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of honey from China. The monitoring pro-
gram is to be developed within thirty days
of this determination.

Since I have determined that the provision
of import relief is not in the national eco-
nomic interest of the United States, I am re-
quired by that section 203(b) of the Trade
Act of 1974 to report to Congress on the rea-
sons underlying this determination.

In determining not to provide import re-
lief, I considered its overall costs to the U.S.
economy. The USITC majority rec-
ommendation for a quarterly tariff rate quota
(a 25 percent ad valorem charge on the first
12.5 million pounds each quarter, increasing
to 50 percent on amounts above that level),
to be applied for three years, would cost con-
sumers about $7 million while increasing
producers’ income by just $1.9 million. The
other forms of relief recommended by other
Commissioners would also result in substan-
tial costs to consumers while offering little
benefit to producers.

In addition, the gap between production
and consumption in the United States is ap-
proximately 100 million pounds, with imports
of honey from China helping to fill that gap
at the low end for industrial use. Any restric-
tions on imports of honey from China would
likely lead to increased imports from other
countries rather than significantly increased
market share for U.S. producers.

Although rising somewhat since 1991, U.S.
honey inventories are not large by historical
experience, either in absolute amounts or rel-
ative to consumption. Honey stocks reported
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture were
much higher in the mid-1980’s (about 75 per-
cent of consumption in 1985 and 1986), be-
fore falling to their lowest level in a decade
in 1991 (26.6 percent of consumption). The
1993 stocks were 37.8 percent of consump-
tion, well below the 1980–1993 average level
of 46.4 percent.

The U.S. government has supported honey
producers since 1950, in part, to ensure
enough honeybees would be available for
crop pollination. This is an important na-
tional interest. I believe that current trends
in the provision of pollination and honey pro-
duction will not be significantly affected by
not providing relief. Crop producers indicate

that they believe pollination will still be cost
effective even if service prices rise.

I have also concluded that, in this case,
imposing trade restrictions on imports of
honey would run counter to our policy of
promoting an open and fair international
trading system.

William J. Clinton

The White House,
April 21, 1994.

NOTE: An original was not available for verifica-
tion of the content of this message.

Interview With Journalists on South
Africa
April 20, 1994

Q. Could I begin, Mr. President, with a
two-part question? What is the significance
of the South African election to you and the
American people? And do you have any par-
ticular message for the people of South Afri-
ca that we could take back to them?

The President. First of all, I think it would
be difficult to overstate the significance of
this election to the American people for
many reasons, first of all, our own history of
racial division. We, after all, fought a great
Civil War over slavery, and we continue to
deal with our own racial challenges today.
So all Americans, I think, have always been
more drawn to the problems and the promise
of South Africa than perhaps other nations
have been.

Secondly, our own civil rights movement
has, for decades, had a relationship with the
antiapartheid movement in South Africa. So
this will be a great sense of personal joy to
many, many Americans who have been in-
volved in this whole issue personally.

And finally, it’s important to the United
States because of the promise of harmony
and prosperity in South Africa and what that
might mean, not only to South Africa but to
many other nations in the region and to the
prospect of a revitalization, a new energy, a
new peace, a new sense of possibility
throughout at least the southern part of Afri-
ca. So it’s very important.

Q. Any particular message?
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The President. The message I would have
is this: The United States is elated at the
prospect of these elections. We have contrib-
uted to the effort to fight apartheid. We have
tried to support the effort to have good elec-
tions and to make them meaningful, and we
want to celebrate with and support South Af-
rica. But we realize that the real work will
begin after the election, of continuing to live
in harmony, of fighting the new problems
every day, of making democracy work, of
dealing with the social problems and the very
severe economic problem. And we intend to
be a partner from the beginning. We intend
to be a full partner.

Shortly after the election I will announce
a substantial increase in United States assist-
ance and support for building South Africa
economically, dealing with the social prob-
lems, helping the political system to work.
And then in June, we will have here a very
large conference sponsored by the Secretary
of Commerce, Ron Brown, in Atlanta, bring-
ing together large numbers of American
business people to give us the opportunity
to urge them to be involved with South Africa
in the rebuilding.

[At this point, an interviewer cited the Mar-
shall Plan following World War II and asked
if a similar plan might be suitable for South
Africa.]

The President. Well, I do believe that we
ought to dramatically increase our assistance,
which we will do. I think we ought to dra-
matically increase our private investment in
South Africa, which I intend to work on. I
think we ought to do what we can to mobilize
the resources of other nations to also contrib-
ute. And I intend to spend a lot of time and
effort on that.

I don’t know that I would say it’s exactly
like the Marshall Plan or that that is exactly
what is needed, but it’s obvious that a lot
of money, a lot of investment, and a lot of
opportunity is going to be needed to sort of
jump-start South Africa. It’s a very rich coun-
try. And I think that the promise of this new
democracy is that people will be able to live
up to their potential. And I intend to do what
I can to be a strong partner in that.

Q. This is the last one to—would you—
you would probably be going to Africa soon,

and is there any intention of paying a visit
to our country?

The President. Well, I hope that I can
go, and I very much want to go. I assure
you I’m going to send a very high-level dele-
gation to the inauguration to celebrate the
elections. And I have been talking with my
staff about when I can go to Africa.

This year, because of the 50th anniversary
of the ending of World War II, I will wind
up making three trips to Europe, and I will
go to Asia in the fall. But in 1995, 1996, my
travel schedule is more open. And I very
much want to go there.

I think that the United States, frankly, has
not—with the exception of South Africa—
has not paid as much attention to Africa as
it should have and to its long-term potential
and particularly to those countries that are
trying to resolve their political problems and
do things to help their people. So I would
be honored to go there. I don’t have a trip
scheduled, but I hope I can go.

[An interviewer indicated that the world
faced increased racial and ethnic conflict and
asked for the President’s thoughts on whether
a successful South African venture would
help the world confront the problem.]

The President. Well, I do have some
thoughts, actually. I think it has worked in
South Africa partly because people with
enormous influence decided to be statesmen
instead of wreckers. After a certain amount
of time, you had the leaders of the various
groups deciding that there was no longer a
future in fighting and killing and dying, that
splitting the country up was not an option,
and that somehow they were going up or
down together. And then they translated
those understandings into concrete commit-
ments, not just an election. An election is
only part of it, although a big part.

I think the decision to go for a government
of national unity for 5 years is absolutely criti-
cal to this and making the decision before
you know the outcome of the election. The
decision to have a bill of rights, the decision
to have a constitutional court, I think all these
things have made a huge difference. And I
think what you’ve got in other places, these
sort of ancient divisions—racial, ethnic, and
religious divisions—where people have not
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come to that wisdom; they don’t understand
yet, for whatever reason, that in the end
they’ll be better off if they work together and
that controlling territory is nowhere near the
significance in terms of quality of life and
meaning of life that it was 100 years ago.

It’s almost as if, in some of the places that
you’ve mentioned—and you’ve written so
powerfully about Bosnia, and I know you
care a lot about Azerbaijan; you have the
Abkhaz problem, you have all these things—
it’s almost as if the cold war sort of imposed
a freeze-frame on the history of a lot of these
places. And then when it went away, people
woke up and resumed the attitudes that they
had held in the early part of the 20th century,
which they carried over from the 19th cen-
tury, as if there had been no communications
revolution, as if there had been no changes
in the global economy, as if all these things
had happened.

Here in this country, too, the ethnic diver-
sity of the United States ought to be our
greatest asset as we move into the next cen-
tury. It used to be in America that the burden
we carried was the burden of the fight be-
tween blacks and whites going back to slavery
and the Civil War and the aftermath. Now,
in Los Angeles County alone there are 150
different racial and ethnic groups, 150 dif-
ferent ones in one county. And there was a
study released in our press last week that said
sometimes these groups resented each other
as much as they resented the white majority,
depending on what the facts were. So we’re
still dealing with this.

I have to tell you, I believe that if the elec-
tions come off well, and especially in the
aftermath of the agreement yesterday where
Chief Buthelezi agreed with Mr. Mandela
and Mr. de Klerk to participate in the elec-
tions and they worked out the constitutional
role for the King of the Zulus—I think when
that was done—I think if this election comes
off, it will send a message around the world
that there is another way to deal with these
problems and that if it can be done in South
Africa, how can you justify the old-fashioned
killing and fighting and dying over a piece
of land, over divisions which are not as im-
portant as what unites people in other places.

I mean, it’s amazing; you think of it—con-
trast what we see in Gorazde with what we

see about to happen in South Africa. It’s a
matter of enormous historical impact. And
I think that when it is shown around the
world it has to reverberate in ways that we
can’t fully assess but that have to be positive.

[An interviewer indicated that the proposed
aid package for South Africa was much
smaller than the one offered to Russia; he
asked the President to response to those who
believe the proposed aid package for South
Africa was insufficient.]

The President. Well, first of all, we’ve not
finalized the amount of the aid package.
We’re working on it now, and we’re going
to get as much money as we can during this
fiscal year from funds that are idle in the
appropriate accounts. That is, there are
some—we are looking, we are scouring the
Government accounts for things, money that
won’t be spent that we can put into this. And
we will do as much as we possibly can.

South Africa is a country of 40 million peo-
ple where 7 million are homeless, for all
practical purposes. There is an enormous
amount to be done. If you look at it in the
larger sense, if you look at the amount of
investment we have, we have only a billion
dollars invested now in South Africa since
the advent of the sanctions—and I’m glad
that I could lift the sanctions—but a billion
dollars. In the early eighties we had $3 bil-
lion. And one of the things that I intend to
do in June with this conference that Sec-
retary Brown is having is to do everything
I can to accelerate return of American invest-
ment to the levels of the early eighties, and
then to exceed that, because we know, as a
practical matter, if you look at the incredible
human and natural resources of South Africa,
that there would be more American money,
private sector American money than Govern-
ment money.

Now, next year and the year after—we’re
going to stay after this thing on a multiyear
basis—we may be able to do better. But I
think, given the condition of our budget laws
and where the money is right now and the
fact that we’re in the middle of a fiscal year,
we’re going to do quite well.

I don’t want to be—we’re in no position
to be dictating that; we should be asking
them. But I can tell you, I know we can make
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it available for economic development
projects, for human resource projects like
housing and health and education, and for
democracy and institution building—how do
you set up a system which will deliver these
services and function properly.

It occurs to me, for example, the inter-
connection in South Africa and southern Af-
rica generally, the transportation and water-
ways and the potential for telecommuni-
cations interconnection to leverage economic
growth explosively throughout the region, is
very great. It might be that your leaders
would say, ‘‘Well, if you have this amount
of dollars, put it into these investments be-
cause they’ll generate more opportunities.’’
It may be that your leaders will say, ‘‘We
can’t stand the sight of all these people living
in substandard conditions; put more of it in
housing.’’ It might be that there’s a public
health problem that you want to deal with.
I think that we should be guided in part, or
in large measure, by what we’re asked to do
by the new leaders of the new South Africa.

Q. Mr. President, do you have any plans
to invite the new South African President to
Washington?

The President. Absolutely, I do.
Q. Quite soon?
The President. Yes, I will issue the invita-

tion promptly after the election.

[An interviewer suggested that South Africa’s
crucial need is education in democracy and
tolerance and said America might be particu-
larly helpful in this regard.]

The President. Well, we’re certainly pre-
pared to do that, to make that kind of invest-
ment. And we have, as you know, invested
some money, as I said, since I’ve been Presi-
dent I think somewhere in the range of $35
million, just to try to make the political proc-
ess work right.

If you ask me one thing I have learned
in my own life growing up as a young boy
in the segregated South, it is that this is
something that you never solve. You just have
to keep improving. You have to keep working
with it.

My own interest in politics in America was
inflamed overwhelmingly by my opposition
to racial segregation in my own State, my
own community, our own neighborhoods,

our schools, and the terrible consequences
which flowed from that. And so I thought,
well, you know, when I grow up maybe
there’s something I can do to solve this. And
when I ran for public office and when I
served as a Governor of my State, and then
when I became President, I think that I’ll
always be able to say I did things to make
it better.

But this is not the sort of thing you solve.
Unfortunately, human nature being what it
is, identifiable differences will always be used
by narrow-minded people or frustrated peo-
ple or ignorant people or sometimes bad peo-
ple as a lever, a wedge, a means of acquiring
power or influence or dominance or just in-
flicting harm. But it can get better and better
and better.

That will be the test. The ultimate test of
your democracy will be whether a disciplined
effort can be made to take the attitudes rep-
resented, as you acknowledge, by your lead-
ers and keep working until they become
more and more and more real in the daily
lives of every citizen of your country. But
it is not a job that will ever be completely
done. It will always be something you have
to work on. At least that’s our experience
here. It will get better, but you’ll always have
to work on it.

[An interviewer said that despite some
progress, the United States is still a largely
segregated country and asked if it will im-
prove.]

The President. If they work at it I think
it will get better. But I think you will, first
of all, people will always tend to show a cer-
tain affinity to organize their living patterns
around people who are more like them. But
some people will seek a more integrated life.
That’s my experience in the South; that’s my
experience in America. I mean, I was amazed
when I traveled around in other parts of
America that a lot of people that I knew in
other parts of the country lived a more seg-
regated existence than I did, for whatever
reason, maybe just the nature of the popu-
lation of their communities.

But I think there will always be a certain
amount of cohesion of people of the same
race or ethnic group or religious group, par-
ticularly if they have strong religious convic-
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tions. You see that all over the world. You
see that here. To a certain extent, there’s
nothing wrong with that and it’s not
unhelpful. What is unhelpful is if that is used
as a way to divide people and if it leads to
some sort of legal or practical discrimination.
And I think what Mr. Lewis is saying is abso-
lutely right. We still have too much of that
in America.

We had a meeting here this morning, just
for example, we had a meeting this morning;
we had a couple of hundred people in the
Rose Garden to talk about how to better im-
munize all of our children in America. And
it’s appalling that a country as wealthy as we
are only immunizes about two-thirds of our
kids, about 64 percent of our children under
2 with all the recommended childhood im-
munizations. And it is impossible to avoid the
conclusion that one of the reasons is that chil-
dren under 2 are more likely to be children
of color and more likely to be poor than
adults over 50 who tend to make the deci-
sions that control public policy in this coun-
try. That’s one reason. That’s not the only
reason, but it’s one reason.

So we had a meeting today to celebrate
trying to organize ourselves with some dis-
cipline at the community level to eradicate
not only a health problem but a problem of
discrimination against the young, the poor,
and often, children of color. But I think you
see this played out over and over and over
again in every society. But I do believe you
can make it better.

And what I think is going to happen in
this country is that increasingly we will come
to understand that the fact that we are a mul-
tiracial society is an enormous asset in a glob-
al economy, but only if we take advantage
of it, only if we educate all our children, keep
them healthy, and teach people to live to-
gether in ways that permit them all to suc-
ceed. Otherwise, this potential asset becomes
an enormous problem.

South Africa has an enormous asset now.
You have a biracial society; you have some
other ethnic groups, too, I know, and mixed
race, but you have essentially two great large
ethnic groups of people, each of whom have
different experiences, different backgrounds,
different contacts throughout the world now.
It can be a terrific asset for you that you are

different, but only if you use it. It has been
a terrible handicap. You can now turn it into
an asset.

So I guess my answer to Tony is, some
places it will be better; some places it will
be worse throughout the world. But if you
look at the way the world is going, you basi-
cally are going to have two kinds of societies
that will do well, it seems to me: highly ho-
mogeneous, coherent societies that think
they can operate with great discipline by
their own sets of cultural rules which are
widely accepted within the society, who will
then attempt to do well in the global econ-
omy by having high rates of savings, invest-
ment, and exporting to others but keeping
their own life; or open, multiethnic societies
which welcome the whole world and try to
find a way to make strength out of diversity.
And what you’re going to see is each of those
societies will be dealing with the conflicts
that any course of action dictates.

You’ve got a great reform movement going
on in Japan, fighting great opposition, be-
cause they’re saying, ‘‘We need to be more
open; we need to appreciate diversity more,’’
but ‘‘We don’t want to be so open, we don’t
have any discipline or control or direction
or whatever.’’ And you have America saying,
‘‘This diversity is a great asset for us, but not
if we have so little discipline, our crime rates
are too high, our education systems are too
poor, or whatever.’’ So you have these two
great models, each of them trying to find the
strengths of one another.

You have a chance to do that in South Afri-
ca. And it’s a unique opportunity, at least in
that part of the African Continent. And I
think it’s an extraordinary thing. And I think
the world will come beating a path to your
doorstep. It won’t just be the United States;
the whole world will start showing up down
there when you pull this election off, because
they will be so exhilarated by the moral and
the practical potential of what it is you’re en-
gaged in. That’s what I believe.

[An interviewer cited the concern expressed
by a white South African journalist about
possible human rights abuses by the new gov-
ernment.]

The President. I’d like to answer the
question—it’s a good question and a fair
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one—and I’d like to sort of—I’ll give you two
answers, consistent one with the other, but
I think showing what I perceive to be the
dimension of the problem.

First of all, the leaders of the country have
taken great steps to minimize the prospect
of that development by agreeing to a con-
stitution with a strong bill of rights and a con-
stitutional court and by agreeing to a govern-
ment of national unity and by also, frankly,
siding with international global develop-
ments that are consistent with human rights,
renouncing terrorism, renouncing the spread
of proliferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. All these augur for a government that
will be balanced and fair and will not tolerate
as official policy the abuse of human rights.
If that should occur, I think the United States
should have the same obligation to speak
against it there as we did before in South
Africa, and as we do now elsewhere in the
world. I think that’s hopeful.

I think the far greater danger for the man
who wrote the piece—and it was a very mov-
ing piece, I thought—the far greater danger
is what is in the heart of millions of people
who—to go back to your question—who have
not yet bought into the whole process that
is unfolding. And who knows how many peo-
ple there are carrying what wounds inside
who may think they have some opportunity
and some position to which they might be
elected or just some opportunity because of
their newfound freedom for payback time?
I mean, that is something that no one can
calculate.

In other words, democracy requires every
day millions and millions and millions of de-
cisions in a country as large as 40 million,
by people—they just make decisions—some-
times you’ll begin to make them almost sub-
consciously—to support the democratic
process, to show personal restraint, to respect
the rights of other people, to deal with all
these things. I think what’s going to be the
far bigger challenge, is when you get the gov-
ernment in place and you’ve got the laws,
you’ve got the bill of rights, you’ve got all
this stuff, the government’s going to try to
do the right thing, I think the majority party
will try to do the right thing—what will hap-
pen is, what about all the people up and
down the line? And what is in their hearts?

What kind of temptations or opportunities
will be there? Those are things that happen
to free societies, and you’ll just have to work
at stamping them out and minimizing them.
I think that’s what the real problem is.

[An interviewer asked if the United States
would make a greater effort to uplift and as-
sist Africa.]

The President. I think the United States
should focus more on Africa as a whole, as
a continent.

Q. Do you intend to do that?
The President. And I intend to do that.

Now, you know today, of course, we’re pro-
foundly—I know that—I won’t use your
term, but you know what occupies our head-
lines, of course, are in the north, Somalia and
Sudan and the problems there and then mov-
ing down the continent to Rwanda and Bu-
rundi and then moving down to Angola
where more children have been injured by
land mines than in any war in human history.
It’s not on CNN at night, so people don’t
talk about it. And we’re terribly troubled by
Rwanda now, but it wasn’t so many months
ago that in a period of months it’s estimated
that as many as a quarter of a million or more
people died in Burundi.

So it is true. But there are other stories
in South Africa as well. There are other coun-
tries where progress is being made, where
democracy is beginning to work, where peo-
ple are beginning to try to put together these
things that will make a successful country.
And it seems to me that the United States
ought to be working with countries that are
trying to make good things happen, as well
as doing what we can to alleviate human suf-
fering where there’s a tragedy.

And I think we need a more balanced and
more aggressive policy in Africa, and I am
hopeful that we’ll be able to provide one.
We’ve been so caught up with our own finan-
cial problems and cutting back on everything.
And in our country, foreign aid of all kinds
has a history of being unpopular among the
people and, therefore, among the Congress.
But I think that if there is a success in South
Africa, which I expect there to be, I believe
America will try to come to you; I believe
the world will try to come to you; I think
there will be a fascination about it. And I
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think that it will not only spark greater devel-
opment in the southern part of Africa, but
it will give us a more balanced view of what
our overall policy should be. I realize I’m
an optimist, but that’s what I believe will hap-
pen.

[An interviewer praised the President’s sin-
cerity and stated that South Africa was fortu-
nate to have Mr. Mandela and Mr. de Klerk
as role models in the move toward tolerance
and democracy.]

The President. Well, if I might just com-
ment on that and say one thing—I thank you
for saying that. And I thank you for being
positively inclined toward me. If you lived
here, you would have an obligation to be
more critical of me. [Laughter] I accept it.

Let me tell you what I think about that.
I think that both Mandela and de Klerk are
remarkable stories, and together, they are a
stern rebuke to the cynics of the world: de
Klerk for the reason you said, because he
was an Afrikaner and because of the image
we all have of that and what it was and what
it meant politically and racially and every
way; Mandela because he spent the best
years of his life in a prison cell, walked out
by most standards an older man, still ready
to be young and vigorous and able to free
himself of the bitterness that would surely
have destroyed most people who had to live
for 27 years behind bars. That also is an as-
tonishing story.

If these two people are capable of that sort
of internal growth and wisdom and under-
standing, there must be a way for the rest
of us to impart some of that to the society
at large in South Africa and the United States
or wherever, so that they, in turn, can live
together. But both stories are truly astonish-
ing.

I think also they owe a lot to others, too.
We were talking before I came into this
interview—I believe, in the history of the
Nobel Prize, the conflict in South Africa be-
tween the races is the only thing that’s pro-
duced four Nobel Prizes over the same issue:
Albert Luthuli, then Bishop Tutu, and then
Mandela and de Klerk. I mean, this is some-
thing that the world has been fixated on with
you for a long time.

But the internal changes of those two peo-
ple, that’s what you have to find a way—that
goes back to where you started. You have
to find a way to mirror that down here where
people live and buy newspapers and go to
work every day and find a way to live to-
gether.

Thank you.

NOTE: The interview began at 7:03 p.m. in the
Roosevelt Room at the White House. The inter-
viewers were Richard Steyn, editor-in-chief, The
Star, Johannesburg, South Africa; Aggrey Klaaste,
editor, The Sowetan, Soweto, South Africa; An-
thony Lewis, New York Times; and Clarence
Page, Chicago Tribune. This item was released
by the Office of the Press Secretary on April 22.
A tape was not available for verification of the
content of this interview.

Exchange With Reporters Prior to
Discussions With Prime Minister
Andreas Papandreou of Greece
April 22, 1994
Bosnia

Q. Mr. President, are you going to start
bombing, or are the allies going to start
bombing Gorazde very shortly as a result of
the NATO Council ultimatum?

The President. They’re meeting now.
Let’s see what they do, and I’ll have more
to say about it later.

Q. Do you want the NATO allies to allow
NATO to select the bombing targets and
move more independently of the U.N.? And
do you expect them to——

The President. We want to continue to
work with the U.N., but they’re working—
our people are there now, working on the
arrangements. So let’s see what comes out
of the meeting today, and we’ll—I’ll have
comments about it after they do.

Haiti
Q. Sir, I wonder if you could tell us why

the Haitian boat people are being allowed
this time, sir.

The President. Well, two reasons: First
of all, they were very close to the United
States. The whole purpose of the return pol-
icy was primarily to deter people from risking
their lives. Hundreds of people have already
drowned trying to come here. These people
were only 4 miles from the shore. The second
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