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Thank you very much and good afternoon. Mayor O'Malley, congratulations on being the
Esquire cover boy. I hope it's just the beginning of greater things to come. Senator Bayh, Senator
Carper, Representative Tauscher, Representative Meeks; John Sexton and the NYU family,
which now includes two of my former administration members, Jack Lew and Cheryl Mills; and
all the others here who were part of our team, Mack McLarty, my first chief of staff and special
envoy to Latin America, Don Baer and Tom Freedman; Al From, Bruce Reed, Will Marshall and
all the DLC family: I thank you for welcoming me back. I may have to take my glasses out this
morning to read my handwritten notes. When you're not the president anymore, one nice thing is
you don't have to say what anybody else wants you to say. So, I wrote this speech out this
morning after coming back late from Mexico last night and I may or may not be able to read it
without my glasses.
I am enormously proud to be a member of the DLC, to have been there at the beginning, to have
done the work that we did between 1984 and 1992, work based on a vision of America at the turn
of the century with opportunity for all, responsibility from all, and a community of all our
people. We also wanted America to be the world's leading force for peace and freedom,
prosperity and security. We had a strategy rooted in new ideas and on the oldest of America's
missions: to constantly form a more perfect union. We implemented those ideas: AmeriCorps,
the Empowerment Zones, community policing, charter schools, welfare reform, always going
beyond false choices. We believed that we could have fiscal responsibility and social investment;
that we could be good for labor and business; that we could grow the economy and clean the
environment; that we could prevent and punish crime.
It turns out we were right. In 1995, Thomas Patterson, a highly regarded scholar of the
presidency, said that although I had made more and more specific commitments when I ran for
president in '92 than any previous candidate, I had already kept a higher percentage of those
commitments than the previous five presidents. Something, I might say, you would never have
known by reading the press, but Patterson, after all, was a scholar interested in evidence, not
ideology. I say that because I want to give the DLC a lot of the credit. Because we worked for
years and years on these ideas together, and because a lot of the governors with whom I served,
including then-governors Evan Bayh and Tom Carper, used the states as laboratories of
democracy to test them. So we didn't have to wake up the morning after the election and wonder
what we were going to do. We knew what we wanted to do and we set about doing it.
We had remarkable support from the Democrats in Congress, but even after the Republicans won
a majority, we were still able to enact most of our initiatives, thanks in no small measure to the
wonderful work that was done by the members of my staff and cabinet and our allies in the
Congress.
Democrats have to have ideas to win. Republicans will always have more powerful interest
groups and the fervor of right wing emotions, as we saw with the Confederate flag issue in
Georgia and South Carolina in this recent election. They have an increasingly right wing and
bellicose conservative press, with the editorial page of the Wall Street Journal emboldened by

the last election, to urge that what we should really be doing is raising taxes on lower income
working people so they will come to hate the government just as much as the editors of the Wall
Street Journal do. And we have an increasingly docile establishment press, to be fair, partly
because of the enormous trauma of September 11th and its aftermath.
On the other hand, the cultural bases of the two parties are more or less even, about 45 percent of
America each, and we win on the issues when we put them out in a balanced and fair way and
people can hear what we have to say. We have to find a way that brings people together across
party and income, racial and religious lines. In the recent election I was honored to do what little
I could, mostly to keep our candidates from being even more badly outspent than they were
going to be anyway. In the future, that will be done by others, especially as the presidential
campaign takes over. I beg to differ with those who think we don't have leaders of today and
tomorrow who can do that. I think we have a lot of very, very good and able and articulate
people in the House and the Senate and in other areas of public life. I think the most important
thing is that we have to get the ideas out there. The work I do most of the time on most days is
connected with my foundation and it's also tied to the ideas that we developed in the DLC. I
work on economic opportunity, community service and education at home and around the world,
on fighting AIDS and building democracy.
But I still care a lot about my party and I care even more about my country. And I still believe
ideas and results matter when people can hear evidence over ideology. The evidence shows that
our approach worked. We had 22 and a half million new jobs, the most ever in any eight-year
period. The longest economic expansion, the highest home ownership and the lowest minority
unemployment ever recorded. The largest increase in college aid in 50 years, thanks to the Hope
Scholarship, another New Democrat idea. The largest increase in health insurance for children in
35 years. The first three surpluses in 70 years. Eighty million people protected by the patients'
bill of rights by executive order. Thirty-five million people taking advantage of family leave, a
bill that was vetoed during the previous Republican administration.
Almost 8 million people moved out of poverty in those eight years, 100 times as many as moved
out of poverty in the Reagan recovery. We had more millionaires and more billionaires than they
did and we moved more people out of poverty.
So, if evidence triumphs over ideology, there's got to be an audience for our ideas. We had the
lowest crime rate in 27 years. The lowest welfare rolls in 35 years. The largest land protection
program in the lower 48 states in 100 years since Theodore Roosevelt; 43 million more
Americans were breathing clean air when we left than when we started. We had nearly 300 trade
agreements and they accounted for about 30 percent of our growth in those remarkable years. We
ended ethnic cleansing in Bosnia and Kosovo, made peace in Northern Ireland, had seven years
of peace in the Middle East until Mr. Arafat made the disastrous mistake of turning down the
peace offer that we made in December of 2000. China and Russia were integrated more closely
with the West with the World Trade Organization, partnerships with NATO and other
cooperative endeavors. The Global Debt Relief Initiative was the most innovative international
approach in decades, giving debt relief to 25, soon to be 32 nations, but only if they could prove
they put all the money into health education or economic development. And we proved that
diversity and excellence go hand in hand with appointments throughout the government and to

our judgeships. We pursued a vision of America and the world based on American values and
new ideas, and we had a strategy to make it all work.
"I've read all the people who say that the Democratic Party is dead. But I respectfully disagree." I
first said that on May 6th, 1991. I believed it then and I believe it today. Now, in the last two
years, we've lost two elections. Well, we sort of lost in 2000 but we really did lose in 2002. I
don't want to dwell on the past because politics is best understood through the prism of the
future. But I would like to offer a few thoughts.
First of all, I don't think you can underestimate the impact of the psychological toll of September
11th on the American people. We long to be united and we long to be strong. Secondly, the
Republicans won on message, money and turnout. The money couldn't be helped. We did the
best we could. And let's not forget that in 1998, they outspent us by 100 million dollars and we
gained seats in the House of Representatives when they thought they'd win 30. We lost no seats
in the Senate, when they thought they'd win five. It was the first time since 1822 that the
president's party had won seats in the House in the 6th year of a presidency and in 1822, we were
a one-party country. So, in fact, it had never happened before.
Let's talk about the other things. The problem with our message was that to Democrats and
Independents, we were missing in action in national security and we had no positive plan for
America's domestic future.
It's not fair to say we were missing in action on national security. The Democrats supported the
president against terror; they overwhelmingly supported the defense increases. Most of them
supported the administration on Iraq. It was amazing that they were able to make such a big deal
over the Homeland Security bill, a bill that was Senator Lieberman's proposal, which the
administration opposed for seven months before finally deciding that it was the only wedge issue
they had because they didn't have Iraq or terrorism anymore. But it's our fault that we let it
happen. Now because of the national security issue and because we had no positive plan on the
economy and other domestic issues, we had no access to a large majority of voters who were
otherwise predisposed to vote for Democrats for two reasons: one, they thought by 20 points that
the administration had given insufficient attention to the economy and other domestic issues; and
second, they thought by 23 points that other things being equal, it would be better to have more
Democrats in Congress to restrain the extreme impulses of the Republicans on the environment
and other special interest issues.
The turnout problem was related to the message problem, but not entirely. In Georgia, where
Governor Barnes was 9 points ahead in the polls on the Saturday before the election, and where
Senator Cleland was still ahead, they lost in part because for the first time in the history of that
state, white men in 2002 voted in exactly the same numbers in which they voted in the 2000
presidential election. In North Carolina, Erskine Bowles was only 2 or 3 points behind on the
Saturday before the election in the polls and gaining. He lost by 9 points in spite of the fact that
he got more votes in 2002 than John Edwards did when he won in 1998. Why? Because the
white turnout was 10 percent higher than the African-American turnout. In Georgia and South
and North Carolina, we won all of our big elections in '98 because the turnouts of AfricanAmericans and white voters were identical.

Now, we have hope in this election because of what happened to South Dakota. Let me remind
you about South Dakota. It was about the only place in America they couldn't demonize Tom
Daschle because the people of South Dakota knew him. And it was the only place in America
where we successfully nationalized the election because there was no way to avoid it. In South
Dakota, the president came five times, the Republican candidate John Thune is an articulate,
attractive man, who looks right out of central casting. But we had money, message, and turnout
too. They have a 50 to 37 registration advantage over us in South Dakota yet we won, which
shows you that if we have a national message and we're willing to compete, we can win even
under adverse circumstances.
So, what do we draw from all this? Well without a national message that says where we agree,
where we disagree, a message that defends our record and has positive proposals for the future,
we can't win a midterm election and we sure can't win a presidential election. With one, we can.
Where are we now? Well the Republicans have what they want -- the White House and the
Congress -- so presumably, they'll finally have to stop playing the blame game and take some
responsibility, and the American people can determine whether they agree with what they wish
to do. Meanwhile, we have a heavy responsibility to cooperate in uniting this country on security
issues and also to come up with better ideas across the board. We don't have to be more liberal
but we do have to be more relevant in a progressive way. We have to have a clear and strong
national security stand. We have to compare the results of their efforts and ours. And we have to
be tough and disciplined. We cannot wilt in the face of higher negative ratings for our leaders.
They have a destruction machine, we don't. Somebody has got to lead the Democrats in the
House, in the Senate and in running for president, and the rest of us have got to stand up for them
and stand with them when they're subject to these attacks. They cannot be avoided. That's what
the other party and their allies are organized to do and they get rewarded for it if we wilt. So we
abandon our leaders at our peril.
Now, most Americans don't care about what politicians say about each other and don't care about
what happens to politicians unless it affects them, their children or their future. But they do have
their ears and eyes open at election time. So we have to be firm and clear and strong and positive
and prepared to defend our positions and those who are brave enough to stick their necks out to
take them.
What should the positions be? First, on national security, the facts are that the majority of the
Democrats have been clear and virtually unanimous in the fight against terror, and in supporting
defense increases. The majority of us stood up and said, yes, we do have to have unlimited and
unambiguous inspections in Iraq and the ability to use force, if necessary, if those inspections
and the mandate of the UN are not honored. That's what we wanted all along, exactly what has
been done. We need to make that clear. We now have a homeland security department and that's
fine. It'll probably do more good than harm.
But it's not nearly enough. What should our security position be? First of all, we ought to listen
to Senator Graham. Al-Qaida should be our top priority, Iraq is important but the terrorist
network is more urgent in terms of its threat to our immediate security as we have seen recently
in the attacks in Kenya and in Bali. There was a report in the press recently that the number two
man in the al-Qaida organization, Dr. al-Zawahiri is hiding out in Bangladesh. If he is, we ought

to find him and get him. He's as smart at bin Laden, not quite as charismatic, but equally
ruthless. He heads the Egyptian Terrorist Network that murdered Anwar Sadat over 20 years ago.
Secondly, we have to have real accountability if we're going to have this reorganization. Who's
going to be held accountable to make sure all this intelligence is shared and what happens if it
isn't?
Somebody has to be accountable for law enforcement following up on the leads they do have.
After all, one FBI agent in July and another in August called the central office of the FBI and
said, hey, there are people here training, flying airplanes and they're not taking them off, they're
not landing them. They just want to know how to fly them. There are a couple of thousand flight
schools in America. It wouldn't have been that hard to check them all. You can reorganize all
you want and you can't supplant that.
Someone also has to be accountable for making sure that we modernize information technology.
Before we go round up all these people and profile them because they're Muslims or Arabs or
wear turbans, it'd be good to know that the government has the same information, checked it on a
weekly basis, that's already in the computers of every mass mailing company in the country on
the rest of us. We're all in somebody's computer. They know where we live, they know where we
pay our utility bills, they know how many credit cards we have. They know what our debt is.
Mark is laughing because the biggest one of these companies is in Arkansas. My best childhood
friend works for this company. He called me a couple of days after September 11th and said, we
got four FBI agents here and we've already found five of these terrorists in our computers. Well
you say, that's fine but could they have known before September 11th? You tell me. One of the
men, who flew an airplane into the World Trade Center, had 30 credit cards, a quarter of a
million of dollars in debt and a consolidated payout schedule of $9,800 a month. Now, since this
information is already available on all of us, you could scan that once a week. If somebody if has
been in this country for two years or less and they already have 30 credit cards and a quarter a
million dollars in debt, they're either really rich or up to no good and it shouldn't be that hard to
figure out which.
Mohammed Atta, the ring leader, had 12 addresses, two places he lived and 10 safe houses,
under the names Mohammed Atta, Mohammed J. Atta, J. Atta, and his middle initials spelled
out. So if somebody has been here a couple years or less and they have 12 homes, they're either
really rich or up to no good. It shouldn't be that hard to figure out which. That's more important
than all that reorganization. That's what we ought to advocate. We ought to drive it home, that
ought to be our homeland security position. It's a legitimate issue.
We also ought to do more on weapons on mass destruction. I approve of what's being done in
Iraq now and the way it's being done, but it's not enough. We spent a lot of your tax money when
I was president getting all the nuclear weapons out of the other nations of the former Soviet
Union and getting them all into Russia and then reducing the number of nuclear weapons and
destroying the many of them. We agreed with the Russians to destroy 50 tons of plutonium each
and to do other things that would minimize the nuclear threat.
The Russians also have the biggest stock in the world of biological weapons and stocks of
component parts. The Indians and the Pakistanis have nuclear weapons. There are lots of

biological and chemical stocks around the world. For many years, during our administration, we
paid the salaries of 20,000 of the 40,000 Russian scientists involved in nuclear, chemical or
biological work, so they could be doing good positive things with us instead of being tempted,
after some of them literally went six months without a paycheck to go to work for somebody that
would do harm to us or to our friends and allies. We ought to do more of that. That's a big
security issue and the United States ought to be in forefront of making this whole effort that
started before I became president with the bipartisan effort of Senator Lugar and Senator Nunn,
one of the founders of the DLC.
Then, we ought to get to real homeland security, to matters more important than that department.
The Democrats have a stronger position here than the Republicans, as Senator Landrieu has been
pointing out in Louisiana in the last two weeks. You can reorganize all you want, but what are
you doing to protect the tunnels, the bridges, the water systems, the utility systems, to provide for
adequate first responders, police and fire and people, to respond if there's an anthrax attack or a
chemical release? The Democrats have pushed and pushed and pushed, against constant
resistance from the Republicans, to provide adequate funding for these things. That's a national
security issue, a homeland security issue that matters a lot more than where bureaucratic boxes
are. We didn't say it in the last election and if we had, it would have made a difference in some
of these races.
But it's not important for political reasons, it's important because people's lives are at stake here.
I believe it and I believe we'll prevail if we stay together and advocate it.
We need to have a new energy policy. If we ever needed a reason to know we need more energy
independence, more energy conservation, more alternative sources of energy, as a national
security measure, here it is. We could also use some more oil from other places like the West
Coast of Africa. It makes the pipeline deal I made for the Caspian Sea oil even more important.
So, we need a comprehensive energy policy consistent with our national security.
Finally in the area of security, we need a positive agenda. We should never forget the reason
most of you who, like me, are baby boomers, were able to grow up in the world we grew up in:
the Marshall Plan and the rebuilding of Japan. When George Marshall and Truman, who had
been through World War I and World War II and seen the world nearly destroyed, said you
know, we ought to take a little bit of money and build a world with more partners and fewer
enemies and try to win the Cold War and not to have World War III.
Look at the world we grew up in. I'm the oldest of the baby boomers. I was able to be the first
person in my family to go to college. I was able to raise a child without having to worry about
whether she was going to be blown up in a nuclear explosion. I was able to live the life of my
dreams because George Marshall and Harry Truman understood that security was about more
than scaring your enemies, that we needed to take a little money to build more friends and fewer
enemies.
We need to do that today. We know how to do it. We know how to do foreign aid, we know how
to do debt relief. We know how to get the 130 million kids in the world, who aren't in school, to
go. I'll just give you one example. I recently went to Ghana with the great Peruvian economist

Hernando de Soto. We set up an institute for working capital for the poor in Ghana to do there
what he did in Peru, to move poor people's assets into the legal system, so they could use them as
collateral for credit and grow their economy internally. It was very exciting. I was walking to the
airplane to leave when this women comes running up to me, waving a package. And she said, I
work in a factory with 400 people, where we make shirts, and export them to the United States
because you signed that bill opening America's markets to Africa and the Caribbean. So there are
400 people that have jobs because of that. Here's your shirt. And because I'm not subject to all
these disclosure laws anymore, I took the shirt! I looked at it last night before I came.
You know what? Those 400 people don't want to plant bombs in America. They don't want their
kids fighting in African tribal wars. They're not mad at us. They like us. They don't resent our
wealth, our success or anything else because they think we want them to have it too.
We spent money in this debt relief initiative to help Honduras go from six to nine years of
mandatory schooling. Every year of schooling in a developing country adds 10 to 15 percent to
the annual income of a boy or a girl, for life. every year. They're not mad at us in Honduras. In
Uganda, they doubled primary school enrollment and lowered class size. They're not mad at us.
And they don't want their kids to be in African tribal wars either. We spend 10 billion dollars
total in this kind of assistance, by far the smallest percentage of any country in the world. They
say we're going up to 15 billion depending on how you count the money over the next couple of
years. You know, it sounds like a 50 percent increase, big deal. I think Congress approved
something on the order of 60 billion dollars in increases in homeland security and defense in one
year. Well, positive assistance ought to be part of our security strategy, too, and the American
people will buy it if you explain it to them in terms of the Marshall Plan.
If we don't have a security strategy, as long as the American people are in their present frame of
mind, they will not hear us on these other issues.
Now that brings me to the economy. Our policy was simple. We wanted economic growth for
everybody. We had almost 8 million people moved out of poverty as compared to 70,000 in the
Reagan recovery; 100 times as many. We also had more millionaires and billionaires than ever
before. Every time I see one of my Republican friends, I always remind them that they did better
under us too. We are an equal opportunity prosperity people, we Democrats.
A guy came up to me at a multiple sclerosis banquet the other night. The guy was twice as big as
me and he said, I'm a Republican and I voted against you twice. Then he said, I'd sure like to
have you back now. It was funny. My point is, what do people in upper-income brackets need?
We want low inflation, low interest rates, a good stock market with good investment
opportunities. Then we ought to have enough sense to do something with the money we have.
Now this tax cut that was adopted by the administration and the Congress was done before we
knew what our income was going to be, what our expenses were going to be and what our
emergencies were going to be. It turned out or income was down, our expenses were up, and we
had one heck of an emergency. So, now we need to spend more money on defense and to
stimulate the economy The problem with this tax cut is that too little stimulus in the short run
and it's too little responsibility in the long run. It's going to give us a long term permanent deficit
without juicing the economy now.

I can only tell you what I think and I realize it's easy for me to say because I don't have to run for
anything. But I think we ought to freeze at least the top rate, 400,000 and above, which affects
one half of one percent of us and raise the ceiling on the estate tax but not get rid of it. If you did
that, you could save 1.4 trillion dollars over the next two decades. If you freeze the top two rates,
that's 200,000 - 400,000 dollars, you could save two trillion dollars and make up over half the
shortfall in Social Security. Now, let me remind you that if you froze it, people in upper income
levels would already get a 10,000 dollar tax cut, which is more than ten times as much as the
average person is going to get when the whole thing is phased in completely. No Democrat is
talking about repealing the tax cut or raising anybody's taxes.
I think it is amazing that we have a situation here, where we're not stimulating a distressed
economy, and we're creating long term fiscal irresponsibility, which is bad for rich people
because it means interest rates are going to be higher down the road. In this environment, where
everybody wants to be asked to sacrifice, the poor are being asked to give up after school
programs and training programs. Working people are being told we can't extend unemployment
insurance and oh, by the way, we're going to deplete Social Security and Medicare trust funds,
yet most of us in this room, who can afford to support the DCL, are being told our sacrifice is to
expend the energy necessary to open the envelope containing our tax cut. Now that's bad ethics,
bad policy and horrible economics. Too many people are scared that we can't explain that to
average people, but we're not taking anything away from anybody. Even I get to keep my ten
grand.
Instead, this money should go, in my opinion, to stimulate tax cuts that will help the economy in
the short run; to investment incentives that Senator Lieberman and a lot of other Democrats have
called for them; to progressive rebates to people who will spend the money and juice the
economy, to some incentives to help people who really feel insecure about their retirement in
light of all that's happened over last two years; to have access to 401-K like plans; to incentives
to build the energy security we need for people to develop alternative energy sources, energy
conservation, technologies and to encourage people to buy them.
That's what I think we ought to do. We could be spending more money now to juice this
economy and have longer term fiscal responsibility and every wealthy person in America, who
would give up the rest of this tax cut, would make it back many times over the next decade in a
stronger stock market and a more stable economy.
I also think we ought to regenerate our trade efforts. The president now has fast track authority. I
think we ought to conclude this free trade agreement with Latin America. I think we should be
much more active than we were in the Argentine crisis in trying to help avoid these kinds of
crises. You know people made fun of me over and over again because I helped Mexico, Brazil,
and other countries. All I know is it paid off big time. We made friends, we had stable trading
partners. We had more economic growth. I was just down in Mexico. It reminded me of the day I
agreed to loan Mexico 13 and a half billion dollars and put together a 50 billion dollar
emergency package for them from international sources. There was a poll in the paper that said
people were against it 81 to 15. Some people thought I had lost my mind, especially when the
Republican Congressional leaders saw the poll and said, "We can't support you anymore."

But Mexico paid the loan back three years early with over 500 million dollars in interest. And the
position of America there and what we avoided in terms of more narco-trafficking, more illegal
immigration, more tensions on our borders, is light years different now. We need to be much
more active in understanding the relationship of international economic problems, especially in
our own backyard in Latin America, in trying to make good things happen there. A lot of our
growth in the early years came from the fact that our trade with Latin America was exploding.
For most of the years I was president, that's where most of our trade expansion came. So, I think
we need to reinvigorate these efforts.
We should give more serious thought to what kinds of research we should be targeting with all
the government research dollars. For example, we spent probably over a billion dollars of your
tax money in my presidency investing in nano-technology, super micro-technology. There's no
doubt in my mind that the sequencing of the human genome, coupled with this diagnostic
capacities of nano-technology, will bring us to the point where, in the next few years, we'll be
able to diagnose most tumors that are presently undiagnosable. We'll be able to save thousands,
hundreds of thousands, maybe even millions of lives over a decade in a way that would be
enormously beneficial to the American economy.
We need to identify these new technology investment opportunities that the private sector cannot
afford to adequately invest in now, as we tried to do every year I was president and invest in
them big time because we always get more than our money back.
Let me just mention a couple of other things. I think we need real corporate accountability. We
have this bill that the Congress passed that the Democrats initiated on corporate accountability
that all the Republicans opposed until the public opinion had moved so far, they turned on a dime
and voted for it.
I admire that really. They had a lot of political discipline to pull themselves out of that hole they
were in. But now they're holding back the money necessary to implement the bill. So, the
Democrats ought to be demanding the release of the implementing funds. At the same time, we,
especially the DLC, ought to be talking about not killing the goose that laid the golden egg. A lot
of good things happened in the '90s. A lot of these companies did a good job, including with
their stock options. But there's more than one way to do it. What if a company gives stock
options that you have to exercise over a long period of time to build employee loyalty and the
strength of the company? That's very different than somebody just taking the money and running
because they knew something about the company that the other shareholders and the employees
don't, leaving everybody else high and dry. So, we've got to be pro business and pro
accountability. We've got to be pro growth for business and for the people, who work and invest
in these companies.
So, we need to say what we're after is the abuses but we want to hold up the entrepreneurial
giants that made this economy go in the 1990s. And we can do it in a balanced way that 90
percent of the American people will approve of and will generate a lot of support for the
Democratic Party. Most people out there in business are good honest people and they're more
horrified than most of the rest of us are by some of the things that were done. I know people in
Silicon Valley, who started companies, who ate their losses knowingly because they couldn't

bear to think that they'd walk off with the money that they could have gotten because they knew
their companies were getting in trouble and they would never have gotten in any hot water with
the SEC. They ate their losses because they believed in what they were doing. They thought their
companies would come back and they would not abandon their employees and their other
stockholders. So, we need to hold these people up, even as we're demanding more accountability.
One other thing. I think there needs to be a serious analysis of the impact of this economic
downturn on the way welfare reform works. And we need to ask ourselves, do we need to
provide more incentives than we are presently providing to help poor people, who fall into the
cracks? Is there something we should do to give them some bridging support? The DLC
supported welfare reform. We believed in it. It has worked superbly but we all said the real test
of welfare reform would be the first economic downturn.
So, we need an honest analysis. What's happened to poor people in this downturn? Who lost their
welfare benefits in this downturn? Is there something else we should be doing? And if there is,
we ought to do it. Nobody will object to it as long as it's fair and it's still focused on work and the
objective of giving the dignity of work to poor families.
Beyond the security and the economic issues, I think we need to get back to invigorating our
work and family agenda. The thing that made the Democratic Party's program effective, with a
lot of middle class and people in the new economy of the 1990s was that we said, we're the party
that's pro-family and pro-work. We know most parents are working. That's why we're for family
leave. That's why we were for the children's health insurance program. I think we ought to look
at ways we can expand family leave, ways that we can help support flex times for all these
mothers and fathers who work in office parks. I think we ought to look at whether there are
things we can do to make certain basic health insurance packages more affordable with all these
people who are losing their health insurance. And there are lots of other issues there.
This is an opportunity and a responsibility I think the DLC ought to shoulder. I still have more
people come up to me and talk to me about the family leave law than anything else I did as
president. If you really talk to people about what they're worried about, most of them are worried
that their kids will have to support them in retirement and won't be able to support their
grandkids. That's a whole subject we could talk about for an hour. This is something that the
DLC and the Democratic party ought to be in the forefront of. You cannot have a successful
society if people don't think they can work and raise their children and do a good job of both.
And there are a whole range of issues we need to be working on there.
The next point I'd like to make is that I think we have to face honestly some long-term reform
issues. Maybe there ought to be a special commission the Democrats put together with people
beyond our elected officials. When I left office, there was enough money to keep Social Security
going till 2053, enough money to keep Medicare going till 2027, through half the life of the baby
boomers. I don't know what the latest numbers are going to show but they won't be good. If we
don't modify the tax cut to have more tax cuts now but we reinstate fiscal responsibility over the
long run, we're going to be in real trouble there. So, what's our option? If you don't like
privatizing Social Security and I don't like it very much, but you want to do something to try to
increase the rate of return, what are your options? Well one thing you could do is to give people
one or two percent of the payroll tax, with the same options that Federal employees have with
their retirement accounts; where you have three mutual funds that almost always perform as well

or better than the market and a fourth option to buy government bonds, so you get the guaranteed
Social Security return and a hundred percent safety just like you have with Social Security.
You can't just attack the other guy's ideas unless you have something to say. The same thing is
true with health care. You know, the victors always get to write history, so they performed
reverse plastic surgery on my health care proposal. The real thing that was wrong with health
care is I should have resisted the people in my party, who said we had to present a plan and I
should have given some general principles and let Congress write one because the Republicans
had the filibuster and we were never going to pass any health care plan. Senator Dole said, no go
ahead and send a plan and then we'll write one together. Then somebody told him that was no
way to get elected president, so we never got anything done. But it I would remind you when I
proposed my plan, most of the experts said, it's not too complicated and it's a moderate plan.
Then the health insurance companies didn't like it, so by the time they got through advertising
against it, it was really an ugly thing.
The fundamental thing I tried to deal with is this: we spent over 14 percent of our GDP on
healthcare. You can't provide the quality health care we provide with all the technology if you
don't spend about 11 percent. Even the Canadians spend ten and they've got backups. So, we
have to spend that much. The problem is we spent over 3 percent of that 14 percent of our GDP
on administrative costs. It's a huge amount of money. Administrative costs of Medicare by
comparison are 1 percent. Two percent of our gross domestic product is a huge amount of
money. If we could figure out how to reconcile the various interests in America and free up some
of that money, we could provide health insurance to uninsured people at a cost we could support
without gagging.
That's a discussion for another day, but we Democrats and especially the DLC ought to be on the
side of thinking about ways to stop all these people from losing their health insurance because in
times like this, employers on the margin find it more and more impossible to pay health
insurance premiums. We got all the savings we could out of managed care, then natural inflation
sort of took over again. So you got a lot of people left out in the cold again. We have a
responsibility here. The last point I'd like to make, one I was glad to see made in Al and Bruce's
memo, is that we have to do some more things to support a spirit of community in America. Let
me just mention a couple. One is the president says that he wants more people to work in
communities to strengthen homeland security. Senator Bayh has got a proposal on that. We
ought to take the president up on it and do it. That's our deal.
The Democrats ought to have a proposal that gets Americans of all ages involved in serving in
our communities. We also could expand the Peace Corps again. We could do a lot of things
consistent with our security interests that would give more people a chance to serve. I think we
should challenge everybody to give something. I don't want to attack people who have a lot of
money. I think we ought to hold up all the people who are in the maximum income group, who
would tell us it's a bad idea to continue this tax cut for us. And who would tell us it would be a
terrible thing for philanthropy in America if we got rid of the estate tax completely?
You know it's interesting. Bill Gates, who has given away more money and got more than
anybody I know, is against repealing the estate tax. Warren Buffet is against repealing the estate
tax. We ought to do this in a positive way and say, look, we need more philanthropy, more

people investing in health clinics in America, investing in helping our schools modernize their
equipment, investing in these kinds of things.
Another thing I would say is sort of heresy. I would like to see the DLC initiate a dialogue with
conservatives all across America who aren't interested in the politics of personal destruction.
Most conservatives are conservative in theory but operationally progressive if they know and
understand what the issue is and they don't feel like it's a threat to their values. And I think we
ought to have conversations, not screaming matches on radio and television talk shows,
conversations about why the Brady Bill is not a threat to the right of people to go hunting, about
why being pro choice is not the same thing as thinking there ought to be more abortions in
America, about why being for basic civil rights for gay people is in the best American tradition
and doesn't have anything to do with somebody's religious or personal convictions. We ought to
talk and, and we ought to listen. Look, the agents of change lose when there's no dialogue. When
people are screaming at each other and they're mad and they're scared, we lose. When people are
talking and listening and thinking, we win. And I think we ought to reach out and have a genuine
organized, disciplined dialogue.
The last point I want to make is we've got to be strong. When we look weak in a time where
people feel insecure, we lose. When people feel uncertain, they'd rather have somebody who's
strong and wrong than somebody, who's weak and right. When I went in to Bosnia or Kosovo,
and some Republican leader criticized me, if I had run ads in his state against him, the
Republicans would have shut down the operations of the Senate until we stopped. What was
done to Tom Daschle was unconscionable, but our refusal to stand up and defend him in a
disciplined way was worse. We should not demonize them. That's not who we are. Are we
comfortable with that? But we should defend ourselves. You just remember that when people are
insecure, they'd rather have somebody who's strong and wrong than somebody who's weak and
right.
Finally, a word about the basic things. We win with vision, values and ideas. What should our
vision of the 21st century be? A global community of people committed to people and
prosperity, freedom and security. What's the basic value? Our differences are interesting but in
an interdependent world, our common humanity matters more. Everybody counts, everybody
deserves a chance, everybody has got a responsible role to play; we all do better when we work
together. What's the strategy? Just what I said: a security strategy; a positive strategy to make a
world with more friends and fewer enemies; institutional cooperation through the U.N., the
World Trade Organization, and I believe, cooperation against climate change, for a
comprehensive nuclear test ban, for a biological weapons convention. I'm even satisfied that
the criminal court presents no threat to our soldiers. [emphasis added]
So, I'm for all that and I don't think you can just ask people to cooperate when it suits you. There
were times when the World Trade Organization issued decisions I thought were nuts. But I
thought we were better off in than out. If people only cooperated when it suited them, there
would be no marriages. There were would be no sports teams. There would be no successful
business partnerships. There would be no nothing. We live in an interdependent world. In the
'90s, we got the benefits of it. On September the 11th, it hit us right upside the head. In both
cases, the same forces were at work: open borders, easy travel, access to information and

technology, what's the difference? The downside happens in an interdependent world when
people don't have shared values, shared benefits, and shared responsibilities. That's the world
we've got to make.
To do it, we have to keep making America better. That's our job. I think you ought to be
optimistic. And I think you ought to be strong. Of course it is hard. Machiavelli said there is
nothing so difficult in human affairs as to change the established order of things. The people who
have fought throughout history for peace and progress have had a hard time. It cost Lincoln his
life. FDR, destroyed his health. Gandhi, President Kennedy, Robert Kennedy, Martin Luther
King, all killed. Sadat and Rabin died in the Middle East, killed by their own people, who were
against the kind of progress and peace they sought to achieve. Mandela spent 27 years in jail
because he thought the majority ought to have something to say about how the people of South
Africa lived and ordered their affairs. Look, this is hard.
Martin Luther King said the arc of history is long, but it bends toward justice. The people, who
want to be the benders toward justice have the harder burden. You chose to be Democrats.
Nobody made you. You made this decision. And most of us are still here because we like being
here. So we lost a couple of elections. Big deal. Compared to the sacrifices others have made to
be agents of constructive change, so what? So I say, take a deep breath. Decide what you believe.
Rear back and go on.
Thank you very much.
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