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Interview With Steve Holland and Debbie Charles of Reuters
January 11, 2001

Korean War Incident at No Gun Ri

Q. We understand you made a foreign policy-
related call shortly——

The President. Yes, I just talked to President
Kim about the No Gun Ri incident and person-
ally expressed my regret to him. And I thanked
him for the work that we had done together
in developing our mutual statement. We also
set up this scholarship fund and did some other
things that we hope will be a genuine gesture
of our regret. It was a very—you know, I had
a good talk with him.

Q. Any particular reason why you used the
word ‘‘regret’’ instead of ‘‘apology’’ in your state-
ment?

The President. I think the findings were—
I think he knows that ‘‘regret’’ and ‘‘apology’’
both mean the same thing, in terms of being
profoundly sorry for what happened. But I be-
lieve that the people who looked into it could
not conclude that there was a deliberate act,
decided at a high enough level in the military
hierarchy, to acknowledge that, in effect, the
Government had participated in something that
was terrible.

So I don’t think there’s any difference in the
two words, on a human level, because we are
profoundly sorry that it happened and sorry that
any Americans were involved in it. But I think
that in terms of the kind of responsibility the
institution of the military that the facts were
sufficiently unclear after all this time that the
people who were reviewing it thought it was
the appropriate language. And we worked it out
with the Koreans and obviously shared whatever
we could find with them.

These people have been our friends for 50
years. We didn’t have—I told our guys to play
it straight, that we didn’t have an interest in
trying to cover anything up or sugar-coat any-
thing; we needed to try to get to the bottom
of this. I think that we’ve done about the best
we can do. And I hope that the people of Korea
will accept our statement as genuine, and I hope
it will bring some solace to the family members
and the few people that still survived who were
involved in it, who will never get over it.

California Electricity Shortages
Q. Let me ask you another topical question.

California is on the verge of blackouts. Is there
anything you can do in your remaining time
in office?

The President. Well, I’m working at it. We
have done some things. Secretary Richardson
has worked very hard to make sure that the
wholesalers kept selling the power to the utili-
ties. But essentially, what happened was be-
fore—without any involvement from the Federal
Government and before the previous administra-
tion in California, the deregulation was done
in a way that made them vulnerable not to—
in essence, to very high prices, maybe prices
that aren’t justified by market conditions on oc-
casion.

They need to get all they can get from out-
of-State generators and in-State generators, be-
cause they’ve grown so much. And they still
have a regulation of prices to the ultimate con-
sumer. So we’ve got a situation here which it
seems to me might have been predictable at
the time the deregulation legislation was done.
But I, frankly, until this happened, I didn’t know
what the nature of the California deregulation
law was. I didn’t even know when it had been
done, until this whole thing arose.

So we’re dealing with the situation the best
we can. But I also think we need to talk to
some of the producers, see whether more power
can be brought on line at economical rates more
quickly. I actually talked to one of them myself
just in the last 2 or 3 days. So I’m trying to
get all of our options out there, and if there’s
anything else I can do, I will. I saw Governor
Davis about a week ago, and I told him that.

But I do believe that the Governor and the
people of California know that, through the En-
ergy Department, we’ve done everything we can
so far.

2000 Presidential Election
Q. Let me turn you to the election very

quickly. You seemed to surprise everybody when
you said that the Republicans only—that when
they stopped the counting, that’s the only way
that George W. won. What point were you try-
ing to make there?
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The President. I was actually just having fun
with Bill Daley in Chicago. We were home and
his brother—he had introduced his brother. I
think Bill did a very fine job running the Vice
President’s campaign. I was just having a good
time, trying to put them all in a good humor.
I wasn’t trying to be sarcastic or hateful or even
make any kind of deliberate point. I was basi-
cally having fun with what I think are the undis-
puted facts. I don’t think there’s much dispute
about the facts. They didn’t finish the vote
count. There’s really no—everybody knows that.

Q. Do you have any hard feelings about the
election outcome and the way the Court, the
conservative majority stepped in to stop the
counting?

The President. Well, I don’t have much to
add to what I said. I think the Vice President
said it all for us. We accept the principle of
judicial review. It’s a very important one. It has
been since John Marshall wrote the opinion in
Marbury v. Madison in the early 19th century.
And it has helped us to have some finality in
our law.

But yes, I disagree with the decision, and
I think most constitutional scholars do. I saw
a quote in the paper the other day from a man
who was a law professor in the Middle West—
I’m sorry, I don’t remember his name—but he
identified himself as a conservative, pro-life Re-
publican. But he said, ‘‘I am a constitutional
law professor, and I disagree with this decision.’’

But the country has had, periodically—thank-
fully not often, but periodically—there’s a hand-
ful of Supreme Court decisions that I think were
unfortunate. But we nearly always straighten it
out with time. And in the meanwhile, the elec-
tion was very close. It was fought nearly to a
draw, and the political forces in Florida, the
legislature might have done the same thing, and
it might have been upheld. I just hated to see
the Court involved in this way when there was,
you know, 6 days less to count the votes.

But I didn’t mean to make any big point.
I didn’t say anything that I and the Vice
President and other Democrats had said tons
of times. I was just having fun, trying to say
something nice, to make people laugh about Bill
Daley. It’s pretty tough on him, you know, be-
cause he really did do a good job. I think they
were about 10 points behind or something, and
Bill took over, and he really did, I think, a
very good job.

Q. Can I switch to the Middle East? Every-
thing that’s going on right now. Today they had
some talks——

The President. Let me just say one other—
you shouldn’t read anything about—that has
nothing to do with—we have tried to be very
supportive of the President-elect and his team
and the transition. I haven’t tried to politicize
this. I was strictly having fun with my friends
in Chicago and bucking up Bill Daley. That’s
all.

Anyway, go ahead.

Middle East Peace Process
Q. The Middle East, there were some talks

in the Gaza today between Israelis and Palestin-
ians. But Sharon has already said the Oslo deal
is dead, basically. What are your thoughts about
the next 8 days? Is there any hope for anything
to happen or will you——

The President. I think there is. It depends
on what the agreement is and then how the
Israeli electorate responds to it. General Sharon
has, I think, never liked the Oslo agreement
and has been very honest about it. But he did
come to Wye River; he participated fully. Then
Prime Minister Netanyahu had been very critical
of Oslo. But they negotiated that agreement at
Wye River, and previously to that, I think he
was in when they finalized the Hebron agree-
ment.

So you have to hope that this process keeps
going. The reason we went—let me just back
up and say, the reason we went to Camp David
in the first place is that it was obvious to every-
body that just as the Hebron and then especially
the Wye River agreement was absolutely essen-
tial to keep the peace process alive, because
the previous understandings had come to the
end of their rope and they had to stay on the
process, it was obvious to me that we had come
to the end of our capacity to stay in the peace
process with just the Wye River agreement. It
worked very well for a couple of years, but
there had to be some continued movement.

Because what happens is, when you reach
a stall, then the people that really don’t want
this to happen, particularly rejectionist elements
within the Palestinian community, they can have
incidents; then they provoke reactions; then the
borders get closed; then the incomes of the Pal-
estinians drop again, and you get in a downward
spiral. So I was trying to head off just what
we’ve been through these last 3 months.
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So I think that they will have to reach some
sort of accommodation, unless they really want
the thing to spin out of control. And I really
don’t believe either side wants that, so we’ll
just have to see. But you know, whatever hap-
pens will be the responsibility of the next admin-
istration and the winner of the Israeli election,
whoever that may be.

Q. Do you think it’s important for you to
set out a list of, maybe, points that have been
agreed to so far, so that they don’t start from
scratch again, that you don’t lose what you’ve
already gotten?

The President. Well, I think it was quite sig-
nificant, actually, even though it came 6 days
later than I wanted it to, that the Palestinians
have now agreed in principle with the param-
eters. So at least that Israeli government and
the Palestinian Authority have agreed—this
Israeli government, excuse me—and the Pales-
tinian Authority have agreed to the parameters.
Both sides have some concerns and some ques-
tions which are, frankly, quite well known to
either side. So I think we have narrowed the
debate and moved it forward.

Now obviously, unless there is an agreement,
the United States Government is not bound by
the position I took. Any incoming Israeli govern-
ment would not be bound. For example, when
I felt that I had to continue a number of Presi-
dent Bush’s policies—I didn’t particularly dis-
agree with them, either, by the way, in Somalia
and one or two other places—but I didn’t really
believe it was an option to reverse them, be-
cause our Government was committed. And I
think it’s very important that we—except in the
most extreme circumstances—maintain some
continuity in foreign policy and in our commit-
ments to other countries.

But President-elect Bush is in no way, shape,
or form bound by the positions I’ve taken on
this Middle East agreement, unless there is
some agreement.

Q. Do you think that’ll happen?
The President. I just don’t know. You know,

it’s a very difficult-to-predict situation. All the
odds say no, but there are reasons why they
are both working to get this done. In all my
8 years of service as President, I’ve never seen
a situation quite like this, where the cir-
cumstances, including my short time in office,
seemed unfavorable, but the determination of
the main players seems strong, in fact, maybe

even intensified. So we’ll just have to see what
happens.

I’m trying to keep myself free of expectation
one way or the other, and to do whatever I
can to try to help end the violence—and we
had a good day today—and just create the con-
ditions in which, if they’re willing, they can do
as much as they can do. And we’ll just have
to see what happens. I don’t think we can pre-
dict it.

Q. Do you think the incoming Bush people
will be as interested in pursuing this as you
have been?

The President. Well, I think they will be very
interested in stability and peace in the Middle
East. Their orientation has been a little more
toward, you know, the Gulf, the oil-producing
states, honoring our historic commitments to
Israel to maintain their qualitative military ca-
pacity.

But to be fair, the previous Bush administra-
tion took a pretty strong line on expanded settle-
ments after the Madrid talks started in the hope
that they could help to create the conditions
in which the Palestinians and the Israelis could
move toward peace.

So I think that there may be differences in
approach and priorities that the President and
the Vice President and Secretary Powell will
have to work through. But my guess is that
their general direction will be the same, because
in the end, what happens is—let’s assume—and
I’m not saying this, because I don’t believe
this—but listen, even if you had an administra-
tion that didn’t really care about the Palestinian
problem on its own merits and said, ‘‘Well, our
real interests are in the geopolitics of the oil-
producing states and the problems created by
the lack of an agreement with Syria.’’

And by the way, I’m fairly optimistic that
there will be an agreement between Israel and
Syria sometime in the not-too-distant future, and
I don’t think there would be much difference
in the policy positions taken by Likud or a
Labor government on Syria, or by my adminis-
tration or the incoming administration. We
worked this hard, I mean, for years. And I think
if the late President Asad hadn’t kind of felt
he was not in the best of health and was not—
that they wanted to freeze things in place, and
if he can secure his son’s accession, we might
well have been able to do a peace agreement
when I met with him in Switzerland shortly
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before his death. So I expect that I don’t think
there will be much difference there.

So even if it’s not a priority for you because
it looks like a morass that can’t be solved in
a small place with people that don’t have a
state, don’t have nuclear arms, don’t have an
air force, don’t have an army, inevitably what
we always get back to is that the absence of
an agreement with the Palestinians and the ab-
sence of a stable situation between Israel and
the Palestinians infects the other countries and
their capacity to relate to us over the long run.

And particularly as these other countries have
more and more young people who are more
and more drawn to the sympathetic—drawn
with a sympathetic ear to the claims of the Pal-
estinians, and they have more demonstrations
in these other countries and more unrest in
these other countries, I think that our concern
for stability in our relations with the Saudis,
with the Kuwaitis, with not letting Saddam
Hussein develop weapons of mass destruction
again, the whole range of concerns that any
American administration would have to have
leads you back down to the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict and trying to get to the end of the
road there. I mean, I just think you do.

I think that that’s why I made the speech
I did to the Israeli Policy Forum the other
night. I waited until the very end, and until,
essentially, I had put these parameters out be-
fore saying that, because I don’t believe an
American President should try to impose or cre-
ate a peace between these two parties. The
questions go too much to the heart of their
respective sense of national identities, their cul-
tural identity, their whole set of religious convic-
tions.

So all I said in these parameters and all I
meant to say in the Israel Policy Forum speech
is, ‘‘Look, I’ve been listening to these people
for 8 years, and I’ve studied these issues as
closely, I believe, as any American President
ever has, down to the maps, the settlement loca-
tions, the maps of the city of Jerusalem, the
whole thing. My best judgment is if there ever
is going to be a comprehensive agreement, it
will have to look something like this.’’ And you
know, that’s not the only option. In other words,
they could do what they did at Wye River. They
could say, ‘‘Okay, here’s the next chapter, and
this is what we’re going to do.’’

But the real problem with the sort of se-
quencing of interim steps is that, at least so

far, because of all the other very complex forces
going on there, these steps have not brought
sufficient stability to the relationship and to the
climate within the Palestinian areas or within
Israel that there can be a long-term sort of
set of nonpolitical measures that lead to
progress—which is exactly the reverse of the
Irish situation.

And you may have heard me say this before,
but the difference is, in Ireland—I may have
said this in the Israel Policy Forum speech, I
can’t remember—but my physical analogy is,
some unsolved problems are like scabs on a
wound. If you leave them alone, they’ll heal.
Some are like an abscessed tooth. If you leave
it alone, it will get lots worse.

In Ireland, because the underlying economic
circumstances are dramatically improved and be-
cause there has been a dramatic increase in
interpersonal contact which is positive, and be-
cause while there is a small terrorist group that
is still trying to upset the Irish thing, it’s much
more contained, the absence of final resolution
of the thorny political issues is unlikely to crater
the situation.

In the Middle East, the per capita income
of most Palestinians is the same or lower than
it was when we signed the agreement on the
White House Lawn, because there are so many
different groups that can paralyze the process
with acts of terror or violence that close the
borders, that stop everything, that wreck the
economy, and that kind of burn the bridges
of trust that get built up when things are going
okay for a year or so. I think it’s more like
an abscessed tooth. So that’s why I decided to
make the speech I gave at the Israel Policy
Forum.

But they don’t have to do that. They could
reach another accommodation. They could say,
‘‘Okay, we can’t do this whole thing, but we
can’t just rest on Oslo plus Wye River, so we
have to do this,’’ whatever this is. And they
could do that.

But I think any Israeli leader would have to
see that, and I think in the end, any American
government will come back to a concern for
it, if for no other reason than a desire to have
stability in the region.

Tax Cut/National Economy
Q. Let me turn you quickly to the economy.

The Republicans are talking about a retroactive
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tax cut. You’ve got an economic statement to-
morrow. Are the factors there, is the evidence
there strong enough that there’s a downturn
going on and we need this retroactive tax cut?

The President. Well, first of all, the blue chip
forecast, I think, is for 2.6 percent growth,
which is enough growth to keep the unemploy-
ment rate at about 4 percent. And that really
doesn’t surprise me. When I saw the initial esti-
mates, which were about 3.4 percent, I thought
they were a tad high because we’ve been grow-
ing for a couple of years at nearly 5 percent,
which is, for an advanced economy of our size,
it’s just virtually unprecedented. You simply
couldn’t sustain it at that rate. So I think that
the expansion can be continued.

On the other hand, there’s been a fairly sharp
drop in stock values, and that takes a lot of
wealth out of the economy, and eventually, that
backs down into lower consumption and orders
and things like that. So you see, for example,
real problems in the steel industry today at a
time when steel imports are also dropping. So
it’s not like the ’97 crisis where—the crisis in
Asia and Russia led people to try to flood the
market in America with bargain basement
prices. Here, you’ve got an overall problem.

So I think I’ve always believed that a tax
cut should be part of the next budget. I thought
it should have been part of the last budget.
It can be a little bigger than the one that I
proposed, because the surplus has been written
up some—the estimated surplus. Although I
think it’s very important that they go back and
subtract from the estimated surplus the 10-year
costs of the budget we just adopted, because
it’s the best education budget, for example, that
we’ve had in my 8 years. There’s about a 15
percent increase in education. But you have to
prorate that out, and President-elect Bush has
said he’s very interested in continuing to support
education, even though he wants to kind of rear-
range the deck chairs on how we allocated it—
which is, you know, that’s up to him and the
Congress. They’ll have to work that out.

So I think the question is not so much wheth-
er one is warranted but what kind of tax cut
should it be, and how big should it be? My
concern—what I have believed in—I said this
back during the campaign period so I can reit-
erate it—my view is that it should not be so
large as to preclude our continued ability to
pay down the debt and to stay more or less
on the track we’re on to get the debt down

over the next 10 years, because if the markets
perceive that we’re going back into deficits, that
would lead to an increase in interest rates, which
would wipe out the impact of a tax cut for
most Americans—even wealthy Americans, be-
cause it could have a depressing impact on the
market, and it certainly would increase the cost
of business borrowing and tend to slow down
the growth of the economy.

So the trick is—that also, by the way, would
foreclose—this is what happened to me when
I got in. I didn’t have the option to do what
Americans would normally—the Government
would normally do in a recession, which is to
have a substantial tax cut and pump the thing
back up, because the deficit was so big, it would
just have caused interest rates to skyrocket.

So the trick for the incoming administration—
they have lots of options here. They can spend
money; they can cut taxes; they can do more
of one or less of the other—and less of the
other. But the real—what I would be thinking
about if I were in that position is, what is the
aggregate amount we’re going to commit here,
particularly on the tax cut side, because it’s not
like—you don’t have to repeat spending in years
2, 3, and 4. You can cut spending if times are
tough. We’ve proved that. But once the tax
money—once you cut the taxes, that’s normally
gone. It’s hard to raise taxes when times are
tough.

So what I hope is, I think they ought to
have a tax cut of some magnitude, but I think
they ought to save back enough to keep on
the track of paying down the debt, which also
gives you the protection down the road. Some-
day, surely, the expansion will come to an end,
but I don’t think it has to come any time soon.
And when it does, the more we pay the debt
down, the more free we will be then to have
a substantial tax cut to help the country in a
recession—when that happens sometime in the
future—without having an adverse impact on in-
terest rates.

So I don’t think there’s any question that they
can have a tax cut. It could be fairly sizable.
I think it’s appropriate. But I just think you
don’t want it so big that it takes you off the
path of getting us out of debt, because the men-
tal knowledge that that’s the path we’re on
keeps interest rates low.

The average American family now is saving
$2,000 a year on a home mortgage, as compared
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to where we were back in ’93. Long-term inter-
est rates are 2 percent lower than when I took
office, even though we’ve had an 8-year expan-
sion, which is unheard of. You normally wouldn’t
have that. And paying down the debt has a
huge impact on that, because it frees up more
and more money every year to borrow in the
private sector, and interest rates are lower than
they would be if the Government were com-
peting.

And let me also say there’s something else
that we should keep in mind. The more you
pay down the debt, the lower your interest bill
is. I think this year we’ve got interest payments
on the debt down under 12 cents on the dollar.
But they were at 13 or something, headed north,
when I took office.

Let’s say we went—I’m making this up, of
course—let’s say we went 4 or 5 more years
on the same tack, and we got interest on the
debt down to 6 cents on the dollar. That’s a
huge amount of money that is freed up every
year for either investment in our future or for
tax cuts. And you have more and more and
more flexibility.

Anyway, that’s kind of a long-winded answer,
but it’s a very, very important subject, and I’ve
thought about it a lot.

Q. Can I just—another foreign policy ques-
tion—one more question.

The President. Go ahead.

National Missile Defense
Q. On NMD, which has become topical now

with the Bush administration and Rumsfeld’s
hearings today, do you regret at all making it
a commitment of the United States, since some
diplomacy efforts, like with Korea, are working
out? And is it just going to create more prob-
lems with China, Russia in the future?

The President. Well, I think I made the right
decision not to deploy. And I think that I made
the right decision to continue the research pro-
gram. And I hope that’s what they will do.

It’s not clear to me exactly how they’re going
to operationalize their commitment. That is, be-
cause in the campaign, the President-elect said
that he would do this if it could be developed,
whether anybody else liked it or not, which
bothered some people. But he also—the ‘‘it’’
that he was trying to develop was a system that
was, in effect, more comprehensive than the
more limited one that could have been deployed
in the timeframes we were talking about during

my tenure. So it may be that what he will decide
to do is to intensify research.

Look, if we actually knew we had the tech-
nology to take missiles out of the sky, even
assuming that we get this agreement with North
Korea—which I think we will get, on freezing
the missile production, not selling missiles. I
think that will come. That’s teed up, and I be-
lieve the Bush administration will see it as a
great opportunity. And I think it will be one
seized within the first few months of the incom-
ing administration. I think it will be one of their
first achievements, because it’s set, and I think
it will happen.

But even if that happens, with the prolifera-
tion of technology around the world, we can’t
possibly know who might have missiles in the
future. So I think we’re almost morally obligated
to continue to try to develop this kind of system.
However, if we deploy the system in a way
that leads to more proliferation and more inse-
curity, that’s very problematic. And it’s one of
the things that I had to consider, that if we
just set it up, even if we were worried about
North Korea and the Middle East, if the Chi-
nese interpreted it as a move to try to contain
them, even though there’s no way we could—
even if they have just 50 missiles, that’s more
than—or two dozen, whatever they’ve got—two
dozen I guess, more or less—they might decide
that now they need 300.

If they did that, the Indians would decide
that they needed more, under the present state
of play between the two countries. If they did
that, the Pakistanis would certainly build more.
And circumstances that exist on the Indian Sub-
continent are not as stable as those which ex-
isted between the United States and the Soviet
Union during the cold war, or that exists today
between the United States and Russia. And by
the way, I expect that there will be a further
reduction in nuclear warheads by both countries.
That’s one thing I think the Bush administration
will be in a position to do, because of the devel-
opment of our relationships, I’ll be—I expect
that President Putin and then-President Bush
will be successful in continuing to reduce the
nuclear arsenals. But you don’t want to have
all this sort of uncontrolled instability in some
other part of the world.

But there’s a way to continue to work the
missile defense issue, and then there would be
a way to put it at the service of all countries,
the technology, which is what President Reagan
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used to talk about when he was talking about
the Star Wars in the sky and all of that. Philo-
sophically, he had an idea of making it available
to all countries so that no one would be any
more at risk, including from us.

But that technology is not out there now.
We’re talking about technology to stop the acci-
dental launch or a terrorist or a country with
two or three missiles that could lob them at
you. Two or three missiles could do a world
of damage on the United States or someone
else.

So I just think—I think that I left it with
a maximum number of options for the next ad-
ministration. I’ve tried to leave the economy
with maximum number of options in good
shape, and I think this program gives them the
maximum number of options.

And I think—again, you know, we all say
things in campaigns, and then you get to be
President and it looks a little different. Presi-
dents pretty much do what they promise to do
in campaigns, but sometimes when you turn an
idea into an operation, when you operationalize
your views, the world looks different when
you’re sitting behind the desk in the Oval Office
than it did when you were running for the job.
It just does. And that’s no criticism of him.
They’re the same things that looked different
to me when I got there.

And so I just—it’s a big issue, but it will
be closely covered and widely debated, and I
hope it will be resolved in an appropriate way.
But I do think that the research should con-
tinue.

President’s Future Plans
Q. How are you going to feel on January

21st? You wake up Sunday morning, you won’t
be President.

Q. In Chappaqua.
The President. I’m not sure. But I’ll say this,

right now, I just feel very at peace and very
grateful. And I’m going to start thinking about
the rest of my life. Every stage of my life has
been rewarding and good. And I’ve been so
fortunate, and it’s a real challenge. I’m just
going to try to imagine how I can make the
most of it. I’m kind of looking forward to it.
I don’t expect that I’ll have sort of prolonged
periods of semi-depression because I’m not
President anymore.

Q. Withdrawal pains?

The President. Yes. I was only halfway kidding
when I told the church the other day that I
expected to be disoriented when I go into big
rooms and nobody plays a song anymore.
[Laughter] I mean, I’m sure there will be some-
how some kind of things that will be tough,
and I’ll have to learn how to be a real citizen
all over again, but that’s good.

The Presidency is what was so well taken
care of, and a lot of the cares of normal daily
life that I never had to think about when I
was in office. It’s probably healthy for a person
not to have that kind of support for too many
years in life. So I’m kind of looking forward
to it.

President’s Pets
Q. What about Socks? What’s going to happen

to Socks?
The President. Well, I don’t know. You know,

I made more progress in the Middle East than
I did between Socks and Buddy. [Laughter] And
I don’t know that I’ve got enough space and
enough help when I’m gone to keep them both
away from one another and keep them both
happy. But I still haven’t quite resolved what
to do. I love that old cat. You know, we picked
him up as sort of a half stray in Arkansas, and
I hate to give him up. But Betty loves him.
Half the White House loves the cat, and the
other half loves the dog.

Q. You can’t break them up into that many
pieces.

The President. No, no. I’m sure going to
take—I know I’ll take Buddy, because I slept
with him for 16 months all during the Senate
campaign. He was with me all the time. [Laugh-
ter] I can’t live without him.

But I really—I’ve even talked to some of the
guys, a couple of the guys at the White House
are quite good at training pets, and we’ve all
kind of tried to work at this. None of us have
been able to figure out how to actually get them
in peaceful coexistence. I feel, of all the skills
I learned as President in bringing these people
together, I didn’t do very well with that. [Laugh-
ter]

Q. It’s been a pleasure, Mr. President.
Q. Thank you.
The President. Thanks, Steve.
Q. Thank you very much, sir.
The President. You guys have been great.
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NOTE: The interview began at 11:37 p.m. aboard
Air Force One en route to Andrews Air Force
Base, MD. In his remarks, the President referred
to President Kim Dae-jung of South Korea; Gov-
ernor Gray Davis of California; Gore 2000 cam-
paign director William M. Daley and his brother,
Mayor Richard M. Daley of Chicago; former Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs Ariel Sharon and former
Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu of Israel;

President-elect George W. Bush; Vice President-
elect Dick Cheney; Secretary of State-designate
Colin L. Powell; President Bashar al-Asad of Syria,
son of the late President Hafiz al-Asad; President
Saddam Hussein of Iraq; President Vladimir Putin
of Russia; and Betty Currie, the President’s per-
sonal secretary. A tape was not available for
verification of the content of this interview.

Letter to Congressional Leaders Transmitting a Report on the National
Security Strategy of the United States
January 11, 2001

Dear Mr. Speaker: (Dear Mr. President:)
As required by section 603 of the Goldwater-

Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization
Act of 1986, I am transmitting a report on the
National Security Strategy of the United States.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM J. CLINTON

NOTE: Identical letters were sent to J. Dennis
Hastert, Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and Albert Gore, Jr., President of the Senate. This
letter was released by the Office of the Press Sec-
retary on January 12.

Remarks on the 2001 Economic Report and an Exchange With Reporters
January 12, 2001

The President. Good morning. Today I’m
sending my eighth and final economic report
prepared by the Council of Economic Advisers.
I want to thank Dr. Martin Baily, Kathryn Shaw,
Robert Lawrence, and the CEA staff for their
fine work in analyzing America’s new economy.

I also want to thank Secretary Summers,
Gene Sperling, Jack Lew, Sylvia Mathews, my
entire economic team for all they have done
these last 8 years to turn our country around
and move us forward together.

Over the last 8 years, these annual economic
reports have helped to tell America’s story—
a story of prosperity and progress, of the hard
work of our people, and the results of policies
rooted in common values and common sense.
The message of this final report is clear: The
economy remains strong, on a sound foundation,
with a bright future.

Eight years ago it was a very different story,
with 10 million of our fellow citizens out of

work, high interest rates, low confidence, a def-
icit that was $290 billion and rising, a debt that
had quadrupled in the previous 12 years. The
new course we charted to eliminate the deficit,
invest in education and the American people’s
future, and open overseas markets for America’s
products has worked. Year-in and year-out, we
have resisted politically attractive but economi-
cally unwise temptations to veer from the path
of fiscal discipline.

We have in the course of this effort turned
the record deficits into record surpluses and
produced the longest economic expansion in his-
tory. We have not only had 221⁄2 million new
jobs and the lowest unemployment in 30 years;
we’ve been able to add to the life of both Medi-
care and Social Security to help ease the burden
on future generations, and make the long-term
solutions less difficult in the present. And we’re
on track to do something that was unimaginable

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:36 Dec 05, 2002 Jkt 188968 PO 00000 Frm 00740 Fmt 1240 Sfmt 1240 E:\HR\OC\188968.013 pfrm12 PsN: 188968


		Superintendent of Documents
	2022-01-26T11:32:47-0500
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




