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Assistant to the President and
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Office of the President of the United States
THE WHITE HOUSE

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW

USA - Washington 20500

Cologny, 12 February 1998
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Please find encjosed the thank you letter addressed to Mrs Hillary Rodham Clinton.

I would like to use this opportunity to thank you very much for the excellent and pleasant
cooperation which we had in making the visit of the First Lady in Davos so successful.

I was particularly pleased that Mrs Clinton mentioned in her speech the TRUSTEES “21”
project, of which progress [ will keep you informed.

With warmest regards,

urs sincerely,

53 chemin des Hauts-Créts, 1223 Cologny/Gencva, Switzerland
Tel (41 22) 869 1212 Fax (41 22) 786 2744 c¢-mail: contact@weforum.org

www.wetorum,org



17 FEVR. ’98 10:23 WEF GENEVA +41 22 7361837
< - e w RLD

ECQNOMIC
FOQRUM

COMMITTEDL TO
IMPROVING THF. STATE
OF THE WORLD

Professor Kiaus Schwab

S Ms Hillary Rodham Clinton
Office of the First Lady
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20500
USA

16 February 1998 / she

foa Gty

Your speech in Davos was just great and certainly the highlight not only of this
year’s Annual Meeting but of the history of the World Economic Forum.

Everybody was so impressed but what is most important for me is the impact
which you achieved in the hearts and minds of all the participants.

Your commitment to an economic development which is also sustainable in
human, social and environmental terms corresponds so well to our motto
Entrepreneurship in the global public interest.

On behalf of all the participants I would like to express my wholeheartedly felt
thanks and appreciation for your contribution.

With mywarmest respects and
re,

53 chemin des Hauts-Créts, 1223 Cologny/Geneva, Switzerland
Tel (41 22) 869 t212 Fax (41 22) 786 2744 c-mail: contaci® weforum.org
www.weforum.org
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ARTHUR SCHLESINGER. JR. )
TEEEeeesseme 205 East 51st Street
[ NEW YORK. N. Y. 100220

8 February 1998
Dear Hillary:

I have recently been much tempted to write you about a couple of
matters -- first, about the Today Show and your wonderfully effective
appearance, which really began the change in the public reaction; and
then about your excellent Davos talk, which I caught on C-SPAN. (I

take the liberty of attaching a recent Wall Street Journal piece that

touches on some of the themes you took up in your Davos remarks.) But
the Today Show and Davos have undoubtedly provoked a sufficiency of
mail, and I did not wish to add to the burden.

This letter concerns another matter. I write now as a historian to
thank you for your part in increasing the funding for the National
Archives and especially for the National Historical Publications and
Records_Commission.

Little is more essential for historical studies than the
preservation, annotation and dissemination of basic documents.
Governor Carlin tells me that you have been an indispensable leader
in the noble cause of rescuing and restoring the nation‘’s heritage --
and what cause is more appropriate as we enter the new millennium?
The scholarly community is greatly in your and the President’s debt
for this service to the future. Our thanks and congratulations.

Faithfully yours,

Mrs Hillary Rodham Clinton Q\M
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By ARTIHUR SCHLESINGER JR.

Recent events in Washington, whether
produced by the White House or by the of-
fice of the independent counsel, do not en-
hance public irespect for government. Yet
this should not distract us from mounting
evidence that government does serve some
useful purposes. For a quarter of a century
the American people have been systemati-
cally exhorted to distrust their govern-
ment. “Government is not the solution to
our problem,” Ronald Reagan famously
said as he launched the antigovernment
crusade in his first inaugural address.
“Government is the problem.”

Reaganism rested on two propositions:
that government is the root of social and
economic evil, and that once government
s “off the people’s backs,” our problems
will solve themselves—or rather they will
be solved by the magic of the marketplace.
‘There followed the campaign for tax re-
duction, deregulation, devolution and pri-
vatization.

Regulatory excesses of the sort so ably
described by Philip Howard in “The Death
of Common Sense™ helped [uel antigovern-
ment sentiment, as did, ip a more general
way, Vietnam and Watergate. And taxes
are always unpopular. The Reaganite cru-
sade struck a chord among the electorate
to such an extent that even a Democratic
president felt obliged to proclaim that the
“era of big government is over."

Verged on Hysteria

On the radical right, antigovernment
sentiment verged on hysteria, and con-
demnation escalated into demonization. If
government is indeed the root of evil, in
this view, then no holds should be batred
in extirpating the Great Satan and his
minions; iet's blow up the headquartersin
Oklahoma City.

The Oklahoma City bombing provoked
second thoughts, at least in some quarters.
“Many otherwise sensible conservatives,”
write William J. Ben-
nett and John J. Di-
lutio Jr., “have come
perilously close to
delegitimating  the
idea of government it-
self.” The antigovern-
ment crusade some-
what moderated fts
tone. Responsible
conservatives al-
lowed that govern- § /
ment had some useful
functions. “How can Ronald Reagan
Americans love their nation if they hate its
government?” Willlam Kristol and David
Brooks ask in an essay on this page.

Even more influential are the troubles
that have arisen in the wake of the cru-
sade. For it is increasingly evident that
laissez-faire is not a cure-all. The free mar-
ket is unquestionably the supreine engine
of innovation, production, distribution and
profit. But the fraud and criminality in the
savings-and-loan industry in the 1980s,
which led to a government bailout that cost
taxpayers more than $200 billion, should
have raised doubts about the Reaganite
conviction that business can be relied on to
regulate itself in the public interest.
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One great use of government has been
to protect the consumer and the investor
against the rage for profits at any social
cost—hence agencies like the Food and
Drug Administration and the Securities
and Exchange Comnission. The 1990s of-
fer new examples of the problems profit-
making firms have in serving the public in-
terest.

After the collapse of the Clinton health
plan, antigoverminent zealots hailed
health-maintenance organizations as the
wonderful means of providing safe and
sane privately managed care that would
render a public program unnecessarv. But
the scandals of the Columbia/HCA Health-
care Corp., of Oxford Health Plans and of
the Mid-Atlantic Medical Services have de-
stroyed that illusion.

Recall the New York Times headline,
referring to Columbia’s Southwest Florida
Regional Medical Center: “Hospital Chain

Board of Contributors

The free market 1s the
supreme engine of innova-
tion, production, distribu-
tion and profit. But laissez-
faire is not a cure-all.

Cheated U.S. Expenses, Documents
Show.” In California a special advisory
commission calls for a public agency to
protect patients against HMO mismanage-
ment and fraud. The Wall Street Journal
reports that legislators around the country
are advocating laws to make it easier for
patients to sue managed-care companies.
The lawyer Harvey Wachsman, who rep-
resents plaintiffs in malpractice cases,
sums up the HMO record: “All they're in-
terested in is profits. They give nothing to
education or research, they bypass spe-
cialists, and they have no mission for the
poor, whom [ describe as the young, the
old and the sick."

Newspaper headlines every week re-
port spreading disenchantment with busi-
ness self-regulation. “Business Air Fares
Climb, Prompting Calls for Remedy."”
“Tracing Bout of Illness to Small Lettuce
Farm." “U.S. Shuts Down Company for
Improper Aircralt Repairs.” All these have
appeared in the New York Times just since
Christmas.

“Those who assume private industry is
always more elficient than government
should consider recent revelations about
Electronic Data Systems, Union Paclfic
and Commonwealth Edison,” writes
Charles Peters in The Washington
Monthly. Prisons privatized and run for
profit cause scandal in Texas. In towns
and cities across the land, citizens, re-
senting the high rates and poor programs
of privately owned television cable com-
panies, call on local governments to char-
ter publicly owned telecommunications
networks.

The financial crisis in East Asia shows

the supertority of America's resilient free
mirket over the heavily controlled Asian
economies. i3ut the American model oper-
ates within a framework policed by the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission, the
Federal Reserve system and federal bank-
ing legislation. The ravages of Asian
“crony capitalism™ are one more example
of the consequences of nonregulation. The
Washington Post writes of "the lack of gov-
ernment oversight in a deregulated finan-
cial system run amok.”™ A Times article ti-
tled "Inadequate Regulation Seen in Asia‘s
Banking Crises” quotes Charles Bowsher,
former head of the General Accounting Of-
fice: “In the early 1980s the U.S. confused
deregulation with supervision, and the
same thing happened in Asia. You pay a
very big price. as we did in 1929 and the
1980s in this country, and what we're now
seeing in Asia.”

Treasury Secretary Robert Rubin
speaks of the “need to develop and main-
tain strong supervisory regimes and regu-
latory infrastructures” to avert new finan-
cial crises in the East Asian style. What
the investors of the world really need is a
global SEC. But the current right-wing
campaign against both regulation and in-
ternational institutions makes this a
dream of the distant future.

In the immediate future, reliance on
market pressures and International Mone-
tary Fund austerity policies to stabilize
East Asian economies will cause much an-
guish and create serious threats. It may
well imperil the economies of Europe and
the Americas through the domino effect
and lead on to a global recession. In East
Asia IMF austerity will certainly reduce
growth, increase unemployment and stim-
ulate political unrest and ethnic violence.
Since the U.S. is widely considered the ar-
rogant, know-it-all godfather of austerity,
anti-Americanism will flourish. As De-
fense Secretary William Cohen has said, if
flash points in East Asia are ignited, this
would have “scorching effects on the secu-
rity and economies” of countries around
the world.

‘I Am at Loggerheads'

"The benefits of the present global cap-
italist system,” warns George Soros, “can
be sustained only by deliberate and per-
sistent efforts to correct and contain the
system's deficiencies. That is where [ am
at loggerheads with laissez-faire ideology,
which contends that free markets are self-
sustaining and market excesses will cor-
rect themselves, provided that govern-
ments or regulators don't interfere with
the self-correcting mechanism. . . . The
laissez-faire idea that markets should be
left to their own devices remains very in-
fluential. I consider it a dangerous idea.”

Maybe government has a role after all.
Maybe the laissez-faire market will not
cure all our troubles. Maybe delegitimat-
ing government is not the solution to our
prohlem. Maybe it is a big part of the prob-
lem.

Mr. Schlesinqger is a professor emeritus at
the City University of New York and a win-
ner of Pulitzer Prizes in history and biogra-
Phy.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office cf the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release January 29, 2000

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
AT WORLD ECONOMIC FORUM

Davos, Switzerland

6:36 A.M. EST

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. President Schwab, I
think that it is an indication 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 Energy and our Trade Ambassador. There's no one
home in Washington to take care of things. (Laughter.) We have
a large delegation 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 networking 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, 1s 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? What are the obligations? What are the hazards?
What new beginnings will make a positive difference? And,
perhaps the most difficult question of all: do we have the
institutional and organized mechanisms to make them?

As we know, in many ways the global economy was almost as
integrated as it is today 100 years ago. But after World Wwar I,
leaders in the United States and Europe made what all now

recognize were false and shortsighted choices. 1Instead of
partnership, they chose protectionism and isolationism. And for
decades, globalization went in reverse -- with utterly 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 freedom.
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 crossroads.
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 between 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 helping
others to build theirs. Today, we know that because of
scientific and technological advance, we can change the equation
between 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 communications technologies that have made
globalization what it is -- so totally consuming, all these
factors have also made us more vulnerable to some of our oldest
problems.

Terrorism, narco-traffickers and organized criminals, they
can use all this new technology, too, and take advantage of the
openness 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 billion 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



































































































