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Jeffrey A. Shesol
03/07/2000 04:12:51 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Paul K. Orzulak/NSC/EOP@EOP

cc. Jeffrey A. Shesol/ WHO/EOP@EOP
Subject: revised China draft (red-lined)

Paul,
Again, truly terrific job. And thanks for going a long way indeed toward accommodating my edits.
| have just a few additional concerns that I'll mention briefly:

1) Onp. 1,1 th|nk the choice before the Congress can be more clear still, and I've suggested a slight
rewrite.

2) On p. 2, to say China was a "question mark" is not quite right. "Who lost China" was not really a
question at all -- it was political finger-pointing, a cudgel wielded by the GOP in a brutally partisan political
battle against the Truman WH and the allegedly "Red"-riddled China Bureau of the State Dept. | would
Iose this entirely; but if you're going to use it, | think you need to be a little more clear.

3) On p.3, the discussion of what trade agreements are usually like is way too wonky and actually
unnecessary. '

4) On p. 7, the point about China "bleming us hullying" is never really explained.. I'd lose it.

5) On p. 8, again, | strongly beI|eve the detail about Shenyang only confuses things. It's several steps of
this-happened-then-that-happened before you hit the punchhne You just don't need it to make this point;
and, as | said, | think it only confuses the point, because it's so specific as to have no obvious reIevance to
the other 900,000 villages that are now holding elections. .

6) On p. 10, | still believe duite strongly that "nail Jello to the wall" is too glib; this idea (about freedom on
the Internet) needs more lift: something like, "Well, it won’t work. In an information age, it simply
can’t work.. In China today, the one-party state is still powerful; but with one click of a mouse, a
_Chinese child can find new freedoms that are even more powerful."

7) It's still much too long. (Yes, | know you'were expecting to hear that from a domestic speechwriter.)
My edits yesterday brought it down from 4000 to 3300 'words; your revised version is still at 3900. My new
round of changes gets you down to 3700, but | still thlnk it should be several hundred words shorter than
that.

Again, | think you've done a lot of heavy liting with apparent ease and | hope this additional stuff only
lightens your burden a little more..

Jeff
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' PRESIDENT WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON -
REMARKS TO JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF ADVANCED INTERNATIONAL STUDIES

: ON CHINA
"~ WASHINGTON, DC
MARCH 8, 2000

I want to thank J ohns Hopkins University and the School of Advanced International Studies for
the opportunity to come here today and talk about China. For the past decade or so, this school
has shared a unique program with Nanjing University. It trains future leaders in both of our

countries who will guide our relationship in tlte decades to come. So this is a good place to talk
about a decision America has to make this year that could change not only our relationship with

China, but China itself.

Last fall, as many of you know, America signed an agreement to bring China into the World
Trade Organlzatlon on terms that will dramatically open its market to American products When
China concludes similar agreements with other countries, it will join the WTO. But for us to
beneﬁt frotn‘ China’s entry, we must first grant it Permanent Normal Trade Relations status,
which is the same arrangement we have given to 132 of the 134 countries in the WTO.

Feday[Today/ this week.] I am submitting legislation to the Congress that will do just that. .

Let me be clear: thevete-the Congress }

ano-

whether China will join the WTO; itis-eabrenthe Congress witt RCCJdc os-l.\gwhether the Un1ted

States will share in the economic benefits. A vote against PNTR will cost America jobs
beeausejobs: it will cost America opportunity as our competitors in Canada, Europe, and Asia

apture Chinese we-othersdseeewtdmarkets that we

would otherwise have served.




At the same time, T understand that members of Congress are much more likely to vote for
PNTR if they understand why it is in America’s fundamenfal interest to bring China into the
WTOand-why-we-made-the-ehotee-we-madetastfall. So I’m going to work as hard as I can to
encourage Americans to embrace that choice. Bécause I believe with all my heart that 'the
agreement we reached represents the most significant we have takén to create both jobs in .
America and positive change in China since President Nixon ﬁrst‘ Went to China neaﬂy three |
decades ago. |

For a long time now, Americéms have debated our relationship with Chiné, partly because our
perceptions of China kéep changing. |

In the éarly 1900s, most Americans saw China either through the eyes of traders seeking to win
markets, or missionaries seeking to win hearts. During World War II, China was our élly.
During the.Korean War, it was our adversary. [At the dawn of the Cold War, when I was

growing up, it was a cudgel in a partisan political guestiensnarkbattlé — who lost China?] Later,

it was a counterweight to the Soviet Union. Now, in some people's eyes it's a caricature: either
the next great capitalist tiger with the biggest market in the world, or the world’s last great
communist dragon and a threat to peace and stability in Asia -- the land of a billion customers, or

the land of a billion prisoners.

Our changing perceptions of China only superficially reflected the profound changes that have
taken place within China itself — the fatinsfallen dynasties, foreign invasions, civﬂ wars, cruel
famines, reigns of terror, a communist revolution, an industrial revolution, and now the

beginning of a market revolution.

Through all this upheaval, there has been one ‘constant: America's stake -- our profound national

interest -- in the outcome. For the past 30 years, every American President, without regard to



3 . .
party, has wbrked fo:r a China that contributes  to the stébility, not the instability, of ‘Asia; that
is open to our pfoducts; that uphélds the rule of law at home and plays by international rules
around the world. There is a simple reason. We are a nation that has fought three wars in Asia

in the 20" Century. But we are also a nation that cherishes liberty and believes that if pedple are

free to make their own choices, the world will be a safer and more prosperous place.

The path China takes is

China’s choice. We can’t control it. But we can control the choices we make. We can work to

move China in the right direction; or we can turn our backs and almost certainly send it in the
wrong direction. I believe the this WTO agreement will move China in the right direction, and
advance the goals America has worked for in China the past 30 years. I want to talk today about

how and why.

This has been called a free trade agreement. . But let's understand from the beginning: it is not

like most trade agreements.

‘ W&Gﬁ@%&ﬁ—m&*@%ﬁ—fﬁ*&h&r—m aareemrent(t is the trade equivalent of a one-way street—H /7
regutresstreet — requiring China to open its markets to our products and services, but-aHwe-asree V .

to-de-iswhile we agree only to maintain the market accesst-hé\t. we already give to China. K-dees

notchance-ourtariffsone-bit— This is the kind of agreement every country wishes for or works

toward, the kind you get'm'a)'/be once in a generation.

We are a country with four percent of the world’s population_br=22-percent ofite-come. - If
we’re going to continue to prosperin-the-2+ -Centurywe-had-bettergrow, we’ve got to be

selling more and more things to more and more people around the world. And where better .
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than China? With more than a billion people —  over one-fifth of the world’s population --

China is the biggest potential market in the world, and under China’s WTO accession agreement,

America will gain unprecedented access to it.

Chinese tariffs in every sector, from telecommunications products to automobiles to agriculture,
will fall by half or more over five years. For the first time, our companies will be able to sell and
distribute products in China made by workers hére in America, without being forced to relocate
manufacturing to China, sell through a government middle-man, or transfer valuable
technologyereperations to China. We'll be able to export products without exporting jobs.

MeanWhile, we'll get new safeguards against any surges of imports from China. -

If fhe Congress passes PNTR, then we reap these rewards. If Congress rejects it, then our
conipetjtors do. I will say this again, because we must undf;rstand fhé consequences of saying
no: if we don't sell our prodﬁcts to China,l some other country will be happy to, and we will
spend the next twenty years regretting it. We will spend the next 20 years wondering why we
ever handed over all the benefits we negotiated - and gave up the competitive edge we've earned

-- to Europe, Japan, and others.

So on purely economic grounds, this agreement isa win-win. Most of its critics don'texes

. question that. GrtiesThey are more likely to say-that: China is a growing threat to Taiwan and

its heighbors, and we shouldn’t strengthen it. Or, China violates labor rights and environmental
standards, and we shbuldn’t enrich it. Or, China i's‘an offender of human rights, and we
shouldn’t reward it. Or, China is a dangerous proliferator, and we shouldn’t empower it.

And most of their concerns are absolutely legitimate.

Those of us who support the China WTO agreement are under no illusion about the government

in Beijing. It is a one-party state that does not tolerate opposition. It denies its citizens the most



fundamental rights of free speech and religious expression. It defines its interests in the world

in ways that are often at odds with our own.

But let me be very clear: the question is not whettier we approve or disapprove of conditions in \

China. The question is, what can we do to improve them?

This is not abeuta contest between economic rights ersesand human rights, or economic

security »essusand national security. Fhatisafalse-chotee-[hese are false choices. We’re not

trying to promote one over the other, we are trying to promote both. Membership in the WTO
won’t create a free society in China overnight, or guarantee that China will play by global rules.

But over time, we believe it’s going to move China much further in the right direétion. .

To understand how, ‘it’>s important to understand why China is willing to do all of this in the first
piace. Why they are doing this is just as important as what they are doing.

Over the past 20 years, China hafs made greaf progress in buildiné a new economy, lifting more
than 200 million people out of absolute poverty. It is linking so many people through its efforts
to build a new corr‘lmuni‘cations network that is‘it adding the equivalent of a new Baby Bell every
year. Nationwide, China has seen more than one ﬁlillion nonprofit and social organizations

emerge, and a 2,500 percent explosion of print and broadcast media.

But its system is still plagued by corruption. Only about one-third of its ecori.omy is private
enterprise. And nearly 60 percent of its investment and 80 percent of all business lending is
directed toward state-owned dinosaurs thatare least likely to survive in the global economy.
Much of China’s economy today stillbasiéa-l—lry operates under the old theory that if they had just

shoveled coal into the furnaces faster, the Titanic would have stayed afloat.
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Meanwhile, its workforce is increasiﬁg by 12  million each year. At least 100 million people
in China are still looking for work. And economic growth has slowed just when it néeds to be
rising to create neW jobs. It's ironic: many Americans ére legitimately concernéd about the
danger a strong ana successful China could pose to us in the 21 century. But the danger of a

weak China, beset by internal chaos and disintegration is also real, and China's leaders know it.

So China’s leaders face a dilemma: they realize that if they open China’s antiquated market to
global competition, they risk unleashing forces beyond their control — temporary unemployment,
social unrest, and greater demands for freedom. But they have also concluded that without
competition, China will not be able to attract investment or build world-class industries that can

survive and grbw in the global economy.

With this agreement, China has chosen reform, despite the risks. The questibn for America is:
do we want to play a constructive role in encouraging those reforms? Or do we want to reject
China’s choice, stand aside, and ﬁerhaps make failure a self-fulﬁlling prophecy? 1 think that
would be a mistake of historic proportions. This is a choice we must elrnbrace, for our own good

and the good of the world.

When I see this debate about China going on in our country, I try to remind pepple that the -
Chinese are engaged in the same kind of debate about us. Not just China's leaders, but many of
China's people believe Américans don’t want their country to assume its rightful place in the
world. If China joins the WTO and we turn our backs, mahy Chinese will see this as an

Am_erican vote for failure in China.

Let’s not forget: there is a reason China built the Great Wall. It has endured centuries of
invasions and occupations; it has tried for most of its history to keepv the world out. By joining

the WTO, they’ve made a clear choice -- to overcome a great wall of suspicion and insecurity
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and engage the rest of the world. Again, I ask: if they’re willing to reach out to lis, do we

really want to slap that hand away?

I am telling you, everything .I have ever learned in my life, and everything I have learned about
China, éonvinces me that we have a far greater chance of inﬂuenci_ng'China's actions if we brihg
it into the world than if we shut it out. |
Under this agréement, some of China’s most important decisions, for the first time, will be
subject to the review of an international body. China is concéding that governments cannot

behave arbitrarily either at home or abroad, that their actions are subjecf to rules consistently

applied. Opponents say that doesn’t matter; China will just break its promises. But if it does, /

-because S ima—tsits actions will be

subject to rules embraced and judgments passed by 135 nations.

But the éhange_, this agreement can bring from the oﬁtside-in is nothing c0mpare'c.i to thebchange it
cém bfing from the inside-out. By joining the WTO, China is not sirﬁpIy agreeing to import more
of our products; it is agreeing to import one of democracy’s most cherished principles: economic - -
freedom. The more China liberalizes its economy, the more fully it will liberates the potential of
its people -- their initiative, thelr imagination, their spirit of enterprlse And when individuals

have the power not Jus’g to dream but to realize those dreams, they will demand a greater say in

their own destiny.

Already, more and more, China’s best and brightest are starting their 0\;vn companies, or §eéking
jobs with foreign-owned companies -- where they generally get higher pay, more respect, and a
better work environment. In fits and staﬁs, for the first time, China may become a society where
people get ahead based on what they know rather than who they know. Surveys show that -

American businesses in China are leading the market in developing human resources -- by

‘emphasizing teamwork and respect for individual rights. In turn, Chinese firms are realizing that
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unless they treat employees with respect, fhey will lose out in the competition for top talent.
This process will only accelerate as China joins the WTO, and we should encourage it , because

it will lift standards for Chinese workers -- and their expectations.

- But there is something even more revolutionary at work here. By taking this step, by slashing

the tariffs that protect its state-owned industries, China iss s removing

government from vast areas of its akespeople’s lives. Step by

step it is taking the command and control out of communism. >( ~,

Let’s not forget how communism works. In the past, virtually every Chinese citizen woke up in
‘an apartment or house owned by their government, went to work in a factory or farm run by their
government, read newspapers published by their government. State-run workplaces also operated

the schools where they sent their children, the clinics where they received health care, and the

stores where they bought food.

—Now people are

leaving those firms, and when China joins the WTO, they will leave them fasfer. The Chinese
government will no longer be evérylc)ne's employer, landlord, shopkeeper and nanny rolled into
one. It will have fewer instruments to cqptr’ol people’s lives, fewer means to win their.l(;yalty.

And that may lead to profound change.

. ‘ J g )
A few weeks ago, the Washington Post had a good story about the impact of these changes in the

city of Shenyang in China. [[I still strongly believe this detail only confuses things. It’s several

steps of this-liappened-then-that-happened be/bre vou get to the punchline. I would save 7()

words by cutting from here to the end of the bracket. Since 1949, most of the people of

Shenyang have worked in massive state-run industries. But as these old factories and-mills shut

‘down, people aire‘losing their jobs -- and their benefits. Last September, Beijing announced that it
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- was going to be awarding bonus checks to Chinese citizens to celebrate China’s 50™

anniversary under communism. But Shenyang didn’t have the money to pay, which sparked a

massive protest. Se-te-ease-tensions:S0] To ease tenstonsTANSEd by econonmcthauge, the local

government has given the people a say in how the city isrun. On a limited basis, citizens now

have the right to vote in local elections. It’s not exactly democracy, because the Party still puts
up the candidates, and dec1des who can vote. But it’s a first step. And it’s not just happemng in

* Shenyang. Local elections are now held in the vast majority of the country’s 900,000 villages.

When asked why, one Party 6fﬁcia1 in Shenyang said: "This is the begipning ofa process. We
realized that in order to improve social control, wei have got to let the masses have a say.” This
is_not the first time a communist country has taken this gamble. But the genie of freedom will
not go back in the bottle. As Earl Warren ence-said: Hibesty"Liberty is the most cbntagious

force in the world."

HewAnd how will liberty spread, in this new t:entpry? The answer is obvious: in the inforﬁation
age, liberty is carriedinpast by cell phone; it is conducted by cable modem. China's information
infrastructure is growing fast, by orders of magnitude that defy measurement. In the past year, '
the number of Internet addresses in China more than quadrupled from two million to nine'
'million. This year, thé numbér is expected to grow to 20 million. Now, project that rate of -

growth onto a country that has 1.2 billion people.

AndwhenWhen China joins the WTO, it will eliminate its tariffs on information technology

products—hatmmeansproducts — making the tools of communication si-enlby-becomeeven
‘cheaper, better, and more widely. available to the Chmeqe people This will allow t-he—a-ﬁ-ze-m—e# '

Chirathem to communicate with each other -- to share ideas and information -- in ways that no
government can control. We know how much the Internet has changed America -- and we are

already an open society. Just imagine how much it could change China:
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‘There is no question China has been trying to crack down on the Internet. -We-l-k,—geeé—l-&e—k——m

stevwine-dovwn-the-effortte-brna(Again, I think “nail Jello to the wall” is too glib and the

metaphor doesn’t work here. I think this is an important point that requires some lift. 1

- suggest the following:] Well. it won’t work. In an information age. it simply can’t work.. In

China m%e—the—wm—lé—b&t—fe#&eee-lefat-mﬂ—kt—today, the one-party state is still powerful; but with

one click of a mouse, a Chinese child can find new ﬁ eedoms that are even more powerful.

I think China is going to learn what every other nation is learning és we embrace this kncwledge-
based economy: you can 't expect people to be innovative economically while being stifled
pohtlcally Bringing China into the WTO doesn’t guarantee it w1ll choose political reform. But
accelerating the process of economic change will force China to confront that choice sooner, and
it will make the imperative for the right choice far stronger. And again, if China is Willing to

take this risk, how could we possibly turn our backs?

This is not to say that

WFO-s-byChina’s membership in the WTO will alone accomplish our goals J)Hh:tL: b "J

oba AQ
Wx_l 1 itself, a human rights policy-ferthe-United-States. Change w1ll onhy—come

threushcome only by a combination of internal pressure and external validation of China’s
human rights struggle. And we must maintain our leadership in the latter, even as the WTQO

agreement contributes to-the former.

That’s why we sanctioned China under the International Religious Freedom Act last year. It is

why we are again sponsoring a resolution in the UN Human Rights Commission condemning
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China’s human rights record. We will continue  to press China to respect global norms on non-
proliferation. And we will céontinue to reject the use of force as a means to resolve the Taiwan
question, and make absolutely cléar that the issues between Beijing and Taiwan must be resolved

peacefully and with the assent of the people’ of Taiwan.

In other words, we must and will continue to defend our interests and our ideals with candor and
consistency. But we will not and cannot do so by isolating China from the very forces most

likely to change it, thevesy forces already empowering its people to build a better future.

- If we did that, it would be a gift to the hard-liners in China’s government who don’t want their
country to be part of the wo;ld_. Keep in mind: These are the same people most eager to settle
differences with Taiwan by force. The same people most threatened by our alliances with Japan
and South Korea. The same people who would like to keep the Chinese military in the business
of selling dangerous technologies around thé world. The same people whose ﬁrst.instinct in the

face of opposition is to throw people in prison camps.

Voting against PNTR won't free a single prisoner in China, or create a single job in America, or
reassure a single American ally in Asia. It would simply empower the most rigid, anti-
democratic elements in the Chinese government. It would leave the Chinese people with less

access to information, less contact with the democratic world, more resistance from their

in China, and leave our friends wondering why we walked away now. right at this moment of

- great opportunity.

It find it encouraging that the people with the greatest interest in seeing China change agree with

that. The people of Taiwan agree. Despite all the tensions they have had with Beijing, they are
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doing everyfhing they can to cement their economic ties with the mainland, and they
strongly support PNTR for China. The people of Hong Kong agree. I recently received a letter
from Martin Lee, the leader of Hong Kong’s Democratic Party. He has spent his life sfruggling
for free electioﬁs and free expressién for his people. And he wrote to ﬁle that this agreement
“represénts thf; best lpng-term hope for China to become a member of good standing of the
international community . . . We fear that should ratification fail . . . any hope for the political

and legal reform process would also recede.” Martin Lee wants us to vote in favor of PNTR.

Most of the evangelicals I know who have missions in China also want China in the WTO
because they know that it will encourage freedom of thought and more contact with the outside
wbrld. Many of the people who have paid the greatest price under Chinese repression agree; too.
Ren Wending is one of the fathers of the Chinese human rights movement. In the late 1970s, he -
was thrown in prison for founding the China Human Rights League. In the 1980s, he helped
lead ‘the deménstrations at Tiananmen Square. In‘the 1990s, he was thrown in prison again. Yet,
he says of this deal: “before, the sky was black, now it is light. This can be a new beginning.”
For these people, fighting for freedom in China is not an academic exercise or a legislative

debate, it is their life’s work. Théy are telling us that this is the right thing to do.

If you believe in a future of greater openness and freedom for the pe'ople of China; you should be
for this é‘greement. If you believe in a future of greater pfosperity for the American people, you
should be for this agreement. If you b_elieve‘in a future of peace and s’ecurity for Asia and the
world, you should be for this agreement. This is the right thing to do. It is a historic opportunity. -
And I'am going to work as hard as I can to convince Congress and the American people that

America should embrace it, and lead ‘t_he world to do the same. Thank you.
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Record Type: Record

To: Christine A. Stanek/ WHO/EOP@EOP ’ ,
cc: marty j. hoffmann/who/eop@eop, Paul K. Orzulak/NSC/EOP@EOP, Jeffrey A. Shesol/WHO/EOP@EOP
bce: '

Subject: Re: SAIS speech

The following members of the Cabinet will attend the speech tomorrow and should be acknowledged in his
speech:

Secretary of Treasury, Larry Summers

Secretary of Agriculture, Dan Glickman

Secretary of Commerce, Bill Daley

Ambassador Charlene Barshefsky, US Trade Representative

FYI: | will be at SAIS before POTUS arrival.
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Record Type: Record
To: Paul K. Orzulak/NSC/EOP@EOP

cc : :
Subject: China Conference Call

Forwarded by Jeffrey A. Shesol/MWWHO/EOP on 03/07/2000 02:26 PM
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i Mara A. Silver
T R 03/07/2000 01:42:08 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Jeffrey A. Shesol/ WHO/EOP@EOP

cc:
Subject: China Conference Calt

Forwarded by Mara A. SilverA WHO/EOP on 03/07/2000 01:41 PM

" Monica K. Shélton
03/07/2000 01:22:10 PM

{Fenocn

Record Type: Record

To: Mara A. SilverMVHO/EOP@EOP

cc:
Subject: China Conference Call

3/7/00 Conference Call re: Chiha Speech

POTUS Arrlve at 3:25

John Hopkins Dean Paul Wolfowitz, John Hopklns President William Brody, and Rep Lee Hamilton w1ll
accompany the President on stage

Right now the speaking order is Brody, Wolfow1tz Hamilton, then the President with Rep Hamilton 1ntr0ducmg the
president.

They are still looking for another speaker.

China working group will be there minus Cohen and Albright and will be in front row.

There haven't been many responses to the invitations for audience. They are still unsure on the audience numbers.

’



They are worried they will end up with too many students.
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PRESIDENT WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON
- REMARKS TO JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF ADVANCED INTERNATIONAL STUDIES
- ON CHINA
WASHINGTON, DC
MARCH 8, 2000

I want to thank Johns Hopkins University and the School of Advanced International Studies for
the opportunity to come here today and talk about China. For the past decade or so, this school
has shared a unique program with Nanjing University. It trains futufe leaders in both of our

countries who will guide our rélationship in the decades to Come, So this 1s a good place to talk

about a decision America has to make this year about a development that could change not only

~

our relationship with China, but China itself.

Last fall, as many of you know, America signed an agreement to bring China ihto the World
Trade Organization on terms that will dramatically open its market to American products. When
China concludes similar agreements with other countries, it will join the WTO. But for us to
benefit from China’s entry, we must first grént it Permanent Normal Trade Relations status,
which is the same arraﬁgem‘ent we have given to 132 éf the 134 countries in the WTO. Today, 1

am submitting legislation to the Congréss that will do just that.

Let me be clear: the vote the Congress is going to take this spring is not on whether China will

join the WTO; it is only on whether the United States will share in the economic benefits. A "

. vote against PNTR will cost America jobs because our competitors in Canada, Europe, and Asia .

will capture part of the China market that we otherwise could have served.

At the same time, I understand that members of Congress are much more likely to vote for
PNTR if they understand why it is in America’s fundamental interest to bring China into the

WTO, and why we made the choice we made last fall. So I'm going to work as hard as I can to



2
encourage Americans to embrace that choice. Because I believe with all my heart that the
agreement we reached represents the most significant we have taken to create both jobs in
America and poSitive change in China sinée President Nixon first went to China nearly three

decades ago.

For a long time now, Americans have debated our relationship with China, partly because our

perceptions of China keep ‘changing:

In the early 1900s, most Americans séw China either through the eyes of traders’séeking to win
markets, or missionaries seeking to win hearts. During World War II, China was our ally.
During the Korean Wé;r, it Was our adversary. At the dawn of the Cold War, whep [ was
growing up, it was a question mark — who lost China? Later, it was a counterweight to the
Soviet Union. Now, in some people's eyes ‘it’s a caricature: either the next great capitalist tiger
with the.biggést market in the world, or the world’s last great communist dragon and a threat to

peace and stability in Asia -- the land of a billion customers, or the land of a billion prisoners.

Our changing pérceptions of China only superficially reflected the profound changes that have
taken place within China itself — the falling dynasties, foreign invasions, civil wars, cruel
- famines, reigns of terror, a communist revolution, an industrial revolution, and now the

beginning of a market revolution.

Throu.gh all this upheaval, there has been one constant: America's stake -- our profound national
interest -- in the oﬁtcome; For the past 30 years, every American President, without regard to
party, has worked for a China that confributes to the stability, not the instability, of Asia; that is
open to our products; that upholds the rule of law at home and plays by international rules
~around the world. There is a simple reason. We are a nation that has fought three wars in Asia

in the 20™ Century. But we are also a nation that cherishes liberty and believes that if people are
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free to make their own choices, the world will be a safer and more prosperous place.

If we had a crystal ball, we could see exaétly what China will look like in 20 years. But we
don’t. Every nation defines its greatness in different ways, and every nation makes its own
choices. We don’t know what choices China will rhak'e. | But we do control the choices we
make. We can work to move China in the right diréction; or we can turn our backs and almost
certainly send it iﬁ thé wrong direction. I believe the-this WTO agreement will move China in
the right direction, and advance the goals America has wbrkevd for in China the past 30 years. 1

believe our associating ourselves with this agreement through a positive vote on PNTR will

make it more powerful and effective. I want to talk today about how and why.

. This haé been called a free trade agreemént. But let's undefstand from fhe beginning: it is not
like most trade agreements‘. Usually, when we sign trade agreements, we have to weigh the

; benefits of opening another counfry's markets égainst the dislocations that can take place when
we open our markets further. But this agreemeﬁt is the trade equivalent of a one-way street. It
requires China to open its markets to our products and services, but all we agree to do ié
maintain the market access that we already giVe. to China. It does not change our tariffs one bit.
This is the kind of agreement every country wishes for or works toward, the kind you get maybe

once in a generation.

We are ;1 country with four percent of the world’s populatiqn. If we’re going to continue to
prosper in the 21° Century, we had better be .selli'ng more and more things to more and more
people around the world.  And where better than China? With more than a billion people —
over one-fifth of the world’s population -- China is the biggest péfential market in the world, and

under China’s WTO accession agreement, America will gain unprecedented access to it.
. ’ N

‘Chinese tariffs in every sector, from telecommunications products to automobiles to agriculture,
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will fali by half or more over five years. For the first time, our companies will be able to sell
and distribute.prodl_icts in China made by workers here in America, without being forced to
relocate manufacturing to China, sell through a government middle-man, or transfer valuable
technology or operations to China. We'll be able to export products without experting jobs.

Meanwhile, we'll get new safeguards against any surges of imports from China.

If the Congress passes PNTR, then we reap these rewards. If Corigress rej ects it, then our
competitors do. I will say this again, because we must understand the consequences of sqying
no: if we don't sell our products to China, some other country will be happy to, and we will

. spend the next twenty }rears regretting it. We will spend the nexi 20 years wondering why we
ever handed over all the benefits we negotiated -- and gave up the competitive edge we've earned

-- to Europe, Japan, and others.

So on purely economic grounds, this agreement is a win-win. Most of its critics don't even
question that. Critics are more likely to say that: China is a growing threat to Taiwa.n and its
neighbors, and we shouldn’t strengthen it. Or, China vioiates labor rights and environmental
standards, and we shouldn’t enrich it. Or, China is an offender of human rights, and we
shouldn’t reward it. Or, China is a dangerous proliferator, and we shouldn’t empower it.

And m tethese serious concerns warrant serious

- responses.

.Those of us who support the China WTO' agreement are under no illlusion about the government
in Beijing. It is a one-party state that does not tolerate opposition. It denies its citizens the mosi

| fundamental rights of free speech and religious expression. It defines its interests in the world
in ways that are often at odd with -our own. But let me be very clear: the question is not whether
we approve or disapprove of conditions in China.. The question is, what can we do to improve

them?



This is not about: economrc rrghts versus human rrghts or economic securrty versus national
securrty Thatis a false choice. We re not trying to promote one over the other we are trying to
promote both. Membershrp in the WTO won’t create a free society in China overnight, or

' guarantee that‘China will .play by glo‘b_al 'rnles; But over time, we believe it’s going to move

China much further in the right direction. .

To understand how, it’s important to understand why China is willing’to do all of this in the first

place. Why they are doing this is just as important-as what they are doing.

Over the past 20 years, China, has made great progress rn building a new economy, lifting more

than 200 million people out of absolute poverty. It is linking so many people through its efforts
{

to build a new communrcatrons network that is it addrng the equrvalent of a new Baby Bell every

year. Nationwide, China has seen more than one million nonproﬁt and soc1a1 organizations

emerge, and‘a 2,500 percent explosion of print and broadcast media.

But its system is still plagued by corruption.‘ Only about one-third of its economy is private
enterprise. And nearly 60 percent of its investment and 80 percent of all business 1ending is -
directed toward state-owned dinosaurs that are least likely to survive in the global economy.

Despite reforms, mMuch of China’s economy today still basically operates under the old theory

that if they had just shoveled coal into the furnaces faster, the Titanic would have stayed afloat.

Meanwhile, its workforce 1s increasing by 12 million each year. At least 100 million people in

China are sti-LLlaeki-ng-for—woplsunernployed or under employed. And economic growth has

slowed just when it needs to be rising to create new jobs. It's ironic: many Americans are
legitimately concerned about the danger a strong and successful China could pose to us in the

21* century. ‘But the danger of a weak China, beset by internal chaos and disintegration is also
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real, and China's leaders k_nbw it. ‘And that kind of China would also pose grave problems for

American interests.

So China’s leaders face a dilemma: they realize that if they open China’s antiquated market to
global competition, they risk unleashing forces beyond their control ~ temporary unemployment,
social unrest, and greater demands for freedom. But they have also concluded that without

competition, China will not be able to attract investment or build world-class industries that can

survive and grow in the global economy.’

With this agreement, China has chosen reform, despite the risks. The question for America is:
- do we want to play a constructive role in encouraging those reforms? Or do we want to reject
China’s -choice, stand aside, and perhaps make failure a self-fulfilling prophecy? I think that
~ would be a mistake of historic proportions. This is a choice we must embrace, for our own good

and the good of the world.

When I see this debate about China going on in our country, I try to remind people that the
Chinese are engaged in the same kind of debate about us. Not just China's leaders, but many of

China's people believe Americans don’t want their country to assume its rightful place in the

world. If China joins the WTO and we turn our backs by rejecting PNTR, many Chinese will

see this as an American vote for failure in China.

Let’s not forget: there is a reason China built the Great Wall. Tt has endured»centuries of
| invasions and occupéﬁons; it hés tried for most of its history to keep: the.world out. By joining
vthe WTO, they’ve made a clear choice -- to overcome a great wall of sgspicion and insecurity
and engage the rest of the world. Again,ﬁ I ask: if they"re willing to reach out to us, do we really

want to slap that hand away?
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[ am telling you, everything I have ever learned in my life, and everything I have learned about
China, convinces me that we have a far greater chance of influencing China's actions if we bring

it into the world than if we shuf it out.

Under this agreement, some of Chiﬁa’s most important decisions, fér the first time, will be
subject to the review of an international body. China is conceding that governmenté cannot
behave arbitrarily either at home or abroad, that their actions are subject to rules consistently
applied. Opponents say {hat doesn’t matter; China will just break its promises. But if it does,

we’re still better off, because Ltwoalt-be-able-te-blame-U-S—buH-)q-ng-—Its-l_t_s_ actions will be

subject to rules embraced and Judgments passed by 135 nations. It won't be able to blame U.S.

bullying,

‘But the change this agreement can bring from the outside-in is nothing compared to the change it
can bring from the inside-out. By joining the WTO, China 1s not simply agreeing to import '
more of our products; it is agreeing to import one of democracy’s most cherished principles:
economic freedom. The more China liberalizes its economy, the more fully it will liberates the
potential of its people -- their initiative, their imagination, their spirit of enterprise. And when
individuals have the power not just to dream but to realize those dreéms, they will demand a

greater say in their own destiny.

Already, more and more, China’s best and brightest are stal‘cing.their own companies, or seeking
jobs with foreign-owned companies -- where they generally get higher pay, more respect, and a
better work environment. In fits aﬁd starts, for the first time, China may becom¢ a society where
people get ahead based on what they know rathér than who they know. Surveys show that
American businesées ‘in China are leading the market in developing human resources -- by
emphasizing teafnwofk and respect for individual rights. In turn, Chinese firms are realizing that

unless they treat employees with respect, they will lose out in the competition for top talent.
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This process will only accelerate as China joins the WTO, and we should encourage it , becanse

it will lift standards for Chinese workers -- and their expectatrons As Leonard Woodcock,

former head of the UAW and our first ambassador to the PRC, recently wrote “Are Chinese

workers better off with or without this agreement? The answer is that this agreement will be

enormously beneficial to Chinese workers.”

But there is something even more revolutionary at work here. By takrng this step, by slashing
the tariffs that protect its state-owned industries, China is speedrng a process that is removrng
government from vast areas of its people lives. This step effectively takes the command and

control out of communism.

Let’s not forget how communism works. In the past, virtually every Chinese citizen woke up in
an apartment or house owned by their government, went to work in a factory or farm run by
their government, read newspapers published by their government. State-run workplaces also
operated( the schools where they sent their chilriren, the clinics where they received health care,

and the stores where they bought food.

- That system was a big source of the Commnnist Party’s power and control.- Now people are

. leaving those firms, end when China joins rhe WTO, they will leave them faster. The Chinese
government will no longer be everyone's employer, landlord, shopkeeper and nanny rolled into
one. It will have fewer instruments to control people’s lives, fewer means to win their loyalty..

And that may lead to profound change. -

A few weeks ago, tne’WaShington Post had a good story about the impact of these changes in the
city of Shenyang in China. Since 1949, most of the people of Shenyang have worked in massive
state-run industries. But as these old factories and mills shut down, people are losing their jobs -

- and their benefits. Last September, Beijing announced that it was going to be awarding bonus
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checks to Chinese citizens to celebraté China’s 50" anniversary under communism. . But
Shenyang didn’t have the money to pay, which sparked a massive protest. -So to ease tensions,
the local government has given the people a say in how the city is run. On a limited basis,
citizens now have the right to vote in local electibns. It’s not exactly democracy, 4because the
Party still puts up the candidates, and decides who can vote. But it’s a first step. And it’s not
just happeni'ng in Shenyang. Local elections afe now held in the vast majority of the country’s

900,000 villages.

When asked why, one Party official in Shenyaflg said: "This is the beginning of a process. We

realized that in order to improve social control, we have got to let the masses have a say.” This-

But experience teaches us that
the genie of freedom will not go back in the bottle. As Earl Warren once said: "liberty is the

most contagious force in the world."

How will liberty spread,- in this new cenfury? The‘answer is obvious: in the information age,
liberty is carried in part by cell phone; it is conducted by cable modem. China's information
infrastructure is growing fast, by orders of magnitude that defy measurement. In the past year,
the number of Internet addresses in China more than quadrupléd frdm two million to nine
million. This year, the number is expected to grow to c)LeL 20 million. Now,.project that rate of

growth onto a country that has 1.2 billion people.

And when China joins the WTO, it will eliminate its tariffs on informaﬁon technology products.
_ That means the tools of communication will only become,g:heaper, better, and more Widely ‘ )
available. This will allow the citizens of China to communicate with each other -- to share ideas

and information -- in ways that no government can control. We know how much the Internet has
- changed America -- and we are already an open sociefy. Just imégine‘how much it coﬁld change

China.
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~ There is no queétion China has been trying to crack down on the Internet. Well, goo.d luck. In
this information age, cracking down on the Internet is like trying to nail Jello to the wall. It just
proves how real these changes are and how they threaten the status quo. It's not an argument for

slowing down the effort to bring China into the world, but for accelerating it.

I think China is going to learn what every other nation is learning as we embrace this
knowledge-based economy: you can’t expect people to be innovative economically while being
stifled poliﬁcally. Bringing China into the WTO doesn’t guarantée'it will choose political
reform. But accelerating the process of economic change will force China to confront that
choice sooner, and it will make the ‘imperative for the righf choice fér stronger. And again, if

China is willing to take this risk, how could we possibly turn our backs?

This is not to say that the WTO aldne‘will accomplish the goals of our policy toward China.
Nobody who supports China’s membership, for example, believes that bringing China into the
WTO is, by itself, a human rights policy for thé United States. Change will only come through a
combination of internal presgure and external validation of China’s human ri ghts struggle. And
we must maintain our leadership in the latter, even as the WTO agreement contributes to the

former.

That’s why we sanctioned China under the International Religioiis Freedom Act last year. It is
why we are again sponsoring a resolution in the UN Human Rights Commission condemning

China’s human rights record.

We indeed will not relax our policies in any other area with China. We will continue to press
" China to réspect global norms on non’-prolifération. And we will continue to reject the use of

force as a means to resolve the Taiwan question, and make absolutely clear that the issues
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between Beijing and Taiwan must be resolved peacefully and with the assent of the people of

: : . . . o et Vaie "~
Taiwan. The coming months provide an important opportunity feserd38=Strar-dialogue. (We ) A

Threats risk replacing opportunity with dangerous confrontation, and we will continue to stand -

firmly in favor of constructive dialogue to resolve cross-Strait issues. We vee d fo k¢ e fha >L a/d/ou

. N
In other words, we must and will continue to defend our interests and our ideals with candor and
consistency. But we will not and cannot do so by isolating China from the very forces most

likely to change it, the very forces already empowering its people to build a better future. -

If we did-thatdissociated ourselgfes from China’s WTO membefship by rej ecﬁng PNTR, it would
| be a gift to the hard-liners in China’s government who don’t want their country to be part of the
world. Keep in mind: These are the same people most eager to settle differences wifh Taiwan-by
force. The same people most threatened by our alliances with Japan and South Korea. The same
people who would like to keep the Chinese miljltary in the business of selling dangerous
technologies around the world. The same people whose first instinct in the face of opposition is

to throw people in prison camps.

Voting against PNTR won't free a single prisoner in China, or create a single job in America,_or
reassure a single American ally in Asia. It would simply empower the most rigid, anti-
democratic elerﬁents in the Chinese government. It would leave the Chinese people with less
access to information, less contact with the democratic world, mofe résistanpe from their .
government to outside ideas. Our friends and allies would wonder why, after 30 years of

pushing China in the right direction, we turned our backs now.

It find it encouraging that the people with the greatest interest in seeing China change agree with
that. The people of Taiwan agree. Despite all the tensions they have had with Beijing, they are

doing everything they can to cement their economic ties with the'maihlan'd, and they strongly
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support PNTR for China. The people of Hong Kong agree. Irecently received a letter from
Martin Lee, the ieader of Hong Kong’s Democratic Party. He has spent his life stmggling for
free elections and free expression for his people. And lre wrote to me that this agreement
“represents the best long-term hope for China to become a member of good standing of the
internarional community . . . We fear that should rz_itiﬁcation fail . . . any hope for the political

and legal reform process would also recede.” Martin Lee wants us to vote in favor of PNTR.

Mosf of the evangelicals I know who have missions in China also want China in the WTO
because they know that it will encourage freedom of thought and mere contact with the outside
world. ‘M‘any of the people who have paid the greatest price under Chinese repression agree, too.
Ren Wending is one of the fathers of the Chinese human rights movement. In the late 1970s, he
was thrown in prison for founding the China Human Rights League.' In the 1980s, he helped
lead the demonstrations at Tiananmen Square. In the 1990s, he was thrown in prison again. Yet,
he says of this deal: “before, the sky was black, now it is light. This can be a new beginning.”
For these people, fighting for freedom in China is not an academic exercise or a legislative

debate, it is their life’s work. They are telling us thaf this is the right thing to do.

If you believe in a future of greater epenness and freedom for the people of China; you should
be for this agreement. If you believe in a future of Agrea‘ter prosperity for the American people,
you should be for this egreement If you believe i‘n a future of peace and security for Asia and
the world, you should be for this agreement This is the right thrng to do Itisa hrstorrc

opportunity. And I am going to Work as hard as I can to convince Congress and the Amerrcan

~ people that Amerrca should embrace it, and lead the world to do the same. Thank you.



THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release
February 11, 2000

As Prepared for Release

REMARKS BY SAMUEL R. BERGER
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS
' . ON CHINA

The Business Roundtable
St. Regis Hotel
Washington, DC

February 8, 2000

It seems hard to believe that it was seven years ago when I first met with The Business
Roundtable. Back then, one of the most popular books in the nation was entitled "America:
What Went Wrong?" Time Magazine had a story that asked: "is the U.S. in an irreversible
decline as the world’s premier power." Seven years later, America is in the midst of the
longest economic expansion in our nation’s history. Our military strength is unchallenged.
Our alliances are strong. And our values are ascendant. Today, if you ask the question:
"America: What Went Right," a big part of the answer is that we have a private sector willing
. to take risks and do what it takes to succeed in the global economy. I want to thank you all
for the role you have played in creating this unprecedented moment of prosperity for our
nation.

Tonight, I want to talk to you about a decision our country will make this year that is critical
not only for your companies and industries, but for our nation and the world: China’s entry
into the World Trade Organization. Last fall, our negotiators completed an historic agreement
with the Chinese. But before America can realize the full market-opening benefits of Chinese
entry into the WTO, Congress must answer a simple question: will it grant China permanent
Normal Trade Relations, the same arrangement we have given to 132 of the 134 countries in
the WTO? Or will Congress turn its back on the sweeping changes China has agreed to make
and risk losing ground on the issues we all care about? ‘

I don’t believe there can be a serious question that this agreement is in America’s economic
interest. For years, China has had open access to our markets, while its markets have been
* closed to American products and services. This agreement requires that China open its market



on everything from agriculture to manufacturing — while we agree only to maintain the market
access we already offer to China. For the first time, U.S. companies will be able to
competitively sell and distribute in China products made by American workers here at home.
And it responds to unfair trade practices in China, including the dangers of import surges.

All of you already know that, of course, and I’m not going to regurgitate the considerable
economic benefits of this agreement tonight. Because the importance of this agreement goes
far beyond it manifest economic benefits. And so does the debate that surrounds it. In our
talks with Members of Congress, most do not challenge the agreement on economic grounds.
Critics are more likely to say that: China is a growing threat to Taiwan and its neighbors, and
we shouldn’t strengthen it. China is a drag on labor rights and environmental standards, and
we shouldn’t engage it. China is an offender of human rights, and we shouldn't reward it. .
China is a dangerous proliferator, and we shouldn’t empower it. '

Most of the concerns they raise on these issues are legitimate. We in the Administration share
them. But this debate should not be defined as economic rights versus human rights - or
economic security versus national security. That is a trap, a false choice. This agreement is
just as vital "if not more vital" to our national security as it is to our economic security. [t is
far more likely to move China in the right direction -- not the wrong direction -- on all of our
other concerns. We can’t duck these issues by saying that we’re only interested in talking
about economics. [f we are going to win this debate, we must be persuasive that it promotes
both growth and jobs in America and progress toward change in China [ want to talk tonight
about how this agreement will advance our overall national interests by encouraging the right
kind of change in China. '

To understand how, we need to understand the dilemma China finds itself in today. Over the
last 20 years, China has made remarkable progress in building a new economy, lifting more
 than 200 million people out of absolute poverty. But it still faces daunting economic problems.

Its system is plagued by corruption. Private enterprise still accounts for less than one-third of
China’s economy. China’s workforce is increasing by 12 million each year. Millions are
migrating from the countryside, where they see no future, to the cities, where only some find
work. And economic growth has slowed just when it needs to be rising to create new jobs.
China clearly cannot maintain stability or ensure prosperity by maintaining the status quo.

Hence the dilemma: China’s leaders realize that opening China’s antiquated markets to global
competition risks unleashing forces beyond its control -- unemployment, social unrest,
increasing domestic pressure for political change. Yet, if they don’t move forward, China
cannot make the next critical leap in development, because without competition from the
outside, it will not build world-class industries that can survive in the global economy.

What does this mean for us? As the President said when Premier Zhu Rongji visited
Washington last year, "if we’ve learned anything in the last few years from Japan’s long
recession and Russia’s current economic troubles, it is that the weaknesses of great nations can
pose as big a challenge as their strengths." There is a possibility that a strong China will one



~ day emerge as a threat to peace and stability in Asia, and to our security as well. But as we
focus on the potential challenges of a strong China, let us not forget the risks that could be
posed by a weak China, beset by internal conflicts, social dislocation, criminal activity, and
large-scale emigration -- a vast zone of instability in Asia.

With this agreement, China has chosen to speed the opening of its economy, despite the
political risks that entails. Opponents of this agreement need to answer the question: do they
really want us to reject that choice? The fact is, our interest lies in encouraging both stability
and change in China by encouraging it to meet, not stifle, the growing demands of its people
for openness, accountability, freedom, and reform. And bringing China into the WTO will
help in three ways. |

First, it will obligate China to deepen its market reforms. With lower tariffs, and greater
competition, its private sector will expand; its state sector will shrink.

The introduction of competition results in natural pressure for progress. A decade ago,
China’s best and brightest students sought jobs in the government, in large state-owned firms
or state-run research institutions. More and more, the best and brightest either are starting
their own companies or working for foreign-invested companies -- where they generally get
higher pay, a better work environment, and a chance to get ahead based on merit, not political
connections.

U.S. companies are the leaders in China in developing human resources -- by emphasizing
teamwork and respect for individual rights. In turn, Chinese firms are increasingly learning --
and if they haven’t, they will -- that unless they change their working style and treat employees
with respect, they will lose the top talent. This process will only accelerate as China joins the
WTO, and we should do all we can to encourage it, because it will lift the standards for
Chinese workers -- and their expectations.

Second, by speeding economic change, the agreement we reached has the potential to
encourage China to evolve into a more open society.

In the past, the Chinese state was every citizens’ employer, landlord, shopkeeper, and news
provider all rolled into one. By advancing the flow of information, the pace of privatization,
and the forces of competition, this agreement will accelerate a process that is removing
government from vast areas of people’s lives. And by giving investors and property owners
protection against arbitrary government action, it reinforces the idea that individuals have
rights. '

By opening China’s telecommunications market to cutting-edge American technology and

international firms, the WTO agreement will help bring the information revolution to cities and
towns across China. A year ago, China had two million Internet addresses. Today, it has nine
million. Soon, people in some of the most remote villages in interior China will have access to



CNN. And as they become more mobile, more prosperous, and more aware of alternative
ways of life, I believe they will seek a stronger voice in shaping their destiny.

Of course, just two weeks ago, Beijing announced that it was cracking down on the Internet.
It’s outrageous -- but it’s also futile. In this information age, cracking down on the Internet is
like King Canute trying to still the waters. Indeed, that the Chinese government is pushing
back against the increasing flow of information to the Chinese people only proves that the
changes China is undergoing are real and threatening to the status quo. This is not an
argument for slowing down the effort to bring China into the world; it’s an argument for
accelerating it.-

In the end, as China opens to the information economy, it can succeed only as it liberates the
minds of its people and empowers the individual. You know all too well: creativity is
indivisible. In this age, you cannot expect people to be innovative economically and stifled
politically. Bringing China into the WTO doesn't guarantee it will choose political reform.
But by accelerating the process of economic change, it will force China to confront that choice
sooner, and make the imperative for the right choice far more powerful.

This agreement will advance our national interests in a third way: it increases the chance that
in the new century China will be on the inside of the international system, playmg by the rules,
instead of on the outside, denying them.

Under this agreement, some of China’s most important decisions will be subject, for the first
time, to the review of an international body. Why does that matter? Quite simply, it applies to
China the basic principle at the heart of the concept of the rule of law: that governments
cannot behave arbitrarily at home or abroad, that their actions are subject to rules consistently
applied.  Remember, China is choosing to embrace these obligations. As China becomes a
stakeholder in the WTO and other international regimes, it will be more likely to accept the
legitimacy of international norms, and define its future within the global community, not
outside of it. '

Opponents of this agreement will counter these arguments by saying it doesn’t matter what we
agree to because China will just break its promises. Of course, we cannot know for sure. But
we do have reasons to believe that it will comply, and mechanisms to reinforce that. First,
China is pledging to open its economy and its markets not just as a means of getting in the
WTO, but because most of China’s leaders believe reform is in China’s interest. Second, if
China violates its commitments, we’re still in a better position, because it will confront
judgments backed by a 135-member body, rather than being able to chalk it up to supposed
U.S. bullying. '

Some will argue that granting China permanent normal trade relations status is granting a
favor that China hasn’t earned. But it’s important that the public understand what PNTR

means: simply that we will give China the same tariff schedule we apply to almost every
other nation in the world, and China will do likewise for us. It would eliminate the annual



vote on China’s trade status, which we do not apply to any other WTO member. Some argue
we need the annual vote to address the other concerns we have with China, on proliferation or
religious freedom. But Congress has the ability to address any part of our trade relationship
with any nation, including China. And the annual China trade vote has lost any leverage it was
once thought to have. Congress has affirmed our trading relationship with China for 20 years
in a row.

Finally, others will argue that we are sacrificing human rights on the altar of trade. In fact,
locking China out of the WTO would be a blow to the very cause they and we support. It
would leave the Chinese people with less access to information, less contact with the
democratic world, and more resistance from their government to outside influence and ideas.
And no one could possibly benefit from that except the most rigid, anti-democratic elements in
China itself. That’s one reason reformers like Martin Lee and dissidents like Ren Wanding
support this agreement. '

Let me be clear: bringing China into the WTO is not, by itself, a human rights policy for the
United States. The reality in China today is that Chinese authorities still tolerate no organized
political dissent or opposition. Because the Communist Party’s ideology has been discredited
in China, and because it lacks the legitimacy that can only come from democratic choice, it
seeks to maintain its grip by suppressing other voices. Change will come only through a
combination of internal pressures for change and external validation of its human rights
struggle. And we must maintain our leadership in the latter, even as the WTO agreement
contributes to the former.

That’s why we sanctioned China as a "country of particular concern" under the International
Religious Freedom Act last year. It is why we are once again sponsoring a resolution in the
UN Human Rights Commission condemning China’s human rights record. We will continue
to press China to respect global norms on non-proliferation; to encourage a peaceful resolution
of issues with Taiwan; to urge China to be part of the solution to the problem of global climate
change.

We must not and we are not relying on the hidden hand of the market to do all our heavy
lifting on the issues we care about in China, and neither should the private sector. That’s why
it is important for our businesses in China to be agents of change by being good corporate
citizens.

But to make the most of that opportunity, first we must get this agreement through the United
States Congress. And we can’t underestimate for a second how hard that is going to be. This
fight involves two issues -- China and trade -- that individually and together have become the
third rail of American politics today. The agreement is opposed by an eclectic coalition, from
labor to the religious right. It creates real splits in both parties.

P’ll promise you this: the President and every key person in the Administration will undertake
the most intensive effort possible to succeed. We’ve already begun. I hope you will also



recognize the stakes involved. For if we fail to obtain PNTR, we will lose the full benefits of
the agreement. In a global economy, with global markets, your companies will be shut off
from one-fifth of the world -- while your European, Japanese, and other competitors will be
the beneficiaries of the very good deal we negotiated.

But failure would be bad for our country in other ways. It would send a penetrating signal to
the rest of the world, particularly after the Senate’s rejection last year of the Comprehensive
Test Band Treaty, that America truly has turned inward. That would be devastating to our
future.

At the moment of America’s greatest strength and influence, we must be leading the world,
and embracing change, not turning from it. Since President Nixon went to China in 1972, the
United States has worked for the emergence of a China that contributes to peace in Asia. A
China with an economy that is open to American products, farmers, and businesses. A China
whose people have access to ideas and information, that upholds the rule of law at home and
adheres to global rules on everything from non-proliferation to human rights to trade. This
agreement is an unprecedented opportunity to advance all of those goals. I look forward to
working with you in the months to come to turn those worthy and historic goals into a reality.

#H##
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THE PRESIDENT: Thank you:very much, Melissa. To Bernie and
John and Mark, thank-you for welcoming me and. Ambassador
Barshefsky and our whole team here. I leaned over to John when I
looked at all.of you out here and I said, now, I can't believe
all these people are off work now, what terrible thing can
happen? (Laughter.) What could I be responsible §for -doing to
the Internet today? (Laughter-) Qé

I am profoundly -honored to be here, and I thank all of you
for allowing me to come. I came here to talk about your future,
but because this is the only opportunity I'll. Have today to
speak, through you and the media to the American people, I have
to make a brief comment abcout one other issue.

Today there was:another terrible shooting in the Wilkinsburg
community in Allegheny ‘County in Western Pennsylvania. We don't
know all the facts yet, but it was a bad situation. Yesterday,
of course, that tragedy occurred in Michigan, where.a very young “
'child was killed by another very young child. I just talked to
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the superintendent of schools there, right before I came out.

I want to say two things about it to all of you. First of
all, these are personal tragedies that, because of instantaneous
media coverage, we all know and feel. And we owe the families of
the victims and the communities our prayers and our best wishes.

Secondly, as citizens, these incidents, particularly the one
yesterday in Michigan, call on us to recognize the fact that we
simply haveri't done everything we can do to keep guns away from
criminals and children. And so today, I have to say again to
Congress: you have had legislation now that would require child
safety locks, would close the gun show.loophole, would take other
steps to keep guns out of the wrong hands for well over six
months. You're supposed to take a recess next week. Before you
take the recess, please send me this legislation. It will help
keep America safer. (Applause.) Thank you.

Now, I want to talk to you today about your future, which is
unfolding at a breathtaking rate. We were talking, before we
came out, I said, tell me a little about the growth. So John
said, well, five years ago we had 40 employees, today we have
8,000. Bernie said, five years ago, we had 2,000 employees,
today we have 88,000. You're getting along reasonably well.
(Laughter.) .

I have been going around the country saying to my fellow
Americans everywhere that in a new economy in which we have now
in the last seven years 21 million new jobs, the lowest
unemployment and welfare rolls in 30 years, the lowest poverty
rates in 20 years, the lowest female unemployment rate in 40
years, the lowest African American and Hispanic unemployment
rates ever recorded, the highest homeownership on record and the
longest economic expansion in our history, the world is changing
so fast, if you want to keep doing well, you have to keep trying
to do better; that it is very important that all of us understand

that we'll never get anywhere by standing still -- although,
given the pace at which you're growing, I'm glad I'm giving you
the chance to stand still for a little bit today. (Laughter.)

This shift in our economy is changing the landscape of our
country, both symbolically and literally. I first saw the
landscape of Northern Virginia as a freshman in college, 36 years
ago. But it looks different than it did when I became President,
seven years ago. Everywhere you look, there's a brand-new
facility. This place is truly amazing. And beneath all the
booming business parks and green pastures, there are countless
miles of cable, conducting more than over half the Internet
traffic in the entire world.

There are more high-tech firms in Northern Virginia today
than there were farms in 1970, when the region led the state in
the production of milk. (Laughter.) Here in Loudoun County,



there are more high-tech workers than there were residents in
1980. It has been an amazing thing. Workers like you and firms
like UUNet are the new engines driving our economy. You
represent about 8 percent of our employment, but 30 percent of
our growth over the last decade, something you can be very proud
of. -

The new technologies that you use are also finding their
ways into every sector of our economy, making companies of all
kinds more competitive. UUNet provides a lot more than Internet
service. Every day you show us something about the power of

~ideas, the power of imagination, the power of enterprise; values

that are at the core of America's character and at the bottom of
this booming new globalized economy, in a marketplace that is
much, much wider and fuller of possibility than any of us could
have imagined when this company sold its first commercial
connection in 1988. '

In just 12 years you've extended your reach to 100
countries, expanding your global network by more than 1,000
percent a year. The global network is a big part of your future,
and that's what I want to talk about today, and what government's
role in that is. '

People ask me all the time, well, this is the highest
percentage of growth in jobs in the private sector, and the
smallest percentage in the government of any recovery we've ever
had, since we could measure such things. As a matter of fact,
since I've been President, we've reduced the size of government
to its smallest point in 40 years, since 1960.

So people say, well, what is your job, Mr. President? What
is the Congress's job? I think our job is to create the
conditions and provide the tools for you to do your job. What
does that mean? That means we ought to invest in education and
training and new technologies. There's a lot of research that
can't efficiently and economically be done in the private sector.

The Internet originally grew out of government-funded
research, which, as I was reminded today by your leaders, is one
of the reasons there are so many high-tech firms in Northern
Virginia. Second, we've got to give you an overall healthy
economy, which is why we had to get rid of the deficits and start
running surpluses, and why we ought to pay this country out of
debt, keep interest rates down and make capital available for
other companies to grow as well.

The third thing we ought to do is to promote genuine
competition. That was behind the gentle nudge that Bernie gave
me about the Baby Bell comment. (Laughter.) He was -- actually,
it was a little inside joke, but he was referring, in a
supportive way, to the fact that the Vice President and I fought
hard in the Telecommunications Act, when we rewrote the
telecommunications bill for a pro-competitive position. And
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because we fought hard, we got it, and you not on y.have
companies like yours that have swollen in size in the last five (Pad,f
years, there are hundreds and hundreds of companies that didn't {067/6

even exist five years ago that are able to make it today because

the United States took a pro-competitive position in the ‘%ﬁtJ7
Telecommunications Act. Those are our jobs. That's what we're
supposed to do. (Applause.) Ai h"

But finally, we are a country with 22 percent of the world's\Dg(c.q/
income and 4 percent of the world's population. And you-don't
have to be Einstein or even particularly good with a computer to k“O/'i/
know that if you've got 22 percent of the world's income and four ’ i

percent of the world's population and you would like to keep r;$+
doing better, you have to sell something to somebody somewhere :
else. (Laughter.) (*req 00‘9

And that in a world that is increasingly globalized, you're (onJF;/
better off when they're better off. Not good for you that

African countries which are capable of growing at 7, 8, 10 Nrewmey’
percent a year are so burdened by debt that they can't educate

their children or provide health care to their people. It's not Lﬂr
good for you if -- because we refuse to open our markets to some

countries in the Caribbean or Latin America, they don't open lLUC‘“hd

their markets to ours and they grow more slowly and their people I ( l
remain poorer. You'd be better off if they get richer and more 1es) ‘?‘

of them will be on the Internet.
o : —het 1
We live in a time when really to doing the morally right
thing happens to be good economics. But in order to do it, again G\é ‘h"r

I would say, you will do a lot of it -- I've seen enterprising NeanN —
kids in poor African villages logging onto the Internet and .
finally seeing a map that's up to date and learning geography and lf’l:

doing all kinds of things. People will take care of this if we

establish the right conditions and provide the tools. ‘v~4(
One of the things that we have worked hard on is to expand TFJW;O‘“"”'

trade. Under Ambassador Barshefsky and her predecessor, we i e

completed over 270 trade agreements. But in many ways, perhaps J

the most important of all is the agreement that -- or the I 04

gdecision Congress will have to make this year and in the next few 7

months on whether to let China come into the World Trade

Organization by giving them permanent, normal trading relation ,k

status with the United States.

If you've been following this debate at all, you know there ed’“‘ “""ﬂ/
is a lot of controversy about this in the Congress. And I won't 7hlf
go through all the arguments now, but let me just tell you, I can
say this from my heart, you know, I'm not running for anything
this year. (Laughter.) And most days it's okay with me, but I'm ~‘b{(
not -- most days. (Applause.) _ 2 f,

ol N J

But I care a lot about what this conntry will be like when \'OOLr
the young people here in this audience are my age, when your
children are your age. This is a profoundly important issue. I ﬁ%«/
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is, in the short term, the kind of decision that every country
would wish for. Once in a generation you get a chance to open a
market with over a billion consumers -- the biggest potential
market in the world.

Let me explain, first of all, what this agreement does. 1In
return for China's entry as a full partner in the World Trade
Organization, the United States would gain unprecedented access
to China's markets. Today, with the Chinese, we have our
second-biggest trade deficit -- tens of billions of dollars,
because our markets, are open to their products, and they should
be, because we'll be better off if they do better.

But their markets are not very open to our products and
services. Under this agreement, Chinese tariffs in every sector,
from telecommunications to automobiles to agriculture, will fall
by half or more in five years. For the first time, our companies
will be able to sell and distribute products in China made by
workers here at home without transferring technology in
manufacturing -- never happened before. For the first time,
China will agree to play by the same open trading rules we do.
Never happened before.

, Meanwhile, we'll get two tough, new safeguards against

surges of imports which would threaten to throw a lot of.
Americans out of work in a short time under unfair trade
practices. So these are the kinds of changes any president,
regardless of party, would welcome -- because presidents,
regardless of party, have worked to bring about these changes for
more than 30 years now.

This is a good deal for American workers, for American
farmers, for American business. 1It's a good deal for America.
But the only way we can get this agreement is for Congress to
give China permanent, normal trading relations. This is one of
the most important votes Congress will pass in this year and for
many years to come. Next month, our Commerce Secretary, Bill
Daley, and our Agriculture Secretary, Dan Glickman, are going on
missions to China with dozens of members of Congress to meet with
people in government and business and religious leaders who are
interested in change in China.

It's very interesting to me that the more people go to China
and spend time there, no matter what they do for a living or what
their perspective is, the more likely they are to favor our
bringing China into the world system of rule-based trade.

Because this is about economics and more than economics -- and I
want to say more about that in a minute.

But just think about the economics of high-tech companies.
Today, China's tariffs on information technology products average
13 percent. When China joins the WTO, those tariffs will start
to fall and be eliminated by 2005. China will open its Internet
and its telecom markets to American investment and services for



the first time. That's a huge deal.

Now, the magnitude of all this almost defies measurement.
The number of Chinese Internet users -- let's just take that --
quadrupled in the last year alone, from 2 million to 9 million.
This year the number will exceed 20 million. And you know what
the internal dynamics of this technology are, you know how much
your company has grown. Now, project that rate of growth onto a
country that has over 1.2 billion people. And keep in mind, the
United States is not being asked to do anything to get this
agreement, except to treat them like a normal trading partner on
a permanent basis and bring them into the WTO.

So what are we going to do? China doesn't have the
information infrastructure to support 500 million Internet users
yet. But UUNet already has a presence in Hong Kong. - You could
help them to build it. (Applause.)

Let's look at what happens if we didn't do it. Today we've
got a huge advantage in high-tech trade internationally. What
would happen if we didn't take advantage of this? China will
grow anyway and someone else -- not you -- will reap the benefits
of it. So if we turn our backs on this opportunity, we will be
unilaterally disarming in perhaps the most vital area of our
future economic growth.

And let me say, finally, this is about more than money. I
saw a lot of you nodding when I said it was good morally and good
economics to help lift the burden of debt from the poorest
African countries if they're working to try to do better. I saw
a lot of you nodding when I said it was the right thing to do to
buy more from the Caribbean and Latin America countries if they
were doing the right thing in opening their markets to us.

We have a decision to make here. The people who don't to do
this by and large think that China should not be taken into the
World Trade Organization because we don't agree with all their
political decisions. We don't like it when they repress human
rights or political rights or religious expression. We don't
agree with them that we should take little or no account of
environmental impacts of economic decisions; or that we shouldn't
take strong steps to eliminate child labor and slave labor and
things like that. We have differences.

But think of this. You know how much the Internet has
changed America. And we were already an open society. I can
look out in this crowd and tell that many of you come from some
place else. You know how much the Internet is changing where you
came from and how much it could change if it were there. The
same thing is true in China.

Everything I have learned about human nature in my life,
plus everything I have learned about China as President,
convinces me that we're a lot better off bringing them into the
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family of nations into this common endeavor than shutting them
out. Do we know what China will be like in 20 years? Of course
we don't. We can't control what they do; all we can control is
what we do. But here again, I think our values will be advanced,
along with our economic interests, if we give people a chance to
be good partners. If you don't give them a chance, it's almost
certain that they will react in a negative way.

So I ask all of you to think about this, because normally,
Americans don't think about foreign policy much, but you know
that with every passing day in a .globalized economy, there is no
longer a clear, bright line between an issue which is a domestic
political issue and an issue which is a foreign policy issue.

With every passing day, these issues grow closer together.
Do I like it when people's religious liberty is oppressed in
China? No, I don't. But it's very interesting -- most of the
evangelicals I know who have missions in China want China in the
WTO because they know that that will make it more likely that
there will be more freedom of expression, more contact with the
outside world, and a bigger stake in working with other
countries.

This is about money, yes; but it's about more than money.

It's about whether we can create a world where there's the kind
of harmony across race and ethnicity and religion that there must
be in this work place that I can see just by looking around the
room here. Wouldn't you like it if the world worked the way you
do here? (Applause.) How could it be bad if companies like
UUNet are able to make the tools of communications cheaper and
better and more widely available to more Chinese people? It has
to be good. - :

So I will say to you: I don't agree with everything the
Chinese do. I'm sure they don't agree with everything I do.
(Laughter.) And far be it for me to equate the two
disagreements. (Laughter and applause.) I don't believe -- in
all seriousness, I don't believe it's right to crack down on
people for their religious views or their political expression or
because they want to be in an association like the Falun Gong. I
don't think that's right. But I don't believe that we will have
EQEE_;gfluence on China by giving them the back of our famd—
instead of giving them a chance to build a different ruture.

i - - —

That's what this is about. And I want every one of you to
think about this. Look, economically, this is a no-brainer.

It's in your interest. It will make this company a lot more
jobs. But I don't ask.you as citizeng to check your values at
the doo¥. Every one of us believes in some things that money
can't Buy.

But I'm telling you -- you just think about what you have
learned in your life about human nature. The leaders of China
are not foolish people, they're intelligent people. They know if



they open these markets, they know if you go in there and
everybody gets connected to the Internet that change is coming
more rapidly in ways that you cannot control, and people will be
able to define their future independent of the government's
ability to control it more than ever before -- whether you're
talking about religion or politics or personal life choices orx
anything else. They know that. And they have made this
decision, and we cannot let our disagreements with government .
policy get in the way of our interest in a long-term partnership
with the most populous country on Earth. So, again, I say, what
is good economics is also consistent with our values.

The late Chief Justice Earl Warren once said that, "Liberty
is the most contagious force in the world." I believe the
Internet inevitably is an instrument of human liberty, and it
will be in China as well if we continue to reach out to people.
(Applause.) . ’ '

So I'm asking you to do something if you agree with this. I
want you to tell the members of Congress without regard to party
that represent your state -- if you live here, if you live in
Maryland, you live in West Virginia -- I want you to ask them to
support this. And I want you to tell them, I want you to tell
them that you will stay with them on this decision if they do,
because this is very, very important.

You know, I'm grateful that since I've been President,
America has done well. 1I'm grateful for the chance I've had to
make a contribution to it. But, frankly, I'm much more
interested in whether America continues to do well long after my
tenure in office. And, again, I say to you, if you know in your
_business that if you want to keep doing well, you always have to
keep trying to do better; and looking at the future, anticipating
the changes, imagining how you want it to be.

I can't imagine a world that I want for my child and my
grandchildren that doesn't include partnerships that are
constructive with the big countries of the world which promote
human liberty, as well as economic progress. That's what this
whole thing is about.

So I say to you, I came here today because you are the
symbol of 21st century America. You are the embodiment of what I
want for the future. (Applause.) And because of what you do for
a living every day, because of how you see and feel the way the
world is changing and how you see what it can become, you are in
a position that most of your fellow Americans are not in to
understand the importance of this. So, again, I say to you:
you're doing great. I want you to do better. And I think we can
do better and do good, but we have to start this year by making
sure that we don't turn away from this profoundly important

opportunity.

Thank you very much. (Applause.)



