, I guess, im-
mensely popular if all I’d done is make
speeches for the last 6 months and not try
to do anything.
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Taxes

Q. Mr. President, this goes to what you’ve
already been saying about American tax-
payers. There are many people who have the
perception that you are a taxaholic, that you
didn’t get the message that many people in
this country want you to cut spending first,
get rid of the bloat in the Federal Govern-
ment and then talk about tax hikes.

The President. But we are cutting spend-
ing. And if all you had was spending cuts,
you would have a deficit reduction package
in the neighborhood of $250 billion to $260
billion which no one—which the financial
markets would not take seriously and interest
rates would be 2 percent higher and all these
people refinancing their home and saving a
ton of money on it wouldn’t be saving it.

In other words, let me give it to you in
another way. We are cutting spending. We’re
going to cut more spending. But you’d be
amazed how many of those same people,
when you say, ‘‘Okay, all the growth is in
Medicare and Medicaid. You want me to cut
Medicare?’’—they say, ‘‘No, don’t do that.’’
I mean, there are people who believe that
all the Federal budget goes to welfare and
foreign aid—which is something we cut, by
the way, foreign aid—which is a tiny percent-
age of the total overall budget of the Federal
Government.

We are—this administration, not the two
previous ones—that’s really got the serious
attempt going to reduce the Federal bu-
reaucracy and to change the way the Federal
Government relates to people. That’s what
the Vice President is working on, and we’ll
have our report out next month. But we don’t
have time to fool around.

Let me just make one final point about
this. David Stockman, who was Ronald Rea-
gan’s Budget Director when the ’81 tax cuts
were enacted, gave an interview last month
in which he said it was folly to believe we
could balance the budget on spending cuts
alone, because in 1981 President Reagan in-
tended to cut taxes 3 percent of national in-
come. And by the time he and the Congress
got through with their bidding war, they had
cut them 6 percent of national income, so
much that some companies couldn’t even
handle all their tax cuts. They were selling

them to others. And he said, ‘‘That has to
be reversed.’’ That’s what I’m trying to do.

And you know, let me just point out for
all those people who think I’m a taxaholic,
for 12 years I was Governor of a State that
was always in every year in the bottom five
of the States in the country in the percentage
of income going to State and local taxes, in
every year. We had the toughest balanced
budget law in the country, and the only time
we raised money was when a majority of the
people of my State supported it, and the
money went to schools or roads. We didn’t
do anything but education and jobs with new
taxes. In the late eighties, the percentage of
our income going to taxes in Arkansas was
the same as it was in the late seventies when
I became Governor.

But when you get up here, you see the
problems we’ve got and you see how long
they’ve been ignored. And keep in mind,
families with incomes under $30,000 are
going to be held harmless. Families with in-
comes between $30,000 and $140,000 are
going to be asked to pay very modest
amounts. The average payment for a family
of four with a $50,000 income is $50 a year.
To get this deficit under control, I think it’s
worth it. If the people don’t think so, they
can tell their Congressman. But the idea that
there are no spending cuts in this thing is
simply not true. The spending cuts have not
been controversial, so they have not been re-
ported, so people don’t think they exist. But
they do exist.

Legislative Action
Q. Mr. President, what are the con-

sequences of your not getting this budget
plan passed as you want it by the August re-
cess?

The President. Well, the consequences of
not passing a budget plan—it won’t be ex-
actly as everybody wants it. That’s what a de-
mocracy is about. People get together and
work through. But if they don’t pass the
budget plan by the August recess, what will
happen is we’ll flail around here for a couple
of months. You’ll see interest rates start to
go up again. Uncertainty will get worse, and
you’ll wind up with less deficit reduction.
Politics will take over, and you’ll wind up
with less deficit reduction. So the thing we
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need to do is to make a decision and get
on with it. I mean, we’ve been fooling around
with this for long enough.

I realize that we’re keeping a pace that’s
faster than normal for Washington; but for
America, they want something done. It’s time
to do something. It means that if you fool
around with it, it means we don’t deal with
health care; we don’t deal with welfare re-
form; we don’t deal with the crime bill; we
don’t deal with all these other issues that are
out there crying for attention in America.
Eight months is long enough to make a deci-
sion about a budget and an economic plan.
It’s just long enough.

Q. Are you worried you’re not going to
be able to get it?

The President. Well, I think in the end
they will do it because I think that all the
Republican Members have gone on strike ba-
sically. We’ve reached out to them. We’ve
tried to negotiate with them. And they have
basically said, you know, they don’t want to
talk unless we’re willing to do things that
aren’t real, adopt these amorphous caps and
slash Medicare even for middle class people,
and I’m not willing to do that.

Q. Did you talk to Senator Coverdell?
The President. Yeah, I’ve met with the

whole Republican caucus. And I meet with
the Republican leadership, with the Demo-
crats every other week.

Q. What have you learned about your abil-
ity to rally your own troops? You talked about
under Republican resistance, but some of the
strongest resistance has come within the
party.

The President. Well, I think you should
not assume—the Democratic Party, first of
all, is much more diverse than the Repub-
lican Party but, secondly, has been much
more unified with me than the Republicans
were with President Bush.

That’s another thing. Look at the historical
perspective. Here’s a little question: There
was a Republican House budget plan and my
plan voted on back to back in the House.
There are more Democrats than Repub-
licans, right? Now, the Republican plan was
no tax increases, the Kasich plan. He lost
more Republicans for his plan than I lost
Democrats for mine because it was so unfair

to the elderly, the poor, the middle class.
That was the other plan in the House. Last
year, 1992, when the Bush budget came up
in the House of Representatives, 75 percent
of the Republicans, not the Democrats, the
Republicans, voted against it. Why? Because
it was a political document. I mean, I have
given them a real budget, and it’s tough.

Let me just say one thing in closing. The
reporter for the Philadelphia Inquirer, the
political reporter, went out and did some-
thing that we should have arranged. I wish
I had thought about it, but he did it about
2 weeks ago. He interviewed all these budget
experts who work for private companies but
whose job it is to know about the Federal
budget. And he wrote an article which said
that the consensus was that my claims were
accurate and that Senator Dole’s attacks were
not. And the budget expert for Price
Waterhouse, not an employee of my adminis-
tration, said that the budget we had pre-
sented was the most honest budget in more
than a decade and the only thing that was
wrong with it was that it would produce more
deficit reduction than I was claiming. And
we can get you a copy of the article. It was
very impressive.

But I think the Democrats, when you think
about the withering attack that they have
been under, constant misinformation, and al-
most no way to get the facts out except
through their newsletters—and we have
begun to run ads for some of them now,
those that have been subject to ad attacks—
I think there’s been a remarkable cohesion
in a very diverse party because there is now
a consensus that the time has come to do
something about the deficit and to try to
grow some jobs. And that’s what we’re trying
to do. And I think they’ll do it before August
5th. I’ll be very surprised if they really want
to go to an August recess, have all this unre-
solved, and come back here and fool around
in September and October and not deal with
the other problems of America. I think it will
be a mistake, and I don’t think they’ll do it.

Thanks.

NOTE: The interview began at 3:59 p.m. on the
South Lawn at the White House.
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Remarks to the National Conference
of State Legislatures
July 27, 1993

The President. Thank you very much, Art.
Thank you for your leadership of the Na-
tional Conference of State Legislatures, and
thank you for your friendship to me. And
most of all, thank you for giving me the
chance to speak with all of you by satellite
today.

It wasn’t very long ago that you and the
other leaders of the National Conference of
State Legislatures came here to Washington
along with some State legislators from Cali-
fornia to speak about the specific problems
of their State. I understand your incoming
president, Senator Bob Connor from Dela-
ware—perhaps he remembers, as I do so
well, stopping in Wilmington last fall when
my voice was so bad I could barely speak.
I hope you’re all able to hear me a little bet-
ter today.

And to all my friends from Arkansas, let
me say I do miss you, and there are plenty
of days when I would trade with you. But
after all, I asked for this job, and most of
the folks in the Congress do want to move
this country off dead center and move it for-
ward, and I’m convinced we’re going to break
the gridlock and go forward with your help.

President Franklin Roosevelt once said
that, ‘‘What this country needs is bold, per-
sistent experimentation.’’ As a former Gov-
ernor who has worked with you to redefine
how our Government can best meet the
needs of our people, I think I know what
that means. Most of you in this audience and
most of the Governors with whom I work
really have worked hard for a long time now
to represent the laboratories of reform,
whether in the cause of reinventing Govern-
ment or controlling health care costs and pro-
viding health care to people who don’t have
it or giving people the dignity to move from
welfare to work or to build an ambitious set
of national goals for education or to devise
State strategies for generating jobs and in-
come.

For more than a decade, I have worked
on these reforms with you. Now, as Presi-
dent, my administration aims to establish an
historic partnership between the White

House and the statehouses to give you the
freedom to experiment in bold and innova-
tive ways to meet the unique needs of people
in your own States. The first order of busi-
ness, as you know, must be to reclaim control
of our economic destiny. Here in Washing-
ton, I put forward an ambitious economic
plan that finally does something serious
about the deficit, reducing it by $500 billion
to be locked away in a deficit reduction trust
fund, the largest deficit reduction program
in history, with $250 billion net in real, en-
forceable spending cuts. This plan restores
tax fairness. For every $10 we reduce the
deficit, $5 comes from spending cuts, $4
comes from taxes on the wealthiest 6 percent
of Americans, and only $1 from the middle
class, with working families under $30,000
held harmless.

This plan keeps faith with the hard work-
ing middle class, because over the course of
a year, the average middle class family of four
would pay about $1 a week. The plan is de-
signed to restore our economic greatness by
cutting the deficit and by getting on with the
business of investing in our future. And you
at the State level know that we have to do
both. You couldn’t run your State budgets
with the kind of deficits we have, but if you
didn’t invest and give incentives to the pri-
vate sector to invest, you know you wouldn’t
be able to meet the global competition.

So indeed, we must invest more to start
new businesses, to create new jobs, to rebuild
our infrastructure, to train our workers for
the jobs of tomorrow. Our plan invests in our
people and their education and their training
as workers and new police officers on the
streets and in new technologies that will
boost economic growth and help to put our
defense workers back to work. And analysis
shows that this plan will create in California
alone roughly 1.9 million jobs by 1996. As
Government borrows less, interest rates will
go down, and America will invest more.

Since I was elected President and it be-
came clear that Washington would now be
serious about deficit reduction, the financial
markets have reduced long-term interest
rates to historic lows. That means lower
mortgage payments for middle class home-
owners, particularly in California where
property values are so high, and better loans
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