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houses of Congress have accepted my invita-
tion to come to the White House next Tues-
day to discuss how we can move forward to-
gether.

Let me say again, first and foremost, I
hope we can agree on my plan to pay down
the debt entirely over the next 13 years and
make America debt-free for the first time
since Andrew Jackson was President in 1835,
and then to use the benefits of debt reduc-
tion to preserve Social Security and Medi-
care; and specifically to make a bipartisan
down payment on Social Security reform by
crediting the interest savings from debt re-
duction to the Social Security Trust Fund.
That’ll keep it strong and sound for 50 years
and take in the lifespan of the baby boom
generation.

We also ought to agree to reserve a third
of the surplus to further reduce the debt so
we have the resources in the future to protect
Medicare. I want to dedicate nearly $400 bil-
lion of this projected surplus to keep Medi-
care solvent past 2025 and to add a voluntary
prescription drug benefit. And as I said a
couple of nights ago, we can’t forget the un-
finished business of the last Congress. They
need, still, to pass a real Patients’ Bill of
Rights, commonsense gun safety legislation,
campaign finance reform, hate crimes legisla-
tion, a raise in the minimum wage.

The state of our Union is the strongest it’s
ever been. This gives us the opportunity and
the responsibility of a lifetime to shape the
future of our dreams for our children. Our
chance to do good has never been so great.
Let us join together to seize this moment.

Thanks for listening.

NOTE: The address was recorded at 2:41 p.m. on
January 28 in Suite 180 at the Granite Bank
Gallery in Quincy, IL, for broadcast at 10:06 a.m.
on January 29. The transcript was made available
by the Office of the Press Secretary on January
28 but was embargoed for release until the broad-
cast.
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President Clinton. Thank you very much.
President Schwab, I think that it is an indica-
tion of the importance of the topic and the
importance of the World Economic Forum
that you have so many leaders from around
the world here today. I see, just scanning the
audience, the President of Colombia, the
President of South Africa, Chairman Arafat,
the Prime Ministers of Spain and Turkey,
and a number of other leaders.

We have here with me today the Secretary
of State, the Secretary of the Treasury, the
Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of En-
ergy, and our Trade Ambassador. There’s no
one home in Washington to take care of
things. [Laughter] We have a large delega-
tion from the United States Congress here;
leaders from all over the world and business,
public life; the leader of the American union
movement, John Sweeney, whom I know has
spoken to you.

So I think that maybe the presence of all
these distinguished people in the crowd is
evidence of the importance of our being here
and shows, in my mind, one of the things
we need to determine to do as a people.

The World Economic Forum has been at
it, as you pointed out, for 30 years now. The
thing that I have appreciated most about
your deliberations is your consistent focus on
the future. For example, you spotted the net-
working of society before the Internet was
out of its infancy. Both Vice President Gore
and my wife, Hillary, have spoken here, and
I am glad, even though I am late, to finally
get in on the act. [Laughter]

Your theme, ‘‘New Beginnings: Making a
Difference,’’ it seems to me, is the right
theme. What I want to ask all of you to think
about today is, what does making a difference
and new beginnings mean in an era of
globalization? What are the opportunities?
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What are the obligations? What are the haz-
ards? What new beginnings will make a posi-
tive difference? And, perhaps the most dif-
ficult question of all, do we have the institu-
tional and organized mechanisms to make
them?

As we know, in many ways the global econ-
omy was almost as integrated as it is today,
100 years ago. But after World War I, leaders
in the United States and Europe made what
all now recognize were false and shortsighted
choices. Instead of partnership, they chose
protectionism and isolationism. And for dec-
ades, globalization went in reverse, with ut-
terly disastrous consequences.

After the second war, the leaders were
given a second chance. This time it was clear
that what was at stake was not simply the
return of prosperity but the defense of free-
dom. They chose the path of economic and
political partnership and set the stage for 50
years of growth across the globe. No one can
seriously argue that the world would be a
better place today if they had reverted to the
old isolationism.

So today, at the start of a new century,
the entire world, not simply Europe and the
United States and the wealthiest nations of
Asia, the entire world finds itself at a cross-
roads. Globalization is revolutionizing the
way we work, the way we live, and perhaps
most important, the way we relate to each
other across national boundaries. It is tearing
down doors and building up networks be-
tween nations and individuals, between
economies and cultures.

The obvious consequence is that we are
growing ever more interdependent, driven to
be part of every vital network, understanding
we cannot build our own future without help-
ing others to build theirs. Today, we know
that because of scientific and technological
advance, we can change the equation be-
tween energy use and economic growth. We
can shatter the limits that time and space
pose to doing business and getting an
education.

But the openness and mobility, the flexible
networking and sophisticated communica-
tions technologies that have made
globalization what it is—so totally con-
suming—all these factors have also made us

more vulnerable to some of our oldest
problems.

Terrorism, narcotraffickers, and organized
criminals, they can use all this new tech-
nology, too, and take advantage of the open-
ness of societies and borders. They present
all of us with new security challenges in the
new century. The spread of disease; ethnic,
racial, tribal, religious conflicts, rooted in the
fear of others who are different—they seem
to find ways to spread in this globalized era.
And the grinding poverty of more than a bil-
lion people who live on less than a dollar
a day and live for a year on less than what
it costs to stay in a nice hotel at night—they,
too, are part of the globalized world. A few
of us live on the cutting edge of the new
economy; too many of us live on the bare
edge of survival, without the means to move
up.

Those who wish to roll back the forces of
globalization because they fear its disruptive
consequences, I believe, are plainly wrong.
Fifty years of experience shows that greater
economic integration and political coopera-
tion are positive forces. Those who believe
globalizaton is only about market economics,
however, are wrong, too.

All these new networks must lead to new
arrangements that work for all, that work to
spur growth, lift lives, raise standards, both
around the world and within nations.

Now, leaders from business, government,
and civil society, therefore, must come to-
gether to build a future that can unite not
divide us. We must recognize, first, that
globalization has made us all more free and
more interdependent. Those of us who are
more fortunate must be more responsible
and work harder to be good neighbors and
good partners. The United States has a spe-
cial responsibility in that regard, because we
have been so fortunate in our history and so
very fortunate over the last decade.

I came here today in the hope that by
working together we can actually find a way
to create the conditions and provide the tools
to give people on every continent the ability
to solve their own problems, and in so doing,
to strengthen their own lives and our global
economy in the new century.
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I would like to make just a few points.
First, I think we have got to reaffirm unam-
biguously that open markets and rules-based
trade are the best engine we know of to lift
living standards, reduce environmental de-
struction, and build shared prosperity. This
is true whether you’re in Detroit, Davos,
Dacca, or Dakar. Worldwide, open markets
do create jobs. They do raise incomes. They
do spark innovation and spread new tech-
nology. They do—coupled with the explosion
of international communications through the
Internet, which is the fastest-growing net-
work in history.

For example, when I became President 7
years ago, there were only 50 pages on the
World Wide Web. Today, there are over 50
million—in 7 years. Trade broadens the fron-
tiers of possibility for all of those who have
access to its benefits and the tools to claim
them.

As I said a couple of days ago in my State
of the Union Address, for me there is only
one direction forward on trade, and that is
to go on with what we’re doing, recognizing
that this is a new and very different world,
that the idea that we would be better off with
less trade, with less rule-based trade by turn-
ing away from our attempts to find inter-
national ways within which we can work to-
gether, I think is dead wrong.

Now, having said that, what does that
mean? Well, for me, it meant that when, first
our neighbors in Mexico and then our friends
in Asia were in turmoil and crisis, the United
States had to keep our markets open, even
though it led to record trade deficits. For
me, it means it’s very important to get China
into the World Trade Organization, to ensure
that China’s markets are open to us—even
as we have our markets open to China—and
to advance peace and stability in Asia and
increase the possibility of positive change in
China.

The changes in our markets are only be-
ginning. You know, people have been trading
goods across borders as long as there have
been borders. But communications tech-
nology and the Internet are expanding trade
in unprecedented ways—many of you under-
stand better than I. Today, everything from
data processing to security monitoring to
stockbrokering and advanced degrees can be

bought and sold all over the world. E-com-
merce creates enormous potential for growth
anywhere, and it will continue to do so if
we can resist the temptation to put up bar-
riers to this important part of our new
economy.

Trade is especially important, of course,
for developing nations. Listen to this—this
is something that I think people from the
developing nations who oppose the WTO
should think about—from the 1970’s to the
early nineties, developing countries that
chose growth through trade grew at least
twice as fast as those who chose not to open
to the world. The most open countries had
growth that was 6 times as fast.

Think about what Japan or the nations of
southeastern Europe were like 50 years ago.
They were poor, largely rural societies.
Today, they are prosperous global leaders, in
no small measure because of trade. Look at
South Korea, Mexico, or Thailand, which
built their growth on openness. Even after
the recent traumas of financial crises, their
national incomes are still more than double
the 1970 levels, when they were more closed.
And their gains in literacy, education, and
life expectancy are truly extraordinary, far
outpacing countries that chose not to open
to the world.

Certainly, many of the people who have
questioned the wisdom of open trade are
genuinely concerned about the fate of the
poor and the disadvantaged, and well they
should be. But they should ask themselves,
what will happen to a Bangladeshi textile
worker or a migrant from the Mexican coun-
tryside without the prospect of jobs and in-
dustry that can sell to foreign, as well as do-
mestic, consumers? What happens to farmers
in Uruguay or Zimbabwe, in Australia, Eu-
rope, the United States, if protectionism
makes it impossible to market products be-
yond their borders? How can working condi-
tions be improved and poverty be reduced
in developing countries if they are denied
these and other opportunities to grow, the
things that come with participation in the
world economy? No, trade must not be a race
to the bottom, whether we’re talking about
child labor, basic working conditions, or envi-
ronmental protection. But turning away from
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trade would keep part of our global commu-
nity forever on the bottom. That is not the
right response.

Now, that means, it seems to me, that we
must face another challenge. The second
point I want to make is that developing coun-
tries will only reap the benefits of integration
in the world economy if the industrialized
countries are able to garner enough domestic
support for policies that are often controver-
sial at home. It is easier for us to gather here,
in vigorous agreement—and I’m glad you
brought Mr. Sweeney over so we could have
an occasional voice of occasional disagree-
ment.

But most of us here agree with everything
I just said. Why? Well, we have seen and
personally felt the benefits of globalization.
But convincing our publics to go along, to
go for greater integration in a rule-based sys-
tem which might require them to change fur-
ther, and might require some of them, unlike
most of us, to change what they do for a liv-
ing, remain a challenge.

How shall we meet it? In the United
States, we must overcome resistance to our
groundbreaking trade agreements with Afri-
ca and the Caribbean Basin; even though,
if they both pass, their impact on our econ-
omy will be very small, while their impact
on the African nations that participate and
those in the Caribbean will be very large,
indeed. I am determined to pass both meas-
ures this year, and I think we’ll succeed, but
it’s an indication of what kinds of problems
every country faces.

Indeed, you probably have noted this, but
one of the most ironic, and to me, dis-
appointing consequences of our unprece-
dented prosperity, which has given us over
20 million new jobs in my country in the last
7 years, is that it seems to me that protec-
tionist sentiment or antitrade sentiment, at
least, is greater now than it was 7 years ago
when I took office, in the United States Con-
gress. I want to talk a little about that today
and how it relates to what’s going on in other
countries. But we all have an obligation to
work through that nation by nation.

Part of what countries have to do is to be
able to point to what other countries are
doing and to say, well, look what they’re
doing; we ought to do this. We ought to do

our part. That means we are significantly af-
fected in the United States by the policies
of Europe, Japan, and other wealthier coun-
tries. I think for its part, Europe should put
its agricultural subsidies on the table. If even
one-third of the world’s subsidies and tariffs
in agriculture were eliminated, the poorest
developing countries that could export would
gain more than $4 billion in economic bene-
fits every single year.

We can also, I must say, do better in the
developed countries if we are able to make
a more forceful case for the value of imports.
None of us do this enough, and I must say,
I haven’t done this enough. We all go around
talking about—every time we talk about
trade agreements in our countries, we always
talk about how many jobs will be created at
home because we’re opening markets
abroad. And we make ourselves vulnerable
to people who say, ‘‘But it may not reduce
the trade deficit, and look how big it is.’’

So I just want to say, I wish everyone here
would look at yourselves and ask yourselves
if you are wearing anything made in a country
other than the country where you live.

There are benefits to imports. We don’t
just do a favor to developing countries or to
our trading partners in developed countries
when we import products and services from
them. We benefit from those products. Im-
ports stretch family budgets; they promote
the well-being of working families by making
their dollars go further; they bring new tech-
nology and ideas; they, by opening markets,
dampen inflation and spur innovation.

In a few days, we will have the longest
economic expansion in the history of the
United States. I am convinced one of the rea-
sons that it will happen is that we have kept
our markets open, even in tough times, so
that there has always been pressure to keep
inflation down as we continue to generate
jobs and growth. I am convinced of it. And
those of us in wealthier countries need to
make the case that even when we have trade
deficits, if we’re growing jobs and we’re gain-
ing ground and the jobs are growing in areas
that pay better wages, we are getting the ben-
efits of imports. I think all people in public
life have been insufficiently willing to say
that. And we must do more.
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The third point I would like to make is
that we simply cannot expect trade alone to
carry the burden of lifting nations out of pov-
erty. It will not happen. Trade is essential
to growth in developing countries, but it is
not sufficient for growth in developing coun-
tries. Sustained growth requires investment
in human capital, education, health care,
technology, infrastructure. Particularly in an
economy that runs more and more on brain-
power, no investment pays off faster than
education. The international community has
set 2015 as a target for giving every child
access to basic education. I’m asking our
Congress for more funding to help nations
get more children out of work and into
school. I hope others in the public and pri-
vate sectors will join us.

Each year in the developing world, we see
millions of lives lost and billions of dollars
lost—dollars that could be spent in many
more productive ways to killer diseases like
AIDS, malaria, and tuberculosis. Last year
in Africa, AIDS killed more people—10
times more—than all the wars did. We have
the technology to find vaccines for those dis-
eases. We have medications that can length-
en and improve the quality of life.

But let’s face a fact. The pharmaceutical
industry has no incentive to develop products
for customers who are too poor to buy them.
I have proposed a tax credit to say to our
private industry, if you will develop these
vaccines, we’ll help to pay for them. I hope
the World Bank, other nations, and the cor-
porate world will help us in meeting this chal-
lenge. If we could get the vaccines out to
the people who need them in time, we could
save millions and millions of lives and free
up billions of dollars to be invested in build-
ing those lives, those societies, into strong,
productive partners—not just for trade but
for peace.

We can also help countries help them-
selves by lifting their crippling burden of
debt, so they’ll have more to invest in their
people and their future. The Cologne debt
initiative commits us to reducing the foreign
debt of the world’s poorest and most in-
debted nations by as much as 70 percent.
Last fall I pledged that the United States
would forgive 100 percent of the debts those
countries owe to us. This year I will work

to fund our share of the multilateral debt re-
lief. I am pleased that so many others have
made similar pledges, and look forward to
the first countries benefiting from this initia-
tive very soon. If we keep working on this,
expanding it, and we all pay our fair share,
we can turn a vicious cycle of debt and pov-
erty into a virtuous cycle of development and
trade.

The last point I’d like to make on this is
that I think the developed countries who
want an open trading system that has the
trust and confidence of developing countries
should also contribute to indigenous trade,
which may not be directly related—excuse
me, indigenous economic development,
which may not be directly related to trade.
Just for example, the United States Agency
for International Development each year
funds about 2 million microenterprise loans
in poor communities in Africa, Asia, and
Latin America.

I will never forget going to small villages
in Senegal and Uganda and seeing people
who had gotten their first business loan—
sometimes as small as $50—show me their
businesses, show me the people they were
doing business with in their villages, who had
also gotten such loans. I’ll never forget the
man in Senegal who was this designated vil-
lage accountant, making me wait outside his
front door while he went into his house to
bring me back all of the accounts he had
carefully kept for the last month, to prove
that the money we were investing was being
spent wisely.

Does this have any direct impact on inter-
national trade? Of course not. Did it make
that society stronger? Did it make the econ-
omy stronger? Did it increase the stability
and long-term prospects of the nation? Of
course it did. So I believe we should all be
thinking about what more we can do on the
indigenous economic development issues.

The President of Colombia is here. I’ve
asked the Congress to pass a very ambitious
program to try to help Colombia deal with
the narcotraffickers and the guerrillas and all
the problems that he faces—perhaps the old-
est democracy in Latin America. But one part
of it is for economic development. It is one
thing to tell people they should stop growing
crops that can be turned into drugs that can
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kill our children, and quite another to tell
people, if you do this, by the way, here’s a
way to support your children.

And so I think that we can never lose sight
of the fact that if we want to build an inte-
grated economy with more and more trade,
we have to build an economy from the grass-
roots up in places that want to have a bal-
anced, stable society.

The fourth point I would make is that de-
veloped and developing countries alike must
ensure that the benefits of trade flow widely
to workers and families within our nations.
Industrialized nations must see that the poor
and those hard hit by changes are not left
behind. And all nations need to ensure that
workers have access to lifelong learning ben-
efits, they can move between jobs without
being unemployed for too long and without
having their standard of living dropped.

We have to work with corporate leaders
to spur investment also in the people and
places that have been left behind. We have
to find the new markets within our own Na-
tion. For example, I will tell you something
that might surprise many of you. The national
unemployment rate in the United States is
4.1 percent. On many of our Native Amer-
ican Indian reservations, the unemployment
rate is about 70 percent. In isolated rural
areas in America, the unemployment rate is
sometimes 2, 3, 4 times as high as the na-
tional average. So we have not figured out
how to solve this. When you have these eye-
sores in a country, when the development
is not even, they can easily become the sym-
bol with which those who do not want us
to open our markets more and build a more
integrated world can use to defeat our larger
designs, even if they’re right.

And as I said to the American people in
Congress a couple of nights ago, we in the
United States, I think, have a terrifically
heavy responsibility to reach out to our poor
communities, because we’ve never had an ex-
pansion this long; and if we can’t help our
people now, we will never get around to it.
I am convinced that even though this has
nothing directly to do with trade, if we suc-
ceed, we will build more support for a more
integrated, global economy.

Leaders of developing nations have their
responsibilities as well, to narrow the gap be-

tween rich and poor by ensuring that govern-
ment institutions are open and accountable,
honest and effective, so they can get foreign
investment, have widely-shared growth, up-
root corruption, and solve social problems.
There is a limit to what wealthy nations can
do for people who will not take the necessary
steps to make their own societies work. Even
in this heyday of global free enterprise, many
people suffer not because their governments
are too strong but because their governments
are too weak.

Fifth, since globalization is about more
than economics, our interdependence re-
quires us to find ways to meet the challenges
of advancing our values without promoting
protectionism or undermining open trade. I
know that the words ‘‘labor and environ-
ment’’ are heard with suspicion in the devel-
oping world when they are uttered by people
from the developed world. I understand that
these words are code for ‘‘rich-country pro-
tectionism.’’

So let me be as clear as possible on this.
We shouldn’t do anything to stunt the eco-
nomic growth and development of any devel-
oping nation. I have never asked any devel-
oping nation, and never will, to give up a
more prosperous future. But in today’s
world, developing countries can achieve
growth without making some of the mistakes
most developed countries made on worker
protection and the environment as we were
on our path to industrialization. Why is that?
Why can they get richer without doing the
same things we did? And since, when coun-
tries get richer, they lift labor standards and
clean up the environment, why do we care?
I think there are two answers to that.

First, the reason they can do it is that the
new economy has produced scientific and
technological advances that absolutely dis-
prove the old ideas about growth. It is actu-
ally now possible to grow an economy faster,
for example, with a sensible environmental
policy and by keeping your kids in school in-
stead of at work, so that you build more
brainpower to have more rapid, more long-
term, more balanced growth.

Secondly, we all have an interest, particu-
larly in the environmental issue, because of
global warming, because of greenhouse gas
emissions, and because it takes somewhere
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between 50 and 100 years for those emissions
to go away out of our larger atmosphere. So
if there is a way for us to find a path of devel-
opment that improves, rather than aggra-
vates, the difficulties we have with climate
change today by reducing rather than in-
creasing greenhouse gases, we are all obli-
gated to do it.

That is why, after the Kyoto Protocols, I
recommended to all the advanced nations
that we engage in emissions trading and vig-
orous investment of new technologies in de-
veloping countries, with an absolute commit-
ment to them that we would not ask them
to slow their economic growth.

We will see within the next few years auto-
mobiles on the streets all over the world that
routinely get somewhere between 70 and 90
miles a gallon. In South America, many coun-
tries run on ethanol instead of gasoline. The
big problem is that the conversion is not very
good; it takes about 7 gallons of gasoline to
make 8 gallons of ethanol. Within a matter
of a couple of years, scientists almost cer-
tainly will unlock the chemical block that will
enable us to produce 8 gallons of fuel from
farm products or grasses or even farm waste
like rice hulls, for 1 gallon of gasoline. When
that happens, you will see people driving cars
that effectively are getting 400 or 500 miles
to the gallon of gasoline.

These things are before us. All these tech-
nologies should be disseminated as widely as
possible, as quickly as possible, so that no
nation gives up any growth to be a respon-
sible environmental partner in the world.

And on the human development side, I
will say again, the globalized economy prizes
human development above all else. It is in
the long-term and the short-term interests
of developing countries not to abuse their
workers and to keep their children in school.

Now, do we have all the answers to this?
No, partly because the circumstances and the
possibility, even for trade engagement, from
nation to nation vary so much; but partly be-
cause we don’t have more forums like this
within which we can seek common under-
standings on worker rights, the environment,
and other contentious issues.

We have suggested that the Committee on
Trade and the Environment be invited to ex-
amine the environmental applications of

WTO negotiations in sessions where devel-
oping countries form the majority. We can-
not improve cooperation and mutual under-
standing unless we talk about it. That is our
motivation; that is our only motivation in
seeking to open a discussion about the con-
nections between labor and trade and devel-
opment, in the form of a new WTO working
group.

And I will say this again, the consequence
of running away from an open dialog on a
profoundly important issue will be—it won’t
be more trade; it’ll be more protection. The
consequence of opening up a dialog and
dealing honestly with these issues will show
that in the new economy, we can have more
growth and more trade, with better treat-
ment for people in the workplace and more
sensible environmental policies. I believe
that. You have to decide if you believe that.

My experience in life—and I’m not as
young as I used to be—let me just say, at
Thanksgiving a 6-year-old daughter of a
friend of mine asked me how old I was. She
looked up at me and she said, ‘‘How old are
you, anyway?’’ And I said, ‘‘I’m 53.’’ She said,
‘‘That’s a lot.’’ [Laughter]

Well, it looks younger every day to me.
But I have lived long enough to know this:
In the words of that slogan that people my
daughter’s age always use, denial is not just
a river in Egypt. [Laughter] And the more
we hunker down and refuse to devote time
systematically to discussing these issues and
letting people express their honest opinion,
the more we are going to fuel the fires of
protectionism, not put them out. We have
to make some institutional accommodation
to the fact that this is a part of the debate
surrounding globalization.

Now, I feel the same way about labor
standards. And there is a win-win situation
here. Let me just give you one example. We
had a pilot program through our Agency for
International Development, working with
the garment industry in Bangladesh to take
children out of factories and put them back
in schools. The program got kids to learn,
and actually boosted garment exports and
gave jobs to adults who would otherwise not
have had them.

We can do more of this if we lower the
rhetoric and focus more on results. Common
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ground means asking workers in developed
countries to think about the future of workers
in Asia, Africa, or Latin America. It means
governments finding the courage to rise
above short-term political interest. It means
corporations taking responsibility for the ef-
fects of their actions, whether they’re in an
African delta or a New York highrise. It
means a new, more active idea of corporate
responsibility, stepping up to the plate to pay
for vaccines or educate a new generation of
workers in another country as a part of the
globalization economic strategy.

Finally, let me say that the lessons from
our history are clear: we will—we must sup-
port the rules-based system we have, the
WTO, even as we seek to reform and
strengthen it.

I think those who heard a wakeup call on
the streets of Seattle got the right message.
But those who say that we should freeze or
disband the WTO are dead wrong. Since
World War II, there have been eight separate
rounds of multilateral trade negotiations,
hundreds of trade agreements signed. What’s
happened? Global trade has increased
fifteenfold, contributing to the most rapid,
sustained, and, yes, widely shared growth
ever recorded.

There is no substitute for the confidence
and credibility the WTO lends to the process
of expanding trade based on rules. There’s
no substitute for the temporary relief WTO
offers national economies, especially against
unfair trade and abrupt surges in imports.
And there is no substitute for WTO’s author-
ity in resolving disputes, which commands
the respect of all member nations. If we ex-
pect public support for the WTO, though—
I’ll get back to my main point—we’ve got
to get out of denial of what’s happening now.

If we expect the public to support the
WTO the way I do—and I think almost all
of you do—we have to let the public see what
we’re doing. We have to make more docu-
ments available, faster; we have to open dis-
pute panel hearings to the public; we have
to allow organizations and individuals to
panel their views in a formal way; and we
all have to play by the rules and abide by
the WTO decisions, whether we win or
whether we lose.

Let me be clear. I do not agree with those
who say we should halt the work of the WTO
or postpone a new trade round. But I do not
agree with those who view with contempt the
new forces seeking to be heard in the global
dialog. Globalization is empowering people
with information, everywhere.

One of the most interesting things I did
on my trip to China was visit an Internet cafe.
The more people know, the more opinions
they’re going to have; the more democracy
spreads—and keep in mind, more than half
the world now lives under governments of
their own choosing—the more people are
going to believe that they should be the mas-
ters of their own fate. They will not be denied
access. Trade can no longer be the private
province of politicians, CEO’s, and trade ex-
perts. It is too much a part of the fabric of
global interdependence.

I think we have to keep working to
strengthen the WTO—to make sure that the
international trade rules are as modern as the
market itself; to enable commerce to flourish
in all sectors of the economy, from agri-
culture to the Internet. I will keep working
for a consensus for a new round—to promote
development, to expand opportunity, and to
boost living standards all around the world.
We will show flexibility, and I ask our trading
partners to do the same.

But I would like to just close by trying to
put this dilemma that you’ve all been dis-
cussing, and that was writ large in the streets
of Seattle, in some context. Now, keep in
mind, arguably a lot of the demonstrators in
Seattle have conflicting objectives them-
selves, because of the interests that they rep-
resented. The thing they had in common was,
they felt that they had no voice in a world
that is changing very rapidly. So I want to
make two observations in closing.

Number one, we should stop denying that
there is in many places an increase in in-
equality, and we should instead start explain-
ing why it has happened and what we can
do about it. Every time a national economy
has seen a major change in paradigm, in the
beginning of the new economy those that are
well-positioned reap great gains; those that
are uprooted but not well-positioned tend to
suffer an increase in inequality.
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In the United States, when our economy,
the center of our economy moved from farm
to factory 100 years ago—and many people
left the farm and came to live in our cities;
and many people from your countries came
to our shores and were living in unbelievably
cramped conditions in tenement houses in
New York City and elsewhere, working long
hours, breathing dirty air—there was a big
increase in inequality, even though there was
an increase in wealth, in the beginning. Why?
Because some people were well-positioned
to take advantage of the new economy, and
some people weren’t.

But then political and social organizations
began to develop the institutions which
would intermediate these inequalities. And
the economy itself began to mature and dis-
perse the benefits more broadly, and inequal-
ity went down. When we saw, beginning
about 20 years ago in most advanced econo-
mies, a shift from the industrial economy to
the digital economy, in many places there
was an increase in inequality. In our country,
we had a 25-year increase in inequality,
which seems to have halted and been re-
versed only in the last 2 to 3 years.

So a part of this is the change in the para-
digm of the global economy which puts a
huge, huge, huge premium on education,
skills, and access to information technology,
which is even more burdensome to devel-
oping economies seeking to come to grips
with these challenges.

Now, having said that, it should be obvious
to all that the last thing in the world we want
to do is to make the global economy less inte-
grated, because that will only slow the transi-
tion to the digital economy in the poorest
countries or in the poorest neighborhoods of
the wealthy countries.

The answer is to look at what happened
in the transition from the agricultural econ-
omy to the industrial economy, develop a
21st century version of that, and get it done
much, much faster—not to run to the past
but not to deny the present.

The second point I’d like to make is this.
We have a well-developed WTO for dealing
with the trade issues. We don’t have very
well-developed institutions for dealing with
the social issues, the environmental issues,
the labor issues, and no forum within which

they can all be integrated. That’s why people
are in the streets; they don’t have any place
to come in and say, ‘‘Okay, here’s what I
think and here’s the contribution I have;
here’s the beef I have. How are we going
to work all this out?’’

That’s why you’re all here talking about
it. That’s why you’ve got a record crowd here.
And we all know this intuitively. So I think
if I could offer any advice, there are—there’s
thousands of times more experience and
knowledge about all these things in this room
than I have in my head. But I do understand
a little bit about human nature and a little
bit about the emerging process of freedom
and democracy. We have got to find ways
for these matters to be dealt with that the
people who care about them believe are le-
gitimate. And we cannot pretend that
globalization is just about economics and it’s
over here, and all these other things are very
nice, and we will be very happy to see some-
body over here somewhere talk about them.

You don’t live your life that way. You don’t
wake up in the morning and sort of put all
these barriers in your head and—you know,
it’s all integrated. It’s like I say, we’ve got
the Chairman of the Palestinian Authority
here; we’re working very hard to find a com-
prehensive peace in the Middle East. We
can’t find that peace if we say, ‘‘Well, here’s
what we’re going to do on these difficult
issues and, oh, by the way, there’s economics,
but it’s over here and it doesn’t have anything
to do with it.’’ We have to put all these things
together.

So I ask you, help us to find a way, first,
to explain to the skeptics and the opponents
of what we believe in, why there is some in-
crease in inequality as a result of an economic
change that is basically wonderful and has
the potential—if we make the changes we
should—to open possibilities for poor people
all over the world that would have been un-
dreamed of even 10 years ago. And second,
find a way to let the dissenters have their
say, and turn them into constructive partners.
If you do that, we will continue to integrate
the world economically and in terms of polit-
ical cooperation.

We have got a chance to build a 21st cen-
tury world that walks away, not only from
the modern horrors of terrorists and bio- and
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chemical terrorism and technology but away
from ancient racial, religious, and tribal ha-
tred. Growth is at the center of that chance.
It gives people hope every day. But the eco-
nomics must be blended with the other le-
gitimate human concerns. We can do it—not
by going back to the past but by going to-
gether into the future.

Thank you very much.
President Klaus Schwab. Mr. President,

ladies and gentlemen, we have just time for
one or two questions. But before raising
these issues, Mr. President, I can tell you,
and the applause has shown you, what sup-
port you have for your plea for an open,
rules-based trading system and for
globalization. But at the same time, what we
take home and what suddenly will influence
our discussions very much over the next days,
I think we have—and we are all aware here
in this hall—that we have to change our atti-
tudes, and that we have to create this human
and social dimension to globalization. It’s in
our own interest, and your speech, I think,
will be reminded and will be translated into
the necessary action.

Now, Mr. President, just two questions.
The first one: In your reference to free trade
and the WTO, you didn’t mention China.
And my question is——

President Clinton. Yes, I did.
President Schwab. You mentioned it?
President Clinton. I did, but I don’t

have—I speak with an accent, so—[laughter]
President Schwab. No, no. [Laughter]
President Clinton. I did, but I——
President Schwab. The question which

I would like to raise is, will you actually rally
the support in your country and internation-
ally to get China integrated into the WTO?

President Clinton. I think so. In the
United States, in the Congress, there are ba-
sically two blocks of people who oppose Chi-
na’s accession to the WTO. There are those
who believe we should not do it because even
though—everyone has to recognize, if you
look at our trade deficit with China, everyone
recognizes it’s huge—by far, the biggest part
of our trade deficit. Everyone recognizes that
we have kept our markets open to China,
and that if we had greater access to Chinese
markets, it would be a good thing for us. So
no one could seriously argue that the open-

ings from agriculture and for other opportu-
nities are massive, and that it would mean
more to the United States than any other
country since we buy—we’re about 22 per-
cent of the world’s economy, and every year
we buy between 33 and 40 percent of all
China’s exports, and we have a major, major
trade deficit.

On the economic argument, the people
who are against it say, ‘‘Yes, that may be true,
but if you put China in the WTO, it’s basi-
cally a protectionist country and then Amer-
ica will never get any real action on labor
and environmental standards and all that be-
cause China will thwart every reform we
want.’’ That’s what people say.

Then, there is another group of people
that don’t want to vote for it because of the
actions the Chinese have taken to try to pre-
serve stability at the expense of freedom.
They believe that even if China’s economy
has grown more open, political crackdowns,
crackdowns against the Falun Gong and oth-
ers have gotten more intense, more open,
and that it puts the lie to the argument that
integrating China into the international sys-
tem will lead to a more open, more demo-
cratic, more cooperative China. Those are
basically the two arguments that will be
made.

Those both rate serious issues, but I think
it would be a mistake of monumental propor-
tion for the United States not to support Chi-
na’s entry into the WTO. I believe that be-
cause, again, my experience is that you’re al-
most 100 percent of the time better off hav-
ing an old adversary that might be a friend
working with you, even when you have more
disagreements and you have to stay up a little
later at night to reach agreement, than being
out there wondering, on the outside won-
dering what you’re doing and being abso-
lutely sure whatever it is, it’s not good for
them.

So I believe that having them in the WTO
will not only pad the economic benefits for
the United States and other countries I men-
tioned but will increase the likelihood of
positive change in China and, therefore, sta-
bility throughout Asia.

Let me say, you know, China and Russia
both are still going through big transitions.
The Russian economy is coming back a little
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better than most people think it is. No one
knows what China and Russia will be like
10 years from now for sure, and you can’t
control it, unless you’re Chinese or Russian;
but you can control what you do. And I don’t
know about you, but 10 years from now,
whatever happens, I want to know that I did
everything I could to increase the chance that
they would make good choices, to become
good, constructive neighbors and good, con-
structive partners in the global community.

You know, we don’t agree with the Russian
policy in Chechnya, but we’ve gotten rid of
5,000 nuclear weapons, and we got our sol-
diers working together in the Balkans. So I
think the argument—we’ve got to try to have
these big countries integrated, for the same
reason we have to keep trying to work with
India and with Pakistan to resolve those dif-
ficulties and get them fully integrated.

At every turn, we have to ask ourselves—
we cannot control what other people do; we
can only control what we do. But when all
is said and done, if it works out well or it
works out poorly, we want to know that we
have done everything we possibly could to
give people a chance to make good decisions.
And that’s what drives me, and that’s why
we’re going to do everything we possibly
can—under the leadership of Secretary
Daley, who’s going to coordinate our efforts
to implement the agreement that our Trade
Ambassador, Charlene Barshefsky, nego-
tiated—we’re going to try everything we can
to get China permanent trading status so we
can support their entering the WTO. And
my guess is that we’ll do it. But it’s going
to be a big fight, and you can watch it with
interest, and I hope with support. Thank you.

President Schwab. Mr. President, you
mentioned debt relief in your speech, and
you also mentioned it in your State of the
Union message. Do you think the G–7 are
really doing enough in this respect?

President Clinton. No, I don’t. But if we
do—I’m trying to focus on doing what we
promised to do. And again, let me tell you
what the debate is. We had an intense effort,
in the last session of Congress, to pass what
the Congress was finally, at the end of the
session, good enough to do, and do on a bi-
partisan basis—I want to give credit to the
Republicans, as well as the Democrats, who

voted for this—to support our forgiving 100
percent of our bilateral debt for the poorest
countries. And we’re going to have another
intense debate to support our contributions
to the multilateral debt reduction effort,
which is even more important.

The debate at home—basically, the people
who are against this are old-fashioned con-
servatives who think when people borrow
money they ought to pay it back, and if you
forgive their debt, well, then, no one else will
ever loan them money, because they’ll think
they’ll have to forgive their debt, too. There’s
something to that, by the way. There’s some-
thing to that. In other words, when we get
into negotiations of whether debt should be
rescheduled or totally forgiven, there are
many times—when I have confidence in the
leader of a country, and I know they’re going
in the right direction, I would almost always
rather forgive it—assuming I could get the
support in Congress to do so.

But we do have to be sensitive to the way
the world investor community views all these
things, so that when all is said and done,
countries that genuinely will have to continue
to borrow money can get the money they
need. But with that caveat, I favor doing
more and more than the Cologne debt initia-
tive. But my experience is, we do these things
on a step-by-step basis. We already have
broadened the Cologne debt initiative, and
we’re going to broaden it again. And I think
if we get the Cologne debt initiative done
and it works, and people see that it works,
then we can do more.

But it is really—it is quite pointless, it
seems to me, to keep these poor countries
trapped in debt. They’re having to make debt
service payments, which means that they
can’t educate their children, they can’t deal
with their health care problems, they can’t
grow their economy, and, therefore, they
can’t make any money to pay their debts off
anyway. I mean, it’s a totally self-defeating
policy we’ve got now.

So I would like to see us do as much as
possible, but at the same time, I want to re-
mind you of another point I made. A lot of
countries suffer not because they have gov-
ernments that are too strong; they suffer be-
cause they have governments that are too
weak. So we have to keep trying to build the
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governance capacity for countries so when
they get their debt relief, then they can go
forward and succeed. So I don’t think you
should forget about that, either.

All of us have a real obligation to try to
help build capacity so our friends, when they
get the relief, can make the most of it.

President Schwab. Mr. President, to con-
clude our session, you have in front of you
the 1,000 most influential business leaders.
What would be your single, most important
wish towards them, at this moment?

President Clinton. My most important
wish is that the global business community
could adopt a shared vision for the next 10
to 20 years about what you want the world
to look like, and then go about trying to cre-
ate it in ways that actually enhance your busi-
ness, but do so in a way that helps other peo-
ple as well.

I think the factor about globalization that
tends to be underappreciated is, it will only
work if we understand it genuinely means
interdependence. It means interdependence,
which means we can—none of us who are
fortunate can any longer help ourselves un-
less we are prepared to help our neighbors.
And we need a more unifying, more inclusive
vision. Once you know where you’re going,
it’s a lot easier to decide what steps to take
to get there. If you don’t know where you’re
going, you can work like crazy, and you would
be walking in the wrong direction. That’s why
I think this forum is so important.

You need to decide. The business commu-
nity needs to decide. You may not agree with
anything I said up here today. But you have
to decide whether you really agree that the
WTO is not just the province for you and
me and the trade experts. You have to decide
whether you really agree that globalization
is about more than markets alone. You have
to decide whether you really agree that free
markets—even in an age of free markets, you
need confident, strong, efficient government.
You have to decide whether you really agree
that it would be a good thing to get the debt
off these countries’ shoulders if you knew
and could require that the money saved
would go into educating children and not
building weapons of destruction.

Because if you decide those things, you
can influence not only the decisions of your

own government but how all these inter-
national bodies, including the WTO, work.
So the reason I came all the way over here
on precious little sleep, which probably un-
dermined my ability to communicate today,
is that collectively, you can change the world.
And what you are doing here is a mirror
image of what people are doing all over the
world. This is a new network.

But don’t leave the little guys out. You
know, I come from a little town in Arkansas.
I was born in a town of 6,000 people, in a
State that’s had an income just about half
the national average. I’ve got a cousin who
lives in Arkansas. He’s a small-businessman,
he works for a small business who, 2 or 3
times a week, plays chess on the Internet
with a guy in Australia. Now, they’ve got to
work out the times. How they do that, I don’t
know. [Laughter] But the point I want to
make to you is, he thinks he knows as much
about his life and his interests and how he
relates to the Internet and the world, as I
do. He thinks, he knows just as much about
his interests as his President does, who hap-
pens to be his cousin.

So we need these networks. And you are
in an unbelievably unique position. So my
one wish for you—you might think I’d say
China or this or that and the other; it’s noth-
ing specific—develop a shared vision. When
good people with great energy have shared
vision, all the rest works out.

Thank you very much.

NOTE: The President spoke at 12:36 p.m. in the
Plenary Room at the Congress Center. In his re-
marks, he referred to President Andres Pastrana
of Colombia; President Thabo Mbeki of South Af-
rica; Chairman Yasser Arafat of the Palestinian
Authority; President Jose Maria Aznar of Spain;
Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit of Turkey; and John
J. Sweeney, president, AFL–CIO. Klaus Schwab
served as President of the World Economic
Forum.

Statement on Paying Down
the National Debt
January 31, 2000

Today we received further evidence that
our economic strategy of fiscal discipline is


