
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1371April 9, 1997
the home to our Nation’s space shuttle,
and I think it would be unwise for us to
cut additional dollars out of the space
shuttle program at this time.

I believe that there are other areas
within the NASA budget, such as the
Mission of Planet Earth Program that
I believe last year had over $1 billion of
unexpended resources, and the year be-
fore that, $600 million of unexpended
resources, a program that does not
have critical safety issues associated
with it.

Specifically, we are not talking
about human space flight here, we are
talking about unmanned vehicles, un-
manned satellites, studying the envi-
ronment. A worthwhile program; none-
theless, a program that has clearly
shown that it has extra money in it
and a place where we could get the
funds that we need to keep this pro-
gram a success.

So again, I call on the Vice President
to rise to the occasion and do the right
thing and preserve our Nation’s space
station program.
f

AMERICA’S TECHNOLOGICAL EDGE
IS IN DANGER

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentleman from California [Mr.
ROHRABACHER] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
on Thursday of next week on this floor
will be a debate which will actually end
in a decisive vote for the future of the
United States of America. Unfortu-
nately, the vast majority of all Ameri-
cans have no idea that there is even a
piece of legislation like that which will
be debated in one week on this floor
even working its way through the sys-
tem.

There has been a blanket, overall
coverup on this issue in what would be
called the traditional media of the
United States of America. The net-
works and the major newspapers have
not touched this issue because they do
not want the American people to know
that a major decision affecting their
way of life, the standard of living of
their children, America’s competitive-
ness, and the economic well-being and
the national security of our country
will be at stake with one vote. That is
because this issue is relatively hard to
understand, yet it is so vital that if the
vote goes the other way, I believe this
will be the first step on an escalator
down for the people of the United
States of America, because it will be
ending and eliminating the greatest ad-
vantage that we have had as a country,
and that is our technological edge over
our competitors.

The American people enjoy a high
standard of living, not because we work
harder than other people. People all
over the world, many of them work
longer hours; they are hard-working
people, but yet they live in poverty.

They have standards of living that we
would never accept in the United
States of America for even our poorest
person.

What gives us as Americans the edge?
What ensures us the fact that we have
wealth that is created in our country
that can uplift the standard of the av-
erage person? It has been the tech-
nology that our citizens have developed
and produced and invented over the
history of our country.

America has been a nation of yes,
hard-working people, but there are
hard-working people everywhere. Most
importantly, we have been a nation of
technology which has permitted our
people to increase their standard of liv-
ing, to live high and above the rest of
the people of the world. Even at a time
when there is international competi-
tion with countries where the people
earn far less wages, we can out-com-
pete them and we can look forward to
a bright future, if we have the techno-
logical edge.

But what is happening here next
Thursday is a vote on the fundamental
protections of law for American
innovators, for American inventors,
and for the owners and developers of
new technology.

We have had basically the same law
in the United States of America for 200
years. Again, most people do not fully
comprehend that this has been a pro-
tection granted to Americans that is
different in other countries that has
enabled our country to produce this
higher standard of living and this great
opportunity for the average person.
They do not recognize that because it
is little known that written into our
Constitution by our Founding Fathers
is a patent office and protection for in-
ventors. That is why the inventors
were in the United States of America.
That is why the great creators of that
technology that produced all of the
wealth that enabled us to live better,
that is why they were Americans.

People came here from all over the
world. Americans do not have any spe-
cial trait. We just have freedom and op-
portunity and a legal system set down
by our Founding Fathers that under-
stood the necessity of individual free-
dom and individual rights being re-
spected in order for the whole of the
American people to progress.
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And now we are changing the fun-

damental law in a very hushed manner
so very few people know about it, the
fundamental law that directs and pro-
tects the development of technology in
the United States of America.

Next Thursday, on this floor, on
April 17, will be a vote in which two
bills will come head to head, one bill
H.R. 400 and the other H.R. 811. It is a
combination of H.R. 811 and H.R. 812.

H.R. 400, which I call the Steal Amer-
ican Technologies Act, will, if passed,
open up the United States to the great-
est theft of our intellectual property
and our technological achievements in
the history of our Republic.

It will be the equivalent of sending a
message to everyone in the world to
come and get our technological secrets
and use them against the American
people. It is as bad as that. That is H.R.
400.

That bill, what does it do? No. 1, and
hold on to your seats for those of my
colleagues who do not understand what
is going to happen on this floor in 1
week, this is a bill that will mandate
that every inventor in the United
States who applies for a patent will
have his or her patent published for the
world to see after 18 months even if
that patent has not been issued.

Now, what does this mean? From the
history of our country, from the very
beginning of our history, when some-
one has applied for a patent, when an
American has applied for a patent, he
or she has had the right of confiden-
tiality, knowing that none of that in-
formation would be disclosed unless
that patent was issued; and when the
patent is issued, that means that per-
son, that individual owns that tech-
nology. That has been a right for every
American.

And what is happening now? Next
Thursday we will vote to discard that
right, that no longer, after 225 years of
American history, that right, which
has been a force for good in our soci-
ety, will be discarded by a vote here on
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives because H.R. 400 mandates the
publication of all of our secrets.

There will be no more industrial espi-
onage. You heard about that. You have
heard about people coming into the
United States in order to steal our se-
crets. There will be no more industrial
espionage because after 18 months,
every bit of secret information about
the development of our new technology
will be sent to our worst enemies, peo-
ple who want to destroy our country,
people who want to destroy the Amer-
ican way of life, people who care not
one iota for the standard of living for
our people but want to pull those mil-
lions and billions of dollars of wealth
into their pockets rather than see the
American people enjoy the fruits of our
free society.

This is almost unbelievable. It is al-
most beyond belief, until you hear peo-
ple stand up and argue this case as if,
oh, this is going to be good because ev-
erybody will know what is being devel-
oped and then we can all work to-
gether. All work together.

There are people in this world who
are intent on not working together and
they will be very happy to steal every-
thing that America develops.

The second provision on H.R. 400,
which will be on this floor in a week, is
called reexamination. The publication
angle of H.R. 400 is enough, is enough
for us to say get rid of this terrible
threat to the American people. But
that is a future threat, I might add.
Publication only affects the future
technologies.

What we have discovered when look-
ing into H.R. 400, and I did not know
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this until several weeks ago, there are
small provisions in this bill which open
up the door to reexamination, which is
the No. 2 provision, reexamination.

What does reexamination mean?
That means now, today, and all
through our country’s history, when
you are issued your patent, it is your
patent and there is almost nothing
someone can do to challenge your right
because it is your property. It has been
decided upon and perhaps only one
other criteria can be used to fight
against it in court.

Instead, H.R. 400 opens up a panoply
of options for not only our big corpora-
tions but foreign corporations and mul-
tinational corporations to go at and
challenge every one of our existing pat-
ents, not only are future patents going
to be published before they are even is-
sued, so that thieves can take away our
future technology, the current tech-
nology that we have that gives us bil-
lions of dollars in royalties that comes
to the United States every year. These
foreign corporations that are paying
royalties now will have the option, in-
stead of paying royalties, to file suit
and to interfere and to act and to call
for reexamination of current patents.

Finally, the last and perhaps another
just as equally important provision of
H.R. 400, the Steal American Tech-
nologies Act, which will be voted on in
this body on the floor of the House in
1 week, is that it, again, hold on to
your seats, it will obliterate the Patent
Office.

That is right. The Patent Office is
written into the U.S. Constitution, and
it eliminates it as a Government entity
and resurrects it. Resurrects it as
what? A corporatized entity.
Corporatized.

What does that mean? That means
there will be some entity that used to
be the Patent Office and now it will be
corporatized, something like the Post
Office, Government but not Govern-
ment.

This bill mandates, for example, that
this new corporate structure will have
business leaders on its board of direc-
tors. Now, what does that mean? I
thought the business leaders were the
ones who were going to be dealing with
the patents. We are going to put the
people who actually make money deal-
ing with patents on the commanding
board of directors of this company?

The board is also enabled to borrow
money and the taxpayers are still on
the hook. Patent examiners have been
shielded for 200 years from outside in-
fluences. Patent examiners have never
had a scandal. These hardworking pub-
lic servants, like judges, have such
power in their hands to determine who
owns billions of dollars of wealth, but
they have been shielded up until now
from outside influences. Will they be
shielded? Will they be shielded from
this new corporate entity?

Let me add, there is one other thing
I forgot to mention; the new corporate
entity, according to H.R. 400, will be
permitted to accept gifts. Accept gifts

from corporations? Accept gifts from
foreign companies? Accept gifts when
they are making determinations about
who owns what wealth in the future?
What kind of effect will this have on
the decisionmaking at this new
corporatized Patent Office?

Mr. Speaker, this is a formula for ca-
tastrophe. This is a formula for the de-
struction of the American way of life,
and I cannot stress it too strongly
here, it is going to be voted on and the
American people do not know about it.
It is coming next week. There has been
a lid placed on coverage in the mass
media. We do not have shows on the
network or in our major newspapers.
They are not doing stories about this
threat to each and every one of us. It is
not there.

I have a piece of legislation, and the
gentleman from California, DUNCAN
HUNTER has a companion piece of legis-
lation, H.R. 811 and 812, that go in ex-
actly the opposite direction from the
bill, from H.R. 400, the one I just de-
scribed.

H.R. 811 is the Patent Term Restora-
tion Act, which I have authored. Basi-
cally it restores a guaranteed patent
term to the American people. If no one
understands why we have to restore a
guaranteed patent term, I hate to in-
form them, but we have already lost
our right that has been with us since
the founding of our country.

Our people have always had a right
when they apply for a patent, no mat-
ter how long it takes for that patent to
be issued, that there is still a guaran-
teed time period, 17 years, when some-
one would reap the benefit from that
invention, either the investor or inven-
tor, whoever owns that patent. That
was taken away. That was eliminated
by a provision that was snuck, and I re-
peat, snuck, into the GATT implemen-
tation legislation.

GATT 3 years ago did not require us
to change our patent laws, but some-
one put that provision into GATT, and
thus the Congress was faced with vot-
ing against the entire world trading
system or agreeing to this fundamental
change in patent law. This was a be-
trayal of the American people in the
worst way. My bill restores the guaran-
teed patent term. So no matter how
long it takes to issue your patent, no
matter who is against you, once that
patent is issued the American has a
right to a guaranteed patent term of 17
years.

By the way, it was replaced with
something that sounds pretty innoc-
uous, like many of the things in these
bills sound innocuous. The provision
that replaced our patent term guaran-
tee was a provision that said you are
going to have patent protection from 20
years from the date that you filed.
However, however, 20 years, all it real-
ly means is the clock is ticking against
the inventor. If it takes 10 to 15 years
to get an invention patented, for the
patent to issue, that patent applicant
basically has lost all of that time. All
of that time.

No, we do not need the clock ticking
against the inventor, we need a guaran-
teed patent term, which has been our
right. That is what my bill does. The
companion bill, H.R. 812, bolsters and
strengthens and makes more produc-
tive and reforms the Patent Office and
strengthens our Patent Office, instead
of obliterating it like they do and
corporatizing it, in H.R. 400.

These bills will come to a direct
head-on-head vote. My bill will be of-
fered as a substitute. H.R. 811,
strengthening the patent system, will
come right up against it and there will
be one vote.

Right now there is an army of lobby-
ists going through this town contact-
ing Members of Congress because they
are interested in how they are going to
vote. Unless the American people, un-
less the American people contact their
representative, the major influence on
how this vote will turn out will be lob-
byists that are paid for by huge multi-
national corporations, foreign corpora-
tions, and yes, even some, many, of our
major domestic corporations who are
in league with these multinationals.

Mr. Speaker, we can turn this around
if the American people do contact their
elected representatives. That will
make the difference.

By the way, interestingly enough,
how do we communicate if we cannot
get the news media to cover the story?
I have tried everything. I give these
speeches. I even have a web site,
www.house.gov/rohrabacher/. That is
www.house.gov/rohrabacher/. I had to
go to the web site. I have gone to talk
radio. Thank goodness we have democ-
racy on the air. Thank goodness we
have Rush Limbaugh and Michael
Reagan and others, because the regular
media will not cover this story that is
so vital to the future of our country.

What coverage we have been able to
get through these speeches on the
floor, we have received letters, I have
received letters and Members of Con-
gress have received letters from all
over the United States, from small in-
ventors, people who are afraid.

The two most recent letters my of-
fice received, one was from a gen-
tleman who is conducting research into
breast cancer. He has made some
breakthroughs but he is afraid to try to
patent his discoveries. He is afraid of
that because with the new H.R. 400,
that would mean it would be published
for the whole world to see, and he
would reap no benefit from it. He is
afraid, whether he should disclose what
he has invented.

Another person who wrote my office
is a person who has developed a new
system of killing bugs. That may sound
rather minimal to people, killing bugs.
It is not minimal. We are pouring tons
of pesticides into our environment
every year, and this man has invented
a new process that requires no chemi-
cals, a new method of dealing with in-
festations of bugs in homes and in
fields that would prevent us from being
poisoned.
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But he is worried. He has spent a lot

of money in trying to develop this new
process. He does not know if he wants
to make it public through the patent
system, because if he applies for the
patent they will disclose this, if H.R.
400 is passed, even before he gets his
patent and people will steal his proc-
ess.

These are the letters coming to me:
Breast cancer, things dealing with in-
secticides into our system. How is this
going to affect our way of life? Can the
Members not see just by those two ex-
amples? Who would have thought of
those two examples before I said them?
There are thousands of people all over
this country who are inventing ways of
making things better.
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That is what Americans are all
about. We are tinkerers. We are people
who use our ingenuity. That is what
Americans are all about. We are chang-
ing the fundamental law, and we are
pulling the rug out from under them.
We will make sure that the giant cor-
porations in Japan and China and even
our own giant corporations can steal
from them. And when we do that, the
American light of ingenuity will be put
out. It will not go on. We have fostered,
we have nurtured this creative genius
among our people. If we change the
rules in protecting their rights as indi-
viduals, that light will be put out and
our standard of living will suffer.

Colleges and universities are getting
the word. Throughout the United
States of America we have been receiv-
ing letters from colleges and university
people. People who are involved with
research programs all over our country
are writing and saying: You mean ev-
erything that I have been working for
will be disclosed to America’s enemies
if we file for a patent?

Small inventors, small inventors
throughout the country have joined to-
gether to try to fight this but they are
an unorganized group of people, the
most unorganizable group of people I
have ever seen. That is what they are,
they are individualists, men and
women who come up with new ideas
who are hard to organize. Thus the
major corporations want to steal the
profit of their genius. I will have more
to say on this floor a week from now.

Mr. Speaker, we have seen venture
capitalists, people who put money into
the inventors. All of the great inven-
tions happen here in the United States
of America: the light bulb, the tele-
phone, the reaper, the telegraph, the
airplane. We have had the great inven-
tors. We have had the great inventors
because investors have known that
they would have 17 years of a guaran-
teed patent term to reap the reward.

The Government did not finance the
research into most of these great in-
ventions. It was done by individual in-
vestors and individual inventors, and
these were the people who made the
great breakthroughs. But if we pull the
rug out from under them and we make

their inventions public even before the
patent is issued, then what is going to
happen? If we take away the guaran-
teed patent term, there will not be in-
vestment capital. They will come to
people and say we have to tax you
some more. We have to have a Govern-
ment program to have research for our
country because you cannot rely on the
private sector. You cannot rely on the
private sector because they change the
rules of the game.

Do we really want the Government
picking out who is going to get all the
research money? They are going to
pick their friends. Politics and bu-
reaucracy are going to come into play,
as it was not part of the process over
these last 200 years. We will become
what the Soviet Union was. Do we
know what that is? We will have
changed the rules of the game. We will
become a society aimed at collectivism
versus protecting individual rights.
This has been recognized.

For example, the Long Island Asso-
ciation of Industries is a group of 1,000
industries on Long Island who got wind
of what was going on, read the legisla-
tion and they are outraged. They are
outraged that the big guys are setting
up the little guys, and some of the big
guys happen to be multinational and
foreign corporations. Amgen, a biotech
corporation out in California, large
biotech corporation, has put billions of
dollars into research. And then this is
going to be made public before the pat-
ent is issued so that all over the world
they could just take what has been dis-
covered and use it?

A solar energy company was in my
office when this was breezing through
the committee. Yes, H.R. 400 has al-
ready gone through committee. The
solar energy company executive said to
me: ‘‘Mr. Congressman, if they pass
this legislation and they publish my
patent applications before I get issued
the patent, my Japanese competitors
will be in production of the things that
I have invested in and spent millions of
dollars to produce and develop and dis-
cover. And the Japanese will be produc-
ing it. And they will be selling it on
the market. And they will use the prof-
it from selling my technology to defeat
me in court, these huge corporations.’’

Mr. Speaker, it makes no sense. H.R.
400 says, how are we going to protect
these American inventors? You ask
them, if you are going to publish it,
their information, before they get the
patent, how are they protected? And do
you know what the answer is? Well,
once the patent is issued, if someone is
using their idea, they can sue them in
court. We can imagine the Wright
Brothers trying to sue Mitsubishi Cor-
poration. So sue me. You can go over
to Japan to try to sue some huge cor-
poration or China or some of these
other countries. Impossible. This is a
formula for the theft of America’s
technology and the decline of our
standard of living.

A pharmaceutical company,
Allergan, pharmaceutical companies

spend millions of dollars trying to de-
velop new drugs in our country. What
happens, it takes years to get through
the process. If their patent is made
public, they will not spend that money.
No one will spend any money to de-
velop new drugs anymore that will cure
diseases for our people because they
will all say why should you spend the
money to develop it.

This bill, I compared it yesterday to
a bouquet of flowers. When you ask
these people who are supporting this
bill, who are pushing this bill through
the system, why they could ever sup-
port, how could you ever support a
piece of legislation that would be so de-
structive to America’s interests, that
would open us up to theft internation-
ally, do you know what their answer
is? Their answer is, there are a lot of
good things in this bill.

Then they will go through a list of
nice little things that keeps the money
in the patent office. It helps facilitate
hiring new patent employees, and they
will go through a list. This is very
similar to being handed a bouquet of
flowers. If you are handed a bouquet of
flowers and somebody says look at the
flowers and then you realize the bou-
quet that he has handed you has a
bunch of snakes in the bouquet, poison-
ous snakes. And you ask them, are
these snakes poisonous? And if that
person only wants to talk about the
flowers but refuses to talk about the
snakes, he does not like you. He is not
giving you that bouquet because he
thinks a lot about you. He wants to de-
stroy you.

What is happening is that a bouquet
of flowers has been handed to the
American people. There are some nice
little reforms in H.R. 400. They can
talk about them all day, but we do not
want to talk about the bouquet of flow-
ers. We want to talk about the poison-
ous snakes that will destroy our coun-
try and poison our system and kill our
families. That is what we want to talk
about. But they will talk about how
nice the rose looks. I want to talk
about why we are publishing our infor-
mation for everybody to steal. But
look how nice the flower is. How about
talking about the daisies. How beau-
tiful. What about this idea that now
you can have all of our patents at-
tacked, the ones that are issued. Do
not talk about that.

The bottom line is, the flowers are
not what is important if the bouquet is
filled with deadly snakes. H.R. 400 is
filled with deadly snakes and we need
to talk about it. Why would anyone
want a bill like this? Why? Well, Bruce
Lehman, head of our Patent Office,
went to Japan 4 years ago. He signed
an agreement with the Japanese, the
counterpart of the Japanese head of
the Japanese Patent Office. He signed
an agreement to harmonize, harmonize
America’s patent law with Japan.

Mr. Speaker, I will tell my col-
leagues, I believe in foreign trade and
international trade. Harmonizing our
laws is a good thing. As long as we are
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bringing the standards of America,
maintaining those standards and bring-
ing other people up to our standards,
that is a good thing. Instead, their
form of harmonization, Mr. Bruce Leh-
man, head of our Patent Office, agreed
to make our system like Japan’s. This
is enough to shake anybody up.

Our Patent Office agreed to change
our strong patent system, the strong-
est in the world, to make it exactly
like the Japanese system. This is hor-
rendous. This is incredible. This is
something most Americans cannot be-
lieve is happening. There will be a vote
on this issue. All the things I described
in H.R. 400 are part of this agreement
to harmonize our law. It is bringing
down the level of protection in Amer-
ica to the level they have had in Japan.
This 18-month publication, this no
guaranteed patent term, this uncertain
patent term, that is part of their sys-
tem. And in Japan they do not invent
anything. Their people are under the
domination of a group of economic sho-
guns who beat individuals and beat the
average person into submission if that
person threatens the power elite in any
way.

If we change our laws to be like Ja-
pan’s, those economic shoguns, those
economic gangsters that run that econ-
omy will be right here in the United
States of America doing to our people
what they do to their own people.

This law will pass, this harmoni-
zation will happen next week in a vote
unless the people of this country call
their Representative and say: H.R. 400,
the Steal American Technologies Act,
is horrible, vote against it. If the
American people do not contact their
Representative, these huge corporate
interests internationally have hired
lobbyists to contact your Representa-
tive.

Mr. Lehman, by the way, not only
agreed to harmonize our law, but he
was the same guy, head of our Patent
Office, who not too long ago wanted to
send our entire data base for our Pat-
ent Office, the whole data base, the
home computer database, every bit of
information he wanted to send it in
disk form to the Red Chinese. That was
his plan. Some of us went crazy and we
stopped him. But what he said was he
wanted to do it so they will know what
not to steal, they will know what not
to steal.

Unbelievable. Incredible. It is send-
ing the worst thieves in the world the
combination to your safe and saying
this is so you will know what safes not
to try to crack. I mean, after all, they
will not have to be thieves anymore,
they can come in any time they want.
This is what is going on. This is the
threat to our way of life.

Basically we have had a group of pat-
ent examiners who are now facing a
major change in their way of life. They
are going to see it right away. They are
all opposed to this bill. All the small
inventors, people and researchers in
our colleges and universities across
America, Amgen, the biotech company

and Allergan, the pharmaceutical com-
pany. These are people who understand
what is going on. The small inventors
of course, they all oppose H.R. 400; but
they cannot get the word out. They are
looking for allies among the American
people who understand the importance
of the issue that we will be deciding.

There are an army of lobbyists and
they are working this issue. But the
American people can win. We have won
these fights before. But it takes all of
us to step forward and be active.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that next week
we have got a good chance of winning
but we also have a good chance of los-
ing. It can go either way, but it will be
a vote. It will be one of those crucial
votes that go by that no one will ever
understand exactly what happened to
them 20 or 30 years down the road if we
go the wrong way. This is Pearl Harbor
in slow motion.

This is our Government giving away
our seed corn to foreigners. This is a
situation where, if the Wright Brothers
would have had their discovery stolen
from them by Mitsubishi Corp. because
our Government publicized all of their
secrets, the aerospace industry would
have been developed in Japan and not
the United States. And all of the Amer-
icans now who have quality high-pay-
ing jobs in that industry, they would be
going, they would not have those jobs.
They would say, gee, did not America
used to be the No. 1 leader? The Amer-
ican people a generation from now will
never know what hit them if we go the
wrong way next Thursday.

So I would hope that my colleagues
will join with me in defeating H.R. 400,
the Steal American Technologies Act.
Join with me in voting for the
Rohrabacher substitute, which is H.R.
811 and 812.
f

THE BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
COBURN] is recognized for the remain-
der of the hour as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, I do agree
with the position of the gentleman
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] and
will be supporting his position on the
House floor.

I wanted to take a minute to address
those in our country who are inter-
ested in our budget. If in fact they do
not believe that a balanced budget is
important, then they should not pay
attention to anything that I am about
to say. But if in fact they think we
ought to live within our means, then I
think consideration of some of the in-
formation that I am about to relate to
them they will find interesting.

In 1972, our entire budget was $241
billion. This year we will spend $17 bil-
lion more than that on interest on the
national debt alone. So what we are
really faced with in our country is a
threat. The threat is not very popular

to talk about. The threat is not easy to
focus on.

b 1500

But, nevertheless, the threat is great,
and the threat is this: If the people who
work and vote in this body fail to rec-
ognize the importance of not balancing
the budget, what in fact they have
done is ruined the future for our chil-
dren and our grandchildren.

To the seniors who would be listening
who suffered through the Great Depres-
sion, who were the valiant men and
women who allowed us to win World
War II, they are the ones who hold this
debate in their hands, the fate of a bal-
anced budget.

For what will really happen to our
children as they pay out the $200,000
each that they now owe, both in terms
of debt and interest, which does not
begin to recognize the internal debt
that we owe the Social Security Sys-
tem, from which we borrowed, actually
stole, $69 billion last year to run the
Government, their living standard will
be nowhere close to what we experience
today. Their opportunity to have an
education, to own a home, will vanish
in the midst of our irresponsibility.

How big is the threat? The threat is
the largest threat we have faced since
the end of World War II. It is a very
subtle threat. It is one that is hard for
people to get excited about, yet it will
undermine the essence and the great-
ness of the American dream.

What do we have to do to win this
battle? The first thing we have to do is
recognize that career politicians from
both parties are not necessarily inter-
ested in doing the right thing. Martin
Luther King said in his last speech, his
last major speech before he was assas-
sinated, that cowardice asks the ques-
tion: Is it expedient? And vanity asks
the question: Is it popular? But con-
science asks the question: Is it right?
Washington has a way of avoiding the
last question and running to the first
two: Is it expedient? Is it popular?

It will not be popular to balance the
budget. It will not be expedient to bal-
ance the budget. But it is right to bal-
ance the budget.

What is the psychology of the ration-
alization that we have in our country
today that says we will balance the
budget sometime in the future? How
did we get to the psychology of saying
we do not have enough money to pay
our bills and it is fine to jeopardize and
mortgage the future of our children be-
cause we do not have the courage to
make the hard decisions that are re-
quired to eliminate that threat for our
children?

What I would ask my fellow Ameri-
cans to do is to think, as a grandparent
or a parent, what are the most impor-
tant things in their lives, and usually
we will answer, our children or our
grandchildren. I have an 18-month-old
grandchild, and as I look at her, I look
to see what possible future can she
have if we fail to do the right thing,
the thing that our conscience would
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