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From the earned-income tax credit to Med-
icaid to child care, our administration has car-
ried out a new approach to help lift people
out of poverty by forging a new social contract
that rewards work, promotes responsibility, and
helps families who need it.

Last July, I took executive action to help fami-
lies gain access to food stamps. Secretary
Glickman is leading our efforts to launch a na-
tionwide food stamp public education campaign,
and all of you gathered here today are critically
important to that effort. I ask each and every
one of you to join with us in our partnership
to ensure families get the help they need.

Our work is far from done. While the Federal
Government continues to be deeply involved in
the fight against hunger, our nutritional safety
net alone can’t conquer the problem.

The solution lies in new and innovative part-
nerships with grassroots efforts. For too long,
Government programs haven’t done enough to
capitalize on community expertise. And likewise,

The President’s News Conference
October 14, 1999

The President. Good afternoon. Thank you.
In recent days, members of the congressional
majority have displayed a reckless partisanship.
It threatens America’s economic well being and,
now, our national security.

Yesterday, hardline Republicans irresponsibly
forced a vote against the Comprehensive Nu-
clear-Test-Ban Treaty. This was partisan politics
of the worst kind, because it was so blatant
and because of the risks it poses to the safety
of the American people and the world.

What the Senate seeks is to abandon an
agreement that requires other countries to do
what we have already done, an agreement that
constrains Russia and China, India and Pakistan
from developing more dangerous nuclear weap-
ons, that helps to keep other countries out of
the nuclear weapons business altogether, that
improves our ability to monitor dangerous weap-
ons activities in other countries. Even worse,
they have offered no alternative, no other means
of keeping countries around the world from de-
veloping nuclear arsenals and threatening our
security.

community efforts have often not taken full ad-
vantage of the Government resources available
to them. This conference is about building
stronger partnerships, about bringing all the par-
ties to the table and forming stronger ties among
the Federal Government, State, local, and tribal
governments, the private sector, nonprofit
groups, the faith community, and private citi-
zens. The more we work together, the better
we can do in meeting the challenge of hunger.

Thank you again for your participation and
for the hard work you do and the dedication
you show every single day in the fight against
hunger.

NoOTE: The President’s remarks were videotaped
at approximately 2:50 p.m. in Room 459 in the
Old Executive Office Building for broadcast to the
summit on October 14 in Chicago, IL. The
trasncript was released by the Office of the Press
Secretary on October 14. A tape was not available
for verification of the content of these remarks.

In so doing, they ignored the advice of our
top military leaders, our most distinguished sci-
entists, our closest allies. They brushed aside
the views of the American people and betrayed
the vision of Presidents Eisenhower and Ken-
nedy, who set us on the road to this treaty
SO many years ago.

Even more troubling are the signs of a new
isolationism among some of the opponents of
the treaty. You see it in the refusal to pay our
U.N. dues. You see it in the woefully inadequate
budget for foreign affairs and includes meeting
our obligations to the Middle East peace process
and to the continuing efforts to destroy and
safeguard Russian nuclear materials. You see it
in the refusal to adopt our proposals to do our
part to stem the tide of global warming, even
though these proposals plainly would create
American jobs.

But by this vote, the Senate majority has
turned its back on 50 years of American leader-
ship against the spread of weapons of mass de-
struction. They are saying America does not
need to lead, either by effort or by example.
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They are saying we don’t need our friends or
allies. They are betting our children’s future on
the reckless proposition that we can go it alone,
that at the height of our power and prosperity,
we should bury our heads in the sand, behind
a wall.

That is not where I stand. And that is not
where the American people stand. They under-
stand that to be strong, we must not only have
a powerful military, we must also lead, as we
have done time and again, and as the whole
world expects us to do, to build a more respon-
sible, interdependent world.

So we will continue to protect our interests
around the world. We will continue to seek from
Congress the financial resources to make that
possible. We will continue to pursue the fight
against the spread of nuclear weapons. And we
will not—we will not— abandon the commit-
ments inherent in the treaty and resume testing
ourselves.

I will not let yesterday’s partisanship stand
as our final word on the test ban treaty. Today
I say again, on behalf of the United States,
we will continue the policy we have maintained
since 1992 of not conducting nuclear tests. I
call on Russia, China, Britain, France, and all
other countries to continue to refrain from test-
ing. T call on nations that have not done so
to sign and ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty. And I will continue to do all T can
to make that case to the Senate. When all is
said and done, I have no doubt that the United
States will ratify this treaty.

Partisanship also threatens our economic secu-
rity. Exactly one week from today the continuing
resolution I signed on September the 30th to
keep the Government running will expire. And
yet, Congress is not even close to finishing its
work. At this time of unprecedented prosperity
we must ask ourselves why is the congressional
majority so unwilling or unable to make the
tough choices? Why would we not be willing—
or why would they not be willing to send me
a responsible budget that saves Social Security,
that strengthens and modernizes Medicare, that
honors the priorities of the American people,
and that clearly continues to pay down our debt
keeping interest rates low and the economy
glrowing‘.p

When 1 signed the continuing resolution 2
weeks ago, I urged Congress to roll up its
sleeves and finish the job the American people
sent them here to do. I said they should stop
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playing politics, stop playing games, start making
the necessary tough choices. Instead, we have
the Republicans lurching from one unworkable
idea to the next. Instead of sending me bills
I can sign, the congressional majority is still
using what the Wall Street Journal, the New
York Times, and others have called budget gim-
micks, to disguise the fact that they are spending
the Social Security surplus. Their own Budget
Office says so.

We've even seen them try to raise taxes for
our hardest pressed working families. Now,
they're talking about across-the-board budget
cuts that could deny tens of thousands of chil-
dren Head Start opportunities, drastically reduce
medical research, sacrifice military readiness,
jeopardize the safety of air traffic control. One
day they raise the spending; the next day they
talk about cutting it again.

I say to the congressional majority, enough
is enough. We've got a job to do for the Amer-
ican people. It is not that difficult. Let’s just
do it. We can work together. We can fashion
a budget that builds on our economic prosperity
and continues to pay down the debt until it
is eliminated in 2015 for the first time since
1835, that extends the life of the Social Security
Trust Fund to 2050, the life expanse of almost
all the baby boomers, and that invests in our
people and our future, especially in our chil-
dren’s education.

The American people want a world-class edu-
cation for their children. They want smaller
classes, more qualified teachers, more computers
in the classrooms, more after-school programs
for the children who need it, more Head Start
opportunities to ensure that our children all start
school ready to learn. The majority so far has
failed to come forward with a plan that protects
these goals. I believe these goals are worth fight-
ing for, and that’s what this debate is all about.

They want us to keep making their commu-
nities safer; that’s what the American people
want. They want us to stay with the plan that
has resulted in the lowest crime rate in 26 years.
They want us to continue to put more cops
on the beat and get guns out of the wrong
hands. The majority wants to take us off that
course and derail our progress. I want to keep
us on track in education, in crime, in the budg-
et, in Social Security, in Medicare.

The American people want us to stand up
for the environment by preserving our treasured
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landscapes and enhancing our community’s qual-
ity of life. The majority would roll back our
progress there, too. I want to build on it. That’s
what this debate is all about.

I want to work with Congress to fulfill these
important obligations. We have proved we can
do it with the welfare reform bill, with the Bal-
anced Budget Act, with the budget last year,
in the teeth of a partisan election season, which
made a big downpayment on our goal of 100,000
teachers. We need it again, a workable, bipar-
tisan budget process. We don’t have that today.
We've got a week to go. They've got to go
to work.

There are legitimate differences of opinion.
But we can put an end to reckless partisanship,
to gimmicks and gamesmanship. We can put
people first and make a principled, honorable
compromise. We can work for a season of
progress, not a winter of politics. And I am
committed to do just that.

Thank you.

Helen [Helen Thomas, United Press Inter-
national]?

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty

Q. Mr. President, hasn’t the treaty rejection
really wiped out our moral authority to ask other
nations around the world to stop testing? And
was there—do you think there was a personal
element in the Republican—a personal vendetta
against you in the turn-down, Republican

The President. Well, to answer the first ques-
tion, let me say I had the occasion to run into
three Ambassadors last night, of nations that
strongly support the test ban treaty. And they
were concerned. They didn’t know what to say
to their governments back home.

And what T told them was that we were in
a battle with the new isolationists in the Repub-
lican Party. They see this treaty against the
backdrop of the failure to pay the U.N. dues
and the failure to shoulder some of our other
responsibilities, the failure to pass a bill that
would meet our obligations to the Middle East
peace process and our obligations to keep work-
ing with the Russians to take down their nuclear
arsenal.

But what I told them was the American peo-
ple always get it right, and we are not going
to reverse 40 years of commitment on non-
proliferation, that the treaty is still on the Senate
calendar, that it will be considered, that we have
to keep working forward, and that I have no

intention of doing anything other than honoring
the obligations of the treaty imposed on the
United States.

So I urged them not to overreact, to make
clear their opposition to what the Senate did,
but to stay with us and believe in the United
States because the American people want us
to lead toward nonproliferation.

Now, as to the second element, there were
a number of partisan considerations, including
some bad feelings between the Republicans and
Democrats in the Senate, because the Repub-
licans didn’t want to bring this up at all, and
then they didn't give us a legitimate process
when they did. If you compare the debates here,
one day of hearings here, with 14 days on the
Chemical Weapons Convention, over 20 days
on the INF Treaty under President Reagan, this
was not a legitimate process.

Now, I know some people made some per-
sonal remarks on the floor of the Senate in
the debate, but you know, it’'s been my experi-
ence that very often in politics when a person
is taking a position that he simply cannot de-
fend, the only defense is to attack the opponent.
And that's what I took it as, a form of flattery.
They knew they didn’t have a very strong case,
and so they were looking for some excuse for
otherwise inexcusable conduct, and it didn’t
bother me a bit. I think it only exposed

Q. It wasn’t revenge against you?

The President. No, I think it only exposed
the weakness of their argument. I think that
it had a lot more to do with what's going on
in the Senate and what they think will happen
this year and next year. But I say that because
if it did, that would be even worse for them.
I mean, the idea that we would put the future
of our children in peril and the leadership of
America for a safer world in peril for some
personal pique, I think is unthinkable.

I just think when you've got—sometimes, I've
seen people when they've got a very weak argu-
ment and they know they don’t have a very
strong position, they think that maybe they can
deflect the analysis of their vote and their argu-
ment by attacking their opponent. That happens
from time to time, and you can’t take it too
seriously.

Terry [Terence Hunt, Associated Press]?
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2000 Election

Q. A question about politics, Mr. President.
Do you agree with Vice President Gore’s charac-
terization of Bill Bradley as a disloyal Democrat?
And how much of a difference would it make
if Senator Bradley were the Democratic nomi-
nee, instead of Vice President Gore?

The President. T am not a candidate in the
Democratic primary, and I do not think I should
become one. I had to do that twice before,
and I enjoyed it very much, but I dont get
a third shot.

So what I would say to you is, as all of you
know, I think Al Gore has been, by far, the
best Vice President in history. He’s certainly
had more influence over more areas. I think
that he is doing well in his campaign. I think
he made a good decision to go home to Ten-
nessee. And I expect him to win. But I expect
to support the nominee of my party, as I always
have. And I think that I can serve no useful
function by talking about anything other than
the issues. If you want to ask me an issue ques-
tion related to any of them, I'll be glad to an-
swer it. But I'm not going to get into that kind
of horse racing.

Yes, Steve [Steve Holland, Reuters]?

Situation in Pakistan

Q. Given the military coup in Pakistan, are
you now more concerned about the prospect
of a war between India and Pakistan, and what
can you do to calm tensions?

The President. Well, obviously, we have been
in touch with the Pakistanis. We don’t like it
when military leaders forcibly displace elected
governments, and we made that clear. We've
had our differences with Pakistan over the years
that have been sometimes sharp, we've also had
strong alliances in many areas. I still believe
Prime Minister Sharif did the right thing to
take the Pakistani troops behind the line of con-
trol and defuse what could have turned into
a war, even a nuclear exchange. And so I appre-
ciate that.

And I would hope that the military govern-
ment will soon transition to a civilian one. And
I would hope that nothing would be done at
this time to aggravate tensions between India
and Pakistan. India just had an election. Prime
Minister Vajpayee has now been returned for
another period of service. I think they have an
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opportunity to resume their dialog and to dees-
calate the tensions.

Again, let me say to India and Pakistan, do
not take yesterday’s vote as a sign that America
doesn’t care whether you resume nuclear testing
and build up your nuclear arsenals. We do care.
You shouldn’t do it. It's not necessary. It will
hurt your economy and endanger your future.
That's our message to Pakistan, and we hope
they will move to a civilian government as quick-
ly as possible.

Claire [Claire Shipman, NBC]?

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty

Q. To what extent do you think that you
and the White House bear some responsibility
for the outcome of the vote yesterday? There
have been a lot of people heavily involved, sup-
porters of this treaty who say the White House
didn’t begin an effective lobbying effort early
enough. And I wonder whether you also think
that the year of scandal played some role in
that, that the White House was just unable to
work on this

The President. No.

Q. in the way it should have.

The President. For one thing, since I signed
this treaty—Tlet’s look at the facts here—I've spo-
ken about this 30 times or more. We always
start a big public campaign in terms of White
House events and other things. Go back, and
look at this. Look at NAFTA. Look at the
Chemical Weapons Convention. Go back. When
we know that we're on a hearing schedule and
we're going to have a vote, until we were given
§ or 10 days notice, we had no earthly idea
there would ever be hearings, much less a vote
on this.

So this whole thing came as a complete sur-
prise to us when we realized that we had 8
or 10 days on a subject that we thought they
had decided in a very determined way not to
bring up, because Senator Helms had made it
clear that he didn’t want to bring it up, and
he wouldn’t even talk about it until he disposed
of two other treaties that he said were ahead
of it in his consideration. We had no earthly
idea that it was going to be on the Senate cal-
endar.

So we did our best. We kept asking. And
we thought if we ever got a yes, the yes would
be like the yes we got on chemical weapons.
“Yes, we can have this vote in a couple of
months. We'll have 2 or 3 weeks of hearings.”
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If we had had a normal process, you would
have seen a much more extensive public cam-
paign. There was simply no time to put it to-
gether. But I talked about this over and over
and over again in many different contexts. And
I think that, given the time we had, we did
the best we could.

And besides that, once it became clear to
me that they not only were going to force this
close vote but that they werent going to do
what they do in every single treaty where there’s
serious consideration, namely, to allow the Sen-
ators of both parties to offer safeguards, to offer
reservations, to offer clarifications, so that the
treaty means something.

If you remember, the only way we ever
passed the chemical weapons treaty is when the
Senate—including Senator Helms—participated
with us in a process that led to over 20 explicit
safeguards and reservations. That's what the
Senate is supposed to do. We said, ourselves,
that we thought the treaty required six safe-
guards that we hoped would be put on it. And
they said, “Not only are we going to make them
vote on the treaty, we're not going to let you
put your safeguards on there.” So I think that
ought to give you some indication of what was
afoot here. We did the best we could with the
time we had.

Q. [Inaudible]—the criticism has been not the
public lobbying effort but behind the scenes—
the sense that for a long time the Republicans
were lobbying against this treaty when the
White House wasn’t lobbying very effectively on
Capitol Hill.

The President. You know, first of all, T just
don’t accept that. They told us that they had
no interest in bringing it up. It wasn’t going
to come up. We had no reason to believe we
could do it. Before we can lobby the Members,
we have to have some sense that we're lobbying
them for something. And every time you talk
to somebody, they say, “Well, that’s not even
scheduled. That’s not going to come up.” And
I think the interesting thing is how many made
commitments before they heard any arguments
one way or the other.

John [John King, Cable News Network]?

Q. But Mr. President, given the importance
you've placed on this, why did you wait until
5:15 yesterday to first call the Senate majority
leader? And as part of the same question, if
you were the Government of China and publicly
stated on the record that you're looking to mod-

ernize your nuclear arsenal, why would you not
take this now as a green light to test, and will
you do anything to try to convince the Chinese
not to do so?

The President. Well, let me answer the first
question first. The one thing I did not want
to do, once it became obvious—I had nothing
to do with the schedule the majority leader im-
posed on the treaty, and I had no advance
knowledge of it, so I couldn’t have talked to
him before then.

At that point, he had contact—I believe he
and his office—he, personally, and his office,
had contacts several times a day with Mr. Berger
every day from then on out. What we were
trying to do was to preserve the opportunity—
just to deal with the question Helen asked in
the beginning, you know, if anybody was out
there saying, “Well, this is about President Clin-
ton,” and we were trying to preserve the oppor-
tunity for him and Senator Daschle to make
an agreement so that the Senate could do this;
the Senate could put it off, could schedule hear-
ings, could deal with it in an orderly fashion.

Then, as you may know, the night before the
vote, Senator Lott and Senator Daschle did, in
fact, reach an agreement to put it off. And Sen-
ator Lott apparently was unable to convince
enough of his caucus to honor the agreement
he had made, so he had to withdraw. And it
was at that point that I called him to see if
there was anything else we could do.

But we were in constant contact with his of-
fice, and Mr. Berger talked to him innumerable
times. I would happily have talked to him. I
thought I was giving him some protection not
to do it so that he and Senator Daschle could
make an agreement, and they could say the Sen-
ate did it out of a concern for the national
interest, because it was manifestly the right
thing to do. And I think Senator Lott believes
today that putting it off was the right thing
to do. I'm sorry it didn’t happen.

Chinese Nuclear Testing

Q. And the question on China?

The President. Oh, China. Let me say—well,
I will say again, the Chinese have taken the
position we have, that they won't test. I hope
they will continue to honor it. All T can tell
you is, we're not going to test. I signed that
treaty. It still binds us unless I go, in effect,
and erase our name. Unless the President does
that and takes our name off, we are bound by
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it. And we've not been testing since '92. So
the Chinese should have every assurance that,
at least as long as this administration is here,
we support nuclear testing.

Now, if we ever get a President that’s against
the test ban treaty—which we may get; I mean,
there are plenty of people out there who say
they're against it—then I think you might as
well get ready for it. Youll have Russia testing.
You'll have China testing. You'll have India test-
ing. Youll have Pakistan testing. Youll have
countries abandoning the nonproliferation treaty.

The reason I wouldn’t make a commitment
to Senator Lott not to bring this treaty up next
year—let’s just put that out on the table—apart
from the President’s prerogative, constitutional
prerogative, there is a substantive reason. Four
years ago, we got all the countries that were
in the nonproliferation treaty—even more than
have signed the test ban treaty, I think 176
of them—and they say theyre either not going
to develop nuclear capacity, or if they have it,
they won't share it. It's very, very important.

And a lot of the countries that were edgy
because their neighbors had nuclear capacity or
because they had nascent nuclear capacity and
they wanted to develop it more, they really
wanted to know was there going to be a test
ban treaty? So that if they stopped dead in
their tracks, they wouldn’t be discriminated
against by people who were a little ahead of
them, who could test. And the United States
took the lead in assuring them we would con-
tinue to work until we got a test ban treaty.
So we did. And that’s why I was the first person
to sign it, not only because I believe in the
test ban treaty but because I think it is essential
to reinforce the nonproliferation treaty.

Consider how each of you would feel if you
were running a country and you thought you
had the scientific capacity to develop these kinds
of weapons and you had neighbors with them
you felt threatened by, but they were a little
ahead of you, and they could test and you
couldn’t.

So the reason I—what I told Senator Lott
was, I said, “Look, I believe if next year we
have indications that three or four or five coun-
tries are going to bail out on the nonprolifera-
tion treaty, I could come to you, and I could
convince you that we should bring it up. And
therefore, I cannot promise not to bring it up.
But, barn’ng some international emergency, I
wouldn’t bring this treaty up until I thought
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we could get it ratified.” To me it’s not a matter
of personal credit, it's a matter of leaving in
place for the future a framework that will maxi-
mize the safety and security of the American
people and minimize the prospect of nuclear
conflict around the world.

So that’s where it is. I hope very much that
people will see in the steadfast determination
of this administration and of the American peo-
ple, the determination to stay on this path. And
I hope they will stick with us. I think if we
ever have a President and a Senate not for this
test ban treaty, then all bets are off. You will
see a lot of testing, and they will bail on the
NPT. That's what I think will happen, and we
will be in a much, much more dangerous world.
But we are not there today, and I hope I can
discourage people from going there.

Mark, [Mark Knoller, CBS Radio] and then
Sarah [Sarah McClendon, McClendon News
Service].

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty

Q. Sir, just as you had experts saying, advo-
cating the ratification of the treaty, the Repub-
licans had experts saying that the treaty was
dangerous. Why can’t you accept the vote as
a good faith expression of that opposition, rather
than as a partisan attack?

The President. Oh, I have said every time
that there were some Republicans who believed
that in good conscience. The reason I can’t ac-
cept it as only a matter of conviction are the
following reasons.

Number one, they had a lot of people com-
mitted who didn’t know very much about the
treaty, who were asked to commit before there
was ever an argument made.

Number two, the objections about the treaty
essentially fall into two categories. One is that,
notwithstanding the heads of the weapons labs,
the entire military establishment and General
Shelton’s last few predecessors as Chairmen of
the Joint Chiefs, and these 32 Nobel laureates,
there are people who say, “I don’t care what
they all say; I just don’t believe it. I just don’t
think that they can preserve the security of the
nuclear arsenal without testing. Even though
we're spending $4.5 billion a year, and were
going to spend more, and we're far more likely
to be able to do that than any other country
in the world, I just don’t believe it.”

Now, my answer to them was, so we put
an explicit safeguard in the treaty which says,



Administration of William J. Clinton, 1999 / Oct. 14

when we have evidence, which we don’t have
now, that we cannot maintain the reliability of
the nuclear deterrent, if at that time it is still
necessary for us to do so, then we will have
to give notice and withdraw. That's what you
have these safeguards for. That’s in our supreme
national interest.

The other major argument against the treaty
was that there can be some cheating because
you can’t always be sure, for underground tests
under 5 kilotons and particularly under 1 kil-
oton. The answer to that is, that’s true now.
And this treaty makes it more likely that we
will catch such things.

That wasn't a good argument, because this
treaty would give us over 300 sensors around
the world. And those sensors are far more likely
to pick it up. This treaty would give us the
possibility of onsite inspections, something we
don’t have now. And this treaty would give us
the possibility of marshaling a much sterner re-
buke to any country that violated it than we
do now.

There were other objections that were more
minor, compared to these two big ones. That’s
why we offered these six safeguards, and invited
the Senate to offer more. There were objections
like this to the Chemical Weapons Convention.
There are always going to be objections from
the point of view of the country that feels it’s
in the strongest position. And that’s why we
have a process, an orderly process in the Senate,
to allow the Senate to put these safeguards on.
I think that’s what Senator Byrd was saying yes-
terday when he voted “present” and condemned
the process.

You know, keep in mind, I didn’t ask them
to ratify the treaty as it was written. I asked
them to ratify the treaty with the six safeguards
that would address those two major objections
and some of the others.

Sarah, and then—[inaudible].

Deployment of U.S. Troops Abroad

Q. Do you think the American people agree
with you on the fact that we send armed soldiers
to every place in the world where there’s a
conflict?

The President. Do 1 think what now?

Q. Do you feel that we, the American people,
agree with the policy that we send armed sol-
diers to other parts of the country when we’re
not involved, but theyre having an armed con-
flict, and we send soldiers over there anyway?

The President. Yes, but I think

Q. Do you think the American people agree
with that?

The President. Let me say this. I think that
the safer we make the world and the more
we reduce the likelihood of war, the less likely
we are to send people there. But you know,
this is another argument for cooperation, how-
ever.

There’s another point I'd like to make. The
heads of the Governments of Britain, France,
and Germany took the extraordinary step of
writing an op-ed piece—we don’t have any bet-
ter allies—they took the extraordinary step of
writing an op-ed piece asking us to ratify this
treaty and, in any case, not to defeat it. This
was also an amazing rebuke to our allies. We
say, “Okay you guys are with us every time
we need you, the Gulf war, the Balkans, always
in NATO, you're there, but you ask us to do
something for your common safety, go take a
hike.” And you know, I think that’s a very ten-
uous position.

If you look at what we did, we took a very
leading role in trying to stop the violence and
promote the integrity of the referendum in East
Timor, a long way away. The Australians, the
New Zealanders, the other countries in that re-
gion, they stepped right up and took the lion’s
share of the burden. They didn’t expect America
to do that. They asked us to help them with
certain services that we are capable of providing,
but they stepped right up. They looked to us
and say, “You know, keep leading the world
toward nonproliferation. We'll do this work with
you.” We say to them, “Go take a hike.” 1
think it was a very dubious decision.

Go ahead.

Fiscal Year 2000 Budget

Q. Mr. President, a question on the budget.
Are you saying that you would veto a Republican
plan for across-the-board spending cuts? And
since they are adamantly opposed to your to-
bacco tax hikes and your loophole closings, and
both of you don’t want to spend the Social Secu-
rity surplus, what is the way out of this box
to avoid another Government shutdown?

The President. Well, first of all, T would veto
a bill that I thought—here at the moment of
our greatest prosperity, when we’ve got a sur-
plus, if they wanted to cut education and gut
our efforts to put more teachers in the schools,
our efforts to give kids after-school programs,
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our efforts to do all of the things were trying
to do in education—hook up their computers
to the schools by 2000, the Internet, all the
classrooms to the Internet by 2000—all these
things we're trying to do, would I veto that?
I would. T would have to do that. I would have
no choice. It would be unconscionable to think
that America, at its moment of greatest pros-
perity, when we've got our first surplus in 30
years, is out there cutting education and several
other areas. So, yes, I would.

Secondly, I know for ideological reasons they
don’t want to raise the tobacco tax, but just
yesterday one of their long-time allies, Philip
Morris, acknowledged that cigarettes cause can-
cer. And we know that more needs to be done
to get our kids off tobacco. And we know that
raising the price of a pack of cigarettes is one
of the best ways to do it. So we—you know,
they don’t have to agree to raise it as much
as I proposed, but it would help to sit down
and negotiate that. If they don’t like my offsets,
what are their offsetsP Maybe there are some
other things we could agree on. We won’t know
unless we have a serious conversation.

I think the best way to do this is to avoid
spending the Social Security surplus, even
though it's been done every year for at least
16 years and was done before in times of defi-
cits. This is a new thing, you know, not spending
it. The only reason theyre proposing not to
spend it is that we have non-Social Security
surplus, though much smaller.

There is a good reason not to spend it. And
the good reason not to spend it is, number
one, it will help us to pay down the debt and
get this country out of debt in 15 years, for
the first time in 165 years. Number two, it en-
ables us to achieve interest savings, and those
interest savings, I believe, for 5 years should
be put back in the Trust Fund, and that will
run the life of Social Security out to 2050 and
take into account the retirement of all the baby
boomers. So I hope we can do it.

But in order to do it, were going to have
to make some hard decisions. But it looks to
me like, though, the decisions that I propose
to make are less hard than slashing education
at a time of great prosperity when you've got
the biggest and most diverse student population
in history or raising taxes on poor people, which
was another one of their proposals or all these
gimmicks. I mean, they proposed—for example,
if they do this 13-month thing, you know, where
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they just, we spend the money this year but
play like were spending it next year, then
they're just going to make an even bigger head-
ache. We'll have the same headache next year.
And we'll be here a year from now, and you
will be asking me these same questions.

They say that the ordinary operations of the
Pentagon are an emergency. That’s one of the
things they're considering. The ordinary oper-
ations of the Pentagon are an emergency. I think
that will come as a surprise to people who have
been working there for 10 or 20 years.

Susan [Susan Page, USA Today].

2000 Election Issues

Q. Mr. President, every 4 years the American
people revise and adjust what they’re looking
for in the President they’re about to elect, often,
in reaction to the President who is about to
leave office. And I wonder if, looking ahead,
what you think Americans are looking for in
the President theyll elect next year? And if
there are ways in which those qualities or quali-
fications are different from what they were look-
ing for in 1992 and 1996 when you were elect-
ed?

The President. Well, 1 think that one big dif-
ference is the country is going to be in good
shape instead of bad shape. And so they’re going
to be—right now, unless something unforeseen
happens, by next February we’ll have the longest
expansion in history, peacetime or wartime.
We'll have a 26-year-low in crime rate, a 30-
year-low in the welfare rolls, a 29-year-low in
unemployment, first back-to-back surpluses in
42 years. We'll have—the social fabric of Amer-
ica will be mending. And the economy is lifting.
We have a low in poverty rate of 20 years.

So I think theyll be looking for things and
thinking about—and they will know that they
have a chance to shape the future in a way
that we've not had in my lifetime. And so, I
can only tell you what I think. What I think
they will be looking for is someone who will
offer big ideas about how to make sure that
we deal with the aging of America, as we double
the number of people over 65, how we deal
with the explosion of children and their increas-
ing diversity.

I hope that they will say—we see a little bit
in this debate on the gun safety issue in the
Senate now. I hope they will say, “Oh, it’s fine
we've got the lowest crime rate in 26 years.
We want to vote for somebody thatll make this
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the safest big country in the world.” And I hope
they will say that they are now much more
concerned than they were able to be in 92,
when people were worried about how they were
going to get from one month to the next, that
they really, really want us to make a sustained
effort to bring opportunity to all the people and
places that are still trapped in poverty. And I
hope they will say that—theyve been given a
new issue now. I hope they will say that they
don’t want America to adopt a new isolationism,
they want us to lead into the future. So there
is a different sort of thing there. I also think
that they want somebody who can deal in a
sensitive way with the continuing evidence we
have of violence in our country and of people
manifesting all kinds of bigotry, that in its most
extreme version you see in the killings in the
Middle West and the shootings at the Jewish
community school and all of that.

But it’s a different world. On balance, it’s
better, but I think were much more sensitive
than we were 7 years ago to the problems of
the poor among us, and that's a good thing.
And T think we're much more sensitive to the
problems of discrimination and violence against
people because of their race or their religion
or their sexual orientation.

You know, I hope that they will want some-
one, and I hope who will try as hard as I have
tried and maybe be more successful—although
I think theyll have to make some changes in
Congress to do that—to create a genuine, con-
structive, bipartisan atmosphere. We get it here,
but we get it about once a year, and it doesn’t
last long enough to suit me. When we get it,
great things happen. [Laughter]

Mary, [Mary McGrory, Washington Post] did
you have a question?

Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty

Q. Yes, sir. I was wondering if you have any
plans to protect the ABM Treaty, which will
almost certainly be the next target of the Senate
Republicans, looking to start Star Wars?

The President. As you have—all of you have
reported this, we have continued to work on
missile defense. We spend quite a good deal
of money on it. Some preliminary tests are en-
couraging. If we have the potential to protect
our people against missiles that could be loaded
with nuclear weapons or chemical or biological
weapons, coming at us from other countries—
and this does not include the Russians with

whom we have this ABM Treaty but all of these
other countries that are trying to get missile
technology—and it would be the responsible
thing to try to deploy such a system.

The problem is, any such system, even a
ground-based one, would violate the literal
terms of the ABM Treaty. Now, there are—
as you've said, Mary, there are people in the
United States Congress who would like to just
tear up the ABM Treaty and go on. I, person-
ally, think that would be a terrible mistake.
Look, we are—for all of our ups and downs
and rough edges, we are working with the Rus-
sians, and we have made real progress in reduc-
ing threats as a result of it. And let me just
tick off a few things. They continue to reduce
their nuclear arsenals. If they ratify START II,
we'll take our nuclear arsenals to 80 percent
below their cold-war high. We're prepared to
go into START III negotiations with them if
we do. Theyve also taken their troops out of
the Baltics, and they've gotten nuclear weapons
out of all those other former Soviet republics.

We're getting something out of this, this part-
nership. And we, I think, would be very foolish
to just discard the ABM Treaty.

So what were trying to do is see whether
or not we can work with the Russians in a
way that enhances their security and ours, to
share some of the benefits of these develop-
ments, and to go forward in a way that con-
vinces them that they’re not the problem. We're
also trying to do other things to minimize the
problem. As you know, we've been working very
hard with North Korea to try to end the missile
program there.

So I do not want to throw the ABM Treaty
away. I do think it is the responsible thing to
do to continue to pursue what appears to be
far more promising than many had thought, in-
cluding me a few a years ago, in terms of missile
defense. But we have to try to work the two
things out together. And I'm confident that if
the Russians believe it is in their security inter-
est to do so, that we can. And that will happen
if we work with them. If we just scrap the
ABM Treaty, it won’t happen, and our insecurity
will increase.

Bill [Bill Plante, CBS News], go ahead. T'll
take both of you, just one after the other. Go
ahead.

1785



Oct. 14 / Administration of William J. Clinton, 1999

Judge Susan Webber Wright’s Decision

Q. Mr. President, you've never commented
on Judge Wright's decision that you intentionally
lied in the Jones deposition. Do you accept her
finding? And if not, why have you or your attor-
neys not challenged it?

The President. When I am out of office, I
will have a lot to say about this. Until then,
I'm going to honor my commitment to all of
you, to go back to work. I haven't challenged
anything, including things that I consider to be
questionable, because I think it is wrong. The
American people have been put through
enough, and they need every hour, every day,
every minute I can give them thinking about
their business. And so until I leave here, as
I understand it now, all this is finished, and
I don’t have to comment on it. And unless there
is some reason I legally have to, I'm not going
to say anything else that doesn’t relate to my
responsibilities as President as regards to that.
When I'm done, then I can say what I want
to say.

Go ahead.

Dismantling of Strategic Arms Controls

Q. Mr. President, one of the arguments that
some of your closest friends in the Senate make
about this situation with the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty is that the Republicans aren’t
just after that treaty or the ABM Treaty, that
really what they want to do is embark on the
full dismantling of all strategic arms controls.
We've known it since the end of the cold war.

The Republican argument is that arms control
is an illusion and a delusion, that it lulls us
into a false sense of security, and that it drains
our will to maintain our military might. What
do you think of those arguments? What's your
response to them?

The President. Imagine the world we will live
in if they prevail. I mean, imagine the world
we will live in if they prevail. That's what I
think of them. I mean, look, are we more secure
because we made an agreement with the Rus-
sians to reduce our nuclear arsenals? I believe
we are. Are we more secure, given the economic
and political tensions in that area that we made
an agreement with the Russians to take those
nuclear weapons out of Kazakhstan and Ukraine
and Belarus? I believe we are. Are we more
secure because other countries are not testing
nuclear weapons and can only do so much in
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the laboratory? I believe we are. I think these
arms control agreements have created a climate
in the world which has helped to make us far
more secure and helped to reduce the likelihood
that nuclear weapons will ever be used again.

If the United States, with all of our wealth,
all of our strength, more nuclear weapons than
anybody else, says we are so insecure that we
want more, more, more, what in the wide world
could we ever say to the Chinese; to the Rus-
sians, who I hope will not be on their backs
economically forever; to the Indians and the
Pakistanis, who I hope will not be on their backs
economically forever, to the Indians and the
Pakistanis, who have all kinds of arguments, one
against the other, and involving other countries;
to countries that believe we are too aggressive
in the world already and don’t share a lot of
our political or our philosophical views?

You know, I'm glad you said that. You're
right. They don’t believe that, and they think
we ought to go it alone. It doesn’t bother them
that we don’t pay our U.N. dues. It doesn’t
bother them that were giving the Pentagon
money in their budget that the Pentagon didn’t
ask for and say is not necessary for our national
security, but they won't fund a decent invest-
ment in diplomacy and helping to lift the world’s
poor in places where people are trying to make
democracy take root; that we’re not funding our
obligations under the Middle East peace proc-
ess, our obligations to help the Russians con-
tinue to dismantle their nuclear weapons. That’s
right, and they do believe that. And I go back
to what Mark said, there are—I don’t believe
theyre yet the majority in the Republican cau-
cus, but they are a very, very potent minority.
And they do believe this. But I think theyre
wrong. And the American people must under-
stand that this is one of the choices they now
have to make.

Q. Mr. President, you said imagine a world
without these agreements. Please give some ex-
amples of what youre driving at, because they
said it's going to be a terrific world without
these agreements, that America is going to be
safer without the agreements than it is with
them.

The President. First of all, were all tied in
knots now over this budget, right? I mean, it’s
totally unnecessary, but we are. We shouldn’t
be. Now, can you imagine if we had no arms
control agreements? Let’s just suppose we tore
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them all up tomorrow—nothing, no non-
proliferation agreement. Then this same crowd
would be coming in and saying. “Well, now
there’s no nonproliferation agreements, you
know, and here’s a list of 12 countries that we
think they have two scientists who can figure
out how to put together a small nuclear weapon.
And there’s no Chemical Weapons Convention
or Biological Weapons Convention, so they've
got those labs chugging right along here. And
therefore, we need you to increase the budget
for all this to the labs and the Pentagon by
another $30 or $40 or $50 billion a year. So,
I'm sorry, we'll just have to get out of the busi-
ness of funding education. We can’t afford to
invest any more in health care. The American
people just have to figure out what to do on
their own.” It would totally erode the fabric
of our domestic climate.

Meanwhile, what happens overseas? Countries
that could be putting money into the education
and health care and development of their chil-
dren, whether they're democracies or military
dictatorships or communist countries, will be sit-
ting there saying, “Well, you know, we'd like
to lower the infant mortality rate. We'd like
to lower the hunger rate. We'd like to lower
the poverty rate. We'd like to raise the literacy
rate. But look at what the Americans are doing.
Look at what our neighbors are doing. Let’s
spend half our money on military.” It would
be great for the people that build this stuff,
but for everybody else it would be a nightmare.

Consider the Japanese, coming out, we ear-
nestly hope, of their long economic slump, hav-
ing honored, since World War II, their commit-
ment to be a non-nuclear state and to spend
a small percentage of their income on defense.
What in the world would they do in such a
world? And if they had to divert 4, 5, 6 percent
of their gross national product to defense, what
kind of economic partner would they be?

What would happen in Latin America, the
area which has been the area that was the great-
est growth for us in trade? After we have
worked so hard, you've got Brazil to renounce
its nuclear program. You've got former adver-
saries working together in trade agreements.
What would happen if they all of a sudden
got antsy and decided, “Well, you know, we
have no national status. Our people, you know,
we'll have the same elements in our country
saying we can’t defend ourselves. We've got to

have a biological program, a chemical program,
a nuclear program.”

I mean, you know, all this sounds good. But
the idea that the best way for us to go forward—
since right now, at this particular moment in
history, we enjoy the greatest wealth and the
greatest power—is to build this big old wall
and tell all of our friends and neighbors to go
take a hike. “We're not cooperating with them
anymore. As far as were concerned, any might
be an enemy, and anything you want to do with
your money is fine with us, because we have
more money than you do, so whatever you do,
we’ll do more.”

I think it will be a bleak, poor, less secure
world. T don’t want my children and my grand-
children or your children or your grandchildren
to live in it. They believe that. I will do every-
thing I can to stop it.

Yes.

Senate Action on the Comprehensive Nuclear-
Test-Ban Treaty

Q. Sir, isn’t it wishful thinking for the Demo-
crats to think they can beat up on the Repub-
licans next year over this treaty vote? Yes, public
opinions show that most Americans do support
the treaty. But you were not able, despite your
30-plus public appearances, you were not able
to light a fire under public opinion. Can’t the
Republicans just walk away from this without
any damage, particularly in the post-cold-war
era? Isn’t it true that Americans just don’t worry
about the nuclear threat?

The President. 1 think there is something to
that. But you know, it was interesting; as I un-
derstand it, one of the reasons this came up—
from what my Republican friends in the Senate
say—is that the Republicans were worried that
the Democrats would keep beating on this next
year if they didn’t bring it up and dispose of
it this year, and they were afraid it would be
a political issue. I never wanted it to be a polit-
ical issue. I never wanted the Chemical Weap-
ons Treaty to be a political issue. I never
thought this stuff would be a political issue.
I always thought we’d have a bipartisan con-
sensus to do what had to be done.

So they may have made it a political issue
now, and it may or may not have any impact.
But I will say this. I will say again—I believe
the American people eventually—I think they
will stay where they are, and I think we’ll even-
tually get this treaty ratified. But it may be
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in every democracy—you know, the people de-
cide what they care about. I told Senator Lott
that I did not expect that this would ever be
such a big issue. I think it might be now, and
the people have to decide. This is part of the
choices a free people make, and it’s an impor-
tant choice, and we’ll just see what they do.
Yes, go ahead.

Protests at the World Trade Organization
Meeting in Seattle

Q. Labor unions have stepped up their criti-
cisms of the World Trade Organization and plan
to demonstrate at the talks next month. You've
sought to answer some of their concerns, but
it's not likely that youre going to answer all
of them before then. Is that going to weaken
the U.S. negotiating position in the talks?

The President. No, because there will be a
lot of people from other countries there dem-
onstrating against it, too. [Laughter] I mean,
youre going to have—there will be a lot of
people there against it. And I think—I want
to say two things. First of all, I am committed
to launching a new trade round which will ex-
pand opportunities for us and for others on a
fair basis. For example, if we stop export sub-
sidies to agriculture, 85 percent of which are
in Europe today, it would benefit farmers in
my home State of Arkansas, but it would also
benefit farmers in Argentina and farmers in Afri-
ca. And I would like to see that done.

I would like to see us make a commitment
that electronic commerce would continue to be
tax free. And I would like to see us continue
to make progress in other areas, because 3 out
of 10—30 percent of our growth came from
trade-related growth, until the Asian financial
crisis, and because I think it’s the best way
to lift labor standards and to give countries the
money they need to protect their environment.
So I will continue to push for this.

Now, having said that, I don’t think it’s such
a bad thing that all these people are coming
to Seattle to demonstrate. Why? Because 1 went
to Geneva to speak to the WTO, and then I
went back to Geneva to speak to the Inter-
national Labor Organizations to say that particu-
larly those of us in the wealthier countries have
a heavy responsibility to try to put a more
human face on the global economy. And that
means you have to bring labor interests and
environmental interests into these deliberations,
that not only do these factors have to be consid-
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ered but the people themselves have to be
heard. I think it is very important. And so we
have proposed, for example, a trade and labor
group, coming out of the WTO. We want to
see more work done in the environmental area.

But the point I'd like to make is—if you'll
just let me get off on this one little area in
which I have an obsession—I think that, while
I'm all for big ideas—you asked me about what
the next campaign should be about; I'm all for
big ideas—the world is still largely in the grip
of a big idea that isn’t true anymore. And that
big idea is that in order for any country that’s
not rich to get rich, they have to burn more
fossil fuels and put more greenhouse gases in
the atmosphere, because that’s the way we got
rich, and that's the way the British got rich,
and that’s the way other countries got rich. And
that’s not true anymore.

The whole economics of energy and the econ-
omy have changed. And we could have a revolu-
tion in the environment with more trade and
investment in available, presently available, envi-
ronmental technologies and alternative energy
sources. That’s just one example.

But it won’t necessarily happen automatically.
And just as—look at the domestic market in
America. We have about the freest markets you
can imagine here. It’s easier for—if any of you
folks could leave what youre doing, if you
weren’t so devoted to it, and go make more
money probably doing something else, you could
get venture capital; you could come up with
some idea; you'd fooled around with your com-
puter so much you could probably start some
new Internet company and be worth a couple
hundred million dollars in no time. And that
happens all the time. [Laughter] You know,
those of you who are over 25 may be too old
to do it, now. That's where all the money—
[laughter].

But you know, we have an open economy.
But what makes it work? We've got a Federal
Reserve that works. We've got a Securities and
Exchange Commission that works. We've got
protections for consumers. We've got protections
against monopolies. We have intermediate insti-
tutions.

The trading system and the financial system,
the global financial markets and the global trad-
ing system, are creating a global economy. We
need some intermediate involvement from labor
and environment, just to nmame two, to make
sure that we build an economy that benefits
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everybody and that literally has a more human
face on it.

And so I'm actually not all that upset those
folks are coming to Seattle. I welcome them.
But if their fundamental view is, if we had less
trade instead of more, that every economy could
be self-sustaining and the environment would
be better and people would make more money,
I think that is simply not true. And I think
you can demonstrate that’s not true. So I want
an expansive trade round that helps America
and helps them, too.

Let me just make one final point. I have
done everything I could to get the wealthy coun-
tries to do more for the poor countries. We're
trying to pass an Africa trade initiative here,
and a Caribbean Basin initiative. And it does
have bipartisan support. Let me say that I'm
grateful for the Republicans that are helping
us with it. And I think we’ve got a chance to
pass it this year. We're trying to get debt relief
for the poorest countries in the world.

So I'm sympathetic with all these negative
feelings. But one of the things that spawns these
kind of negative feelings is, these folks feel like
they've been shut out. They think the WTO
is some rich guys’ club where people get in
and talk in funny language and use words no-
body understands and make a bunch of rules
that help the people that already have and stick
it to the people that have not. That's what they
think. And so if were going to change their
perception, we've got to listen to their protests
and bring them into the tent and go forward
taking these concerns into account.

Gun Buy-Back Program

Q. Mr. President, you have alluded several
times to anticrime initiatives, and a big part
of your anticrime initiatives are gun buy-back
programs. Recent studies that are coming out—
that have come out—that are coming out show
that a lot of people that hand these guns in
are old shotguns that don’t work. Theyre from
the attic. They're from the basement, whatever.
They're really not the kinds of guns that were
used in Los Angeles in some of the high profile
crimes that the nation has been so fixed on
in recent months.

Basically, I'm wondering, are you concerned
that in putting so much focus on these buy-
back programs that other initiatives like they've
tried in Richmond, that have proven successful,
and in Philadelphia, might languish as a result?

The President. Well, first let me say that I
do believe that the gun buy-back programs will
get all kinds of guns. And obviously, if you want-
ed the money and you didn’t care about the
gun, those are the easiest to give up. If you've
got some old gun that doesnt work and you
want $25 or whatever you get for it, it's a good
way to get it.

But keep in mind there are over—I don’t
know what the exact number is—but there is
almost one gun for every person in America.
There are way over 200 million guns in America.
And all the new gun purchases, handgun pur-
chases at least, require background checks. So
I still think the more you can get done with
that the better. I still think the more the better.

I agree with the import of your question,
however. It would be a great mistake to empha-
size that to the exclusion of law enforcement
strategies that plainly work like the one in Rich-
mond, like the one in Boston that led to no
child being killed by gun violence in nearly 2
years. It would be a great mistake to think that’s
a substitute for closing the loopholes in both
our assault weapons bill and the Brady bill, es-
pecially the gun show loophole. It would be
a great mistake to think that that could sub-
stitute for our efforts to put 50,000 more police
officers on the street in the areas that still have
crime rates that are still too high.

So I think we should stick with the gun buy-
back program. I think we’re spending about $15
million on it, not an enormous amount of
money, but it should be only one part of a
very comprehensive strategy.

Yes, in the back.

Japan

Q. Mr. President, about steel imports from
Japan. Why are you delaying your decision
under Section 201 charges against Japanese steel
wire? The ITC was divided; your advisers are
divided, according to Mr. Sperling yesterday.
Does that mean that you don’t see any compel-
ling reasons for taking action to protect domestic
producers? And also, next, about CTBT, does
Japan have any special role to play in preventing
the spread of nuclear weapons?

The President. Let me answer the first ques-
tion first. You answered the first question for
me. I have delayed a decision because the ITC
was divided, and my advisers are divided. So
I have to make the decision. [Laughter] And
it's a complicated issue, and I'm trying to work
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it through. And I only got the background mate-
rial on it, oh, in the last few days. And as you
know, we’ve been otherwise preoccupied with
the test ban treaty. So I only looked at it, I
don’t know, yesterday, the day before, even at
first blush.

So it’s a decision that I will have to make
and for which everyone can hold me respon-
sible, because our people have not yet been
able—they can’t resolve all the details them-
selves. I will do what I think is right. You should
not infer from the fact that a decision has been
made that I will grant no relief, because I have
not decided whether to grant relief or not. And
I will decide in the most timely fashion I can.

Now on the second question you asked, which
I think is the far more important question, I
think in a way Japan may be in a unique posi-
tion to play a role of global importance now.
Why? Because Japan is by far the wealthiest,
strongest country in the world without a nuclear
program. And if the Japanese say—go to the
Chinese and say, “Don’t start testing;” go to
the Indians and say, “Don’t start testing;” go

Remarks Dedicating the United States

October 14, 1999

Thank you very much, Secretary Summers,
Director Stafford, Commissioner Peck, Mon-
signor Vaghi, Ms. Worley, Congressman Kolbe
and Congressman Hoyer, Sergeant at Arms
Livingood, Mr. Berger, Secretary Johnson. And
I especially appreciate the presence of three
former Directors of the Secret Service here
today, Eljay Bowron and John Magaw and Stu
Knight. I thank them for coming.

I thank the Marines for giving us such won-
derful music today. Didn’t they do a great job?
[Applause.] 1 think that's the only thing I'm
going to miss more than Air Force One when
I'm gone, having music everywhere I go, pro-
vided by the Marines. [Laughter]

I wanted to be here for a number of reasons
today. At first, I just wanted to look out and
see some friendly faces. I just finished a press
conference. [Laughter] It's nice to do that. I
wanted to see this beautiful building, and I
knew I would be given the experience of seeing
this beautiful building. I want to thank Larry
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to the Pakistanis and say, “Don’t start testing
again;” say, “We want to stay where we are;
we want to live in a 2Ist century world where
our competition is commercial, not military,
where we’re worried about ideas, not atoms,”
I think it will have a very important effect in
this period when people are going to try to
sort out how they feel about what I've said
at this press conference today as against the
vote last night.

So I personally believe Japan can play a re-
markably positive role. And I have great con-
fidence in Prime Minister Obuchi; he’s done
a terrific job. And I hope that Japan will play
that role.

Thank you very much.

NoTE: The President’s 182d news conference
began at 2:04 p.m. in the East Room at the White
House. In his remarks, the President referred to
Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif of Pakistan; Prime
Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee of India; and Prime
Minister Keizo Obuchi of Japan.

Secret Service Memorial Building

Cockell for letting me come in the front door
today. [Laughter] You know, usually when I go
into a building the Secret Service makes me
go into an underground parking garage, past
all the garbage—[laughter]—up the service ele-
vator. You think—the last time I went to the
Hilton here, I have been in the service entrance
so much that they had an employee in every
section of the Hilton Hotel, in every part of—
linaudible]—they met me when I came in, and
they gave me a laminated employee ID card.
[Laughter] Just something else I owe to the
Secret Service.

I also was hoping that I might get another
invitation to try out some more of the Secret
Service training that I got at Beltsville, with
Hillary, a couple of years ago. We're still looking
for that escape pod on Air Force One. We
haven’t found that yet. [Laughter]

I want to also say how much I appreciate
the leadership that Brian is giving to the Secret
Service. The only apprehension I had about his
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