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Thank you very much. I consider it a great honour to be here tonight at the British
Library, under the auspices of the Eccles Centre for American Studies.

It was with great sorrow that my wife Sabina and I, earlier this year, attended the
memorial service for Lord Eccles. He and his wife, Mary, were like family to my wife
and me, our daughters, and indeed to the whole Forbes family. 

Lord Eccles was an extraordinary man. He served his country with honour and
distinction during an incredible era of British and world history. A businessman
turned Conservative leader, a cabinet member to four different prime ministers, a
confidante of Churchill, an ally of Thatcher, President of the Board of Trade, twice
Minister of Education, an author and a staunch advocate of free markets and free
trade, David Eccles was a man of principle and conviction when both were in short
supply. It was a privilege to have known him and we all, who have known him, shall
miss him. 

One of the things I personally appreciated so much about David was his deeply felt
sense that despite the end of the Cold War, indeed because of it, the time had come to
strengthen the friendship and alliance between the United States and Great Britain. I
completely concur. I’m afraid that our appreciation for your friendship has not been
communicated enough by the leaders of my country. But to me, and if the time should
come, those would staff a Forbes administration, your friendship will not go unnoted.
Indeed, we will regard it as an essential building block for the future.

A strong and secure Europe is central to America’s vital national interests and a strong
and secure Great Britain, in my view, is the key to a strong and secure Europe. Thus, I
believe that strengthening our alliance and expanding the economic and political
cooperation between our two countries must be a top priority of the next American
president. Simply put, if Great Britain is strong, secure and sovereign, America
benefits, but if Great Britain is weakened economically or militarily then American
interests suffer. Likewise, if the US is strong, secure and sovereign in the 21st century,
Great Britain and the rest of the world benefit. But if the US is weakened or
withdraws from the world stage then Great Britain and the rest of the world is in
serious trouble – it is that simple.

Now consider for a moment where we are as we come to the close of the 20th century.
The Cold War is over, the Berlin Wall fell 10 years ago next month. No major global
conflict is on the immediate horizon. Also today the United States, Britain, Ireland,
Europe, indeed the whole world stands on the threshold of one of the most
extraordinary, exciting and fabulous eras in human history.  

We are living at the dawn of a new information age economy, symbolised by the
microchip. The chip and its offshoots are extending the reach of the human brain just
as machines extended the reach of human muscle during the industrial era. A farmer
with a tractor can do more physical labour in a day than 100 Herculean ploughmen
could have done in a month in days of old. So too, in this new era, the chip and its
offshoots are extending the reach of the human brain, giving us more control, more
choices in life, and breaking down traditional physical barriers.  



One of the early fruits of this era is the calculator. Think of it for a moment – 30 years
ago it cost over a thousand dollars, over £600. Today the packaging costs more than
the gizmo itself. And, if numbers aren’t your strong suit, not to worry. With this
simple instrument, all of us can now do, in a matter of seconds or minutes, the kind of
mathematical computations that would have taken maths wizards hours or days to do
forty or fifty years ago. And now we think of this as the most natural thing in the
world.

So too, the machine age was an era of bigness. It meant big factories, big businesses,
big companies, big unions, big cities and of course, big government. The thrust of the
microchip age is just the opposite; anti-stateist, anti-centralisation, anti-hierarchical,
pro-individual, pro-family, pro-freedom. I just saw in a bookstore today a memoir
(and British former officials seem to love to write memoirs, at great length) about the
ERM crisis of 1993, by the then Chancellor Lamont. Why did that crisis take place? In
no small part because of the computer chip, rapid information, the ease to transfer
capital around the world could easily undo ill-considered decisions.  

We’ve already got a glimpse of what the microchip and this new information age
means in terms of the conduct of business. You certainly see it in the book business.
Even today Amazon.com’s relatively depressed stock market price is still worth more
than the two biggest chains in the United States. You see it, too, in stock trading,
where an ever-increasing share of stock trading is being done over the internet. You
see it in telephony: while politicians debate regulations more and more people, in
effect, are making phone calls over the internet.  

Today a long distance call within the United States would cost you, perhaps, 10 cents
a minute. If you take advantage of one of the deals around you might get 5 or 6 cents a
minute. But in a few years time, because of the explosion of bandwidth, a minute of
long distances calls within the continental United States will be but a fraction of a
penny. Voice is virtually going to be a give-away compared to the money to be made
on the transfer of data. Also, too, you see it in our own business, the publishing
business. So-called classified ads are increasingly being done by the e-bays of the
world and this inevitably poses some fundamental economic threats to traditional
newspapers.

To understand how this new era is blasting away old ways of doing things, just think
of that old classic Wealth of Nations and Adam Smith’s description of a pin factory.
Ask yourself, why were factory workers several hundred, nay several thousand times
more productive than traditional craftsmen of that era? Well, primarily, it was due to
the specialisation of workers. They could concentrate on a specific task. This meant,
and this is the nub, a faster process of learning, because each worker only had to
master part of the pin-making process, not the whole of the process. So they could
concentrate, learn quickly, and become immensely more productive.

Also, in those times to achieve that level of productivity you had to bring workers
physically together in a factory. Now, with the internet, people can collaborate but
they don’t have to come together physically. They can learn more and learn it faster



and easier. The barriers to entry to business are now being dramatically lowered: you
don’t need big factories and you don’t need big machines. 

In days of old we thought of wealth in terms of physical things: land, large armies,
piles of jewels. The real source of wealth was, of course, the human mind,
imagination, innovation, inventiveness and this new era underscores old truth more
than ever before. After all, what made things valuable? It was human learning, it was
human inventiveness, it was human information.

Take for example what we call a natural resource, oil. What is oil in and of itself? It’s
just glop! You can’t eat it, you can’t drink it, you can’t even feed it to camels. In fact,
in Pennsylvania, where the modern energy era began, oil was considered, for decades,
a depressor of property values. Why? Because that sticky stuff made it difficult to
plant crops. It made the cows and other animals sick. It was human inventiveness that
turned this glop into what has been called “the black gold”.  

The same thing is true in this new era. It makes information easier to disseminate,
easier to create and therefore brings about enormous new opportunities for business.
Old ways of doing things go by the wayside. Let me just quote George Gilder who
writes for Forbes magazine and is considered a true genius in this new information
age. He is a book-writer among other things and he says: “I sell my books from my
own webpage, collecting a profit, and Amazon.com fulfils the orders. I’m an Amazon
customer, supplier, investor, client, author, audience.”  

So the internet works not just because it sparks constant networks, it works because it
removes barriers to learning and information. Think of the information age: imagine
writing whole worlds on grains of sand, silicon, and then, too, even more amazing
things are in store. I was just reading in a magazine, which humility prevents me from
naming, that in a couple of years time we’ll have molecular-based computer chips.
What that means is that what we consider today to be a super computer will literally
fit on the size of a speck of dust within the next fifteen years. Imagine that at a
function like this you might get up, brush yourself off, and hit twenty or thirty super
computers without even realising it. But make no mistake, and this gets to the heart of
my point: freedom is the absolute essential for human progress.  

Britain was, of course, the home of the industrial revolution and that revolution could
never have taken place in any other land at that point in history. Its real origins lay in
the glorious revolution of 1688. That gave Britain far more freedom than was found in
virtually in any other land in the world, and that kind of freedom made it possible for
people to do what they did in the late 18th century and begin the industrial revolution.
You could see this in something that we take for granted today: central banks. 

Invention of the Bank of England came about in a free society. It gave the country a
stable currency, but it also gave it a formidable weapon against an empire whose
population was several times that of Great Britain: France. How could Britain build a
Navy to match that of France, even though it had one fourth or one fifth of a
population? Because, thanks to sound money, thanks to the Bank of England, thanks
to a free society, it could float what we now call ‘bonds’ (then called ‘stock’) to raise
wealth from a society that was creating wealth in an environment of freedom, and



therefore more than match the financial resources of an empire that on paper should
have easily crushed Great Britain.

Now I want to be diplomatic. What you did in 1688, we Americans carried forward
and deepened in 1776. But truly what made possible the extraordinary human
advances of the 19th century was the example and the power of Great Britain.  

You promoted free trade, especially after the abolishing the Corn Laws in the 1840s.
You exemplified the rule of law, particularly individual equality before the law. You
exemplified sound money which makes it easier for people to create capital, raise
capital, avoid capital flight and therefore concentrate on being innovative and
productive. So the 19th century was an extraordinary tribute to the example and the
power of Great Britain, whether it was promoting free trade, allowing the free flow of
capital or the Navy suppressing the slave trade. You were the central point not only of
wealth creation but of freedom.

Now the lesson of the 20th century is that even though opportunities may be there they
will not be realised unless you have people as Britain did in the 19th century there to
make possible an environment where freedom can flourish.  

As you know the 20th century, certainly in the English speaking world, was seen at the
beginning as a century of extraordinary progress; as a century in which we would not
only experience material progress but also see advances in the rule of law. People
thought that it was going to be effortless. After all, look at what had been done in the
19th century; we could do even better in the 20th.  

Now, this century certainly has seen enormous material advances, but we have also
seen what happens when we have a failure of political and military leadership. Take
the war of 1914: few could foresee it would be the catastrophe it would turn into.
Because of the seemingly senseless slaughter on the western front, not to mention the
horrors on the eastern front, many people’s faith in the tenets of western civilisation
was undermined.  

From the war came communism, then fascism, Nazism, another great depression,
World War II and a forty year cold war. So now as this century ends we are, in once
sense, back to where we were in 1914.  

Can we have, in the 21st century, an era of advance? I don’t want to glorify the 19th

century, there is plenty of conflict and horror there, but, given the limitations of
human nature, given what happened in the 20th century, the progress of the 19th

century stands in stark contrast. So can we get it right, or at least more right in the 21st

century than we did in the 20th century? That is the question. But it won’t happen
unless we create an environment in which freedom can flourish. So what does this all
mean?

It means we stand today before two starkly different roads as we go into the 21st

century. One road leads to bigger government, bigger institutions and more top-down
control over our lives. The other road leads to less government and more freedom.
And the questions we face are these: will we learn from the mistakes of the past, will



we seize this extraordinary moment and get big government out of people’s way, so
that they can build a better future for themselves and their families? Or will we miss
the magic of the moment? Will we take the road to serfdom, instead of the road to
freedom, and in doing so be damned by future generations as presiding over an era of
missed opportunities?

Let us choose wisely because the stakes are very high both for my country and yours,
for our generation and for generations to come. This is why the election next year in
my country, and the election that you will hold in two or three years time, are so
vitally important. For the leaders we choose, and the vision, experience, and principles
they hold dear, may well determine the future of freedom as we move into the 21st

century.  

Answering these questions correctly is the essential opportunity and responsibility that
lies before the next American president. For the mission of the American president is
more than merely to be Commander-in-Chief of our Armed Forces and the Chief
Executive of our economic policy. In an age of instant global communications the
American president also commands centre stage.  

He commands what Teddy Roosevelt rightly called the ‘bully pulpit’. With a single
speech, a single policy proposal, a single cabinet appointment he has an unparalleled
opportunity to define a problem, offer a solution and set forth a bold course of action.
This requires more than good tutors and advisers. It requires a leader who understands
the times and knows what America must do.  

In the United States there are several opportunities to let the country experience what
Abraham Lincoln called at Gettysburg ‘a new birth of freedom’.  

Take for example the Tax Code. This is not just about how much money people would
be allowed to keep from the incomes they earn. The important thing to understand
about taxation is that taxes are not merely a means of raising revenue for government,
taxes are also a price and a burden. A simple thing to say; but political cultures often
have a hard time understanding it. The tax you pay on income, the tax you pay on
profits, the tax you pay on capital gains is the price you pay for working, the price you
pay for being innovative, productive, successful, and willing to take risks. The
proposition is very simple: if the price of those good things is high you tend to get less
of them, if you lower the price and burden on those good things you intend to get
more of them. That is why the American tax code makes absolutely no sense in the
information age.  

Let’s consider all of the brainpower that goes into complying with this dead weight
code. Just to put it in perspective, I mentioned Lincoln at Gettysburg: to find the
character of the American nation he used 272 words. America’s Constitution, which
has withstood the test of time, runs about 5000 words. The Holy Bible, which took a
few years to put together, runs about 783,000 words. The American Tax Code and all
of its attendant rulings and regulations now amounts to 7.5 million words and rising,
and nobody knows what’s in the thing.



They talk about black holes in the universe, well you have one in that Tax Code. I
don’t know what’s in there. John doesn’t know, Mary doesn’t know, the IRS doesn’t
know. It’s simply become a plaything for special interests in Washington. And so you
have a code today that costs the American people over 200 billion dollars to comply
with, which requires people to spend over 5 billion hours a year to fill out forms for,
and for what purpose? It makes no sense at all.  

We saw in tiny Hong Kong what a simplified tax code did over forty years ago. We
can see it in Ireland today, where they’ve reduced the top corporate tax rate from 32%
to a flat 12½%. Recognising that a tax is a burden, as well as a means of raising
revenue, realising the unnecessary brainpower and intellect that goes into complying
with the thing, I propose (and I am delighted that others are beginning to echo it, at
least somewhat) simply scrapping this horrendous dead weight and replacing it with
something that normal people can actually understand. My single flat tax rate proposal
would give individuals a generous exemption: each adult $13,000, each child $5,000,
plus a family of four, mum, dad and two kids would pay no tax on the first $36,000 of
income -- about £21,000 in Britain. On anything above that exemption you’d pay only
17%, plus, if you earned $40,000 you’d take the 40, subtract 36 and pay the tax on
$4000.

There would be no tax on pensions, no tax on capital gains and no death taxes. You
would have a new principle of taxation: no taxation without respiration. But the point
is that by freeing up people’s time, by freeing up people’s brains, by allowing people
to concentrate on productive pursuits, the simplified tax code would end up collecting
more revenue, while allowing people themselves to focus on what is productive and
important.  

Also in the United States, and I know it is being debated elsewhere, there is a
movement to put special taxes on the Internet. A few years ago the American
Congress enacted a three-year moratorium on special Internet taxes. That was when
the stock market boom and so-called ‘dot.com’ companies began and what we called
e-commerce exploded. However, they also appointed a commission to study whether
taxes should be enacted on the Internet. And, low and behold, the whole thrust of this
commission was to try to find ways to create taxes as efficiently as possible. It did not
debate whether in fact there should even be special taxes under this new market place,
but rather how best to create them from their narrow point of view. This would slow
down wealth creation. The whole information age, and how it’s unfolded in the United
States, underscores the importance of taxes.  

In the 1970s the United States, Britain and much of the world suffered what was
known as stagflation. In the United States the top capital gains tax rate was 48%.
Then, in 1978, miraculously, this top rate was reduced to 28%. And that was when the
boom began in what we know today as Silicon Valley -- the Manchester of the
information era. Tax rates can block progress.  Lowering them and simplifying them
can make progress smoother and easier.  

Another area that must be addressed, certainly in my country, is healthcare. Ask
yourself why it is that the growing demand for healthcare is considered a crisis. Why
do experts moan about the rise in longevity, and wonder how we’re going to finance



all this healthcare for what we in America call the baby boomers, those born in the
decade after World War II.

Here again we have something that violates the spirit of this new era. On the one hand
more and more Americans are getting information about healthcare from the Internet,
especially when they get hit with a certain affliction. They can go to their physician
with an incredible amount of knowledge. Yet, at a time when individuals are learning
more about health and medicine, we have (though not as much as you have in Britain
and on the continent) a top-down healthcare system in which individuals have little
say in how our healthcare resources are spent. 

In the spirit of the age we should go in the opposite direction. We should have a
healthcare declaration of independence in which patients are put in charge of
healthcare resources. You should be able to choose your own doctor, specialist and
healthcare plan.  

There are various ways to do this in the United States. One is an device called a
medical savings account. In effect, money is deposited into your account which, if you
don’t use, you get to keep. Can this kind of freedom work? Eight years ago at Forbes
Magazine our health insurance expenses were going up just like everyone else’s. And
the experts recommended that we push people into what we call ‘managed care’:
health maintenance organisations which are a private sector version of socialised
medicine -- supposedly more efficient than the government, but still the same top-
down approach.  

Instead I asked a very simple question: how could we get our people to treat the
money we were spending for their health insurance as if it were their own? Well, to
ask the question is to answer it: try to make those resources their own within the limits
of the law. So we put in a new system, as have many hundreds of other employers in
America. Each year we give our people $1,500 dollars for routine medical expenses in
the equivalent of a medical savings account. At the end of the year we write them a
cheque for whatever remains in their account. Half of our people get this every year.
They have to pay tax on it, I can’t change that, but they are in charge of those
resources.  So, low and behold, I don’t have to tell people try to get a good price on a
prescription, they figure that out themselves. It’s their money. If their expenses run to
more than $1,500 dollars they have a deductible based on the size of their salary, and
then the catastrophic insurance kicks in when they go through that deductible. As a
result, today, our healthcare expenses per person are no higher than they were eight
years ago and no one is forced into managed care.

Another area that needs to be broadened in the spirit of the age is education. Parents
should be able to choose schools that they think are best for their children. The
government should not dictate that. And parents who wish to send their children to
non-government schools shouldn’t be forced, they have to pay extra. In education
monopolies don’t work. Our school system today is not the pride of my country: our
kids are lagging behind in maths, science and reading. But in cities such as Milwaukee
where experiments have been conducted in which parents do have a choice, where
they can take a coupon or voucher and send their children to any school of their
choice, the kids in the choice schools, even if they come from the roughest



backgrounds or they come from homes with no natural parents, are suddenly getting a
first rate education. Good teaching is generally recognised and rewarded.  

It is kind of ironic but the model we have today in public education goes back to
Prussia after the Napoleonic wars. When they put in this school system it was
designed explicitly to turn out good bureaucrats and good soldiers: have the desks
lined up, have the kids go rigidly grade by grade. Kindergarten, which we think of as a
kids’ garden, was designed to take young children away from the soft influence of
mothers.  And yet this is the model that we use in the western world. It’s high time we
got that power back in the hands of individuals instead of top-down government.  

Another area in which Britain has been a leader is social security. In the United States
we do have a national system and it’s financed the way it is in too many countries
today: the money goes into the government, it’s pay-as-you-go. But the government
doesn’t spend it on pensions benefits, they simply spend it on other programmes.
Several years ago the British government brought in a system to allow people to opt
out and today that system has in it an aggregate, in the hands of individuals, of 1.3
trillion dollars.  

We need to bring that kind of system to the United States. Younger people could stay
in the old system, or, if they wished, they could have part or eventually the bulk of
their social security taxes deposited into their own personal retirement accounts. They
wouldn’t be able to touch it until a certain age, and there would be restrictions on what
kind of investments you could go into. But it would be a conservative ray of
investment. You would own the account. And in that way money that is now a dead
weight on the economy would be a stimulant to current and future growth. And future
obligations would not only go down but recipients in retirement would receive far
more, two to three times more, than what the current pay-as-you-go system can pay
them.  

On the international front there are several opportunities and one that should be
familiar to Britain is free trade. One of the most important international opportunities
facing the next American president is to dramatically expand free trade and economic
growth around the world: avoid protectionism, avoid the rise of trading restrictive
monopolistic trading blocks. Why? Because the expansion of free markets and free
trade are essential to the prosperity of your country and mine. It empowers consumers
and businesses with an immensely greater freedom, more choices and more
opportunities. It creates jobs and wealth for all people, particularly working families.
For example, every time my country increases exports by 1 billion dollars we create
over 20,000 well-paid jobs. Wages go up, unemployment goes down, working
families, small businesses, high-tech entrepreneurs are better off.  

Now is not the time to give in to the forces of socialism and stagnation.  Now is not
the time to sacrifice our moral and economic strength upon the altar of misguided
global institutions. Now is the time to enhance the economic and political ties that
bind our two countries. Now is not the time to follow, now is the time to lead. So
tonight I announce that if I am elected the first American president of the 21st century I
will invite the people of Great Britain and the Republic of Ireland to join the United
States in a North Atlantic Free Trade Agreement. Because the barrier that lies before



us is not the Atlantic Ocean, not in this day and age: it’s big government, it’s an ocean
of taxes, tariffs and fees that prevent working families and consumers from enjoying
the full benefits of economic freedom.  

We must build a great bridge of economic freedom that spans the Atlantic Ocean; a
bridge that links London with Los Angeles and Dublin with Detroit. A tall, free bridge
that brings new benefits to both sides of the Atlantic. Less taxes and higher wages,
fewer gatekeepers and faster growth, less government and more freedom for farmers
and families, and a new generation of savers and investors. That’s the promise.
Together we can tear down the barriers that divide us and build a bridge to unite us.
We should work together to create a dazzling new century of hope, growth and
opportunity for every American, British and Irish citizen bar none. We should remove
those barriers.  

I am not a politician, I am a businessman. As the head of a business magazine it is my
sincere belief that the American, British and Irish approach of free markets and free
trade is the wave of the future and the model for the new millennium. I believe that it
is time to show the world that the Reagan, Thatcher, Forbes model offers true
economic liberalisation for those who languish in poverty and economic stagnation be
they in Russia, Asia, Africa, Latin America, the Middle East and even on the continent
of Europe.  Where others impose limits, let us pursue growth. Where others define
boundaries, let us blaze new trails. Where others empower big government
bureaucracies, let us empower workers and families. Where some speak of a third
way, let us pursue the right way: free markets, free elections, free trade, because these
are the tools of a free people.  

What I say now will be controversial but I think the issue needs to be raised. The
European Union wants to harmonise economic policy throughout the entire region.
That means trying to force sovereign people such as yourselves to accept higher taxes,
more regulations, more bureaucracy, top-down social policy and the end of the British
pound.  

What model is this?  It imposes policies that punish venture capital. If you’re a French
person and you want to enter the high-tech era you can’t do it in France. You must go
to California. Even a Frenchman who wants to open a restaurant: where does he go
now? To London. So it does get in the way of venture capital, risk-taking and
entrepreneurship. It means crushingly high taxes rates.  

Why isn’t Germany a leader in this high tech era? Look at their tax burden. Look at
how different they are today in economic policy from the spirit of what Ludwig
Gerhert  did in the late 1940s when he removed allied impositions of rationing and
other economic restrictions and started what was called the German economic
miracle. Stagnation is there instead of the kind of entrepreneurship he encouraged.
There is very little innovation. Pitifully poor growth rates and structural
unemployment on the continent averaging 10-12%, massive social welfare
bureaucracies, debt, discouragement and despair. This is no model for the 21st century.  



Let me be clear. A centralised, bureaucratically-run European political union and the
third way theory of socialism and stateism that comes with it could doom the
prosperity of your country and your neighbours in Ireland. I submit to you that such a
prospect is not in your interest nor, certainly, is it in ours. So I ask you to consider my
proposal for a North Atlantic Free Trade Agreement in the spirit of friendship,
cooperation and mutual respect in which it is offered. Come with us and together let
us offer the world a model of authentic freedom and prosperity for a new millennium.
Do so and eventually the continent of Europe will follow this example. And Europe
once again will be a font of innovation and the spirit of entrepreneurship.

That brings me to say a few words on the International Monetary Fund.
Unfortunately, this has been allowed to become an institution that stands in the way of
economic progress instead of enhancing it. It recommends higher taxes and
devaluations. If you are not an economist you would understand that if your money is
worth less you buy less; if your taxes go up you buy less. And yet that is what the IMF
offers: unnecessary austerity, devaluations and higher taxes.

There are five basic principles the IMF ought to follow for growth (and I lump our
Treasury Department in there, too, since they work hand in hand when countries get in
trouble). First, of course, is the rule of law, particularly individual equality before the
law. We can see in Russia today what happens when there is no rule of law:
entrepreneurs cannot flourish, only crony capitalism and gangsterism can flourish.
Second is low taxes, remembering that taxes are a burden and a price. Third is sound
money. We know how to create sound money, numerous countries have done it:
Bulgaria did it a little over a year ago with something called a currency board. The
fourth basic principle is an end to bureaucratic interference in setting up and running a
business. In far too many countries it is almost impossible to set up a business unless
you are politically connected or willing to pay certain under-the-table payments to
numerous bureaus and bureaucracies to get the necessary permissions. The final
principle is the removal of trade and business barriers. So, you take those five
principles, rule of law, low taxes, sound money, non-bureaucratic interference,
removing barriers and you say: ‘what could be controversial about that?’  But then
look at how often an institution like the IMF violates those basic principles.  

Also, you cannot have a world in which freedom has a chance to sink real roots and
can flourish if you don’t have a strong defence. In the 19th century Britain could help
provide such an environment with a strong navy. Even though you didn’t have much
in the way of an army compared with the continent, the navy did mean freedom of the
seas; it exemplified free trade and the fight against slavery. It helped make the 19th

century an era of extraordinary economic advances.

Today in the United States it is high time we rebuilt our hollowed-out military. In the
last six years the strength of the US navy has been cut 40%, the army 50%, and the
airforce 50%. People are having to cannibalise current equipment in order to get spare
parts. During the Kosovo crisis we almost ran out of air-launch cruise missiles and we
had to have a B1 bomber on hand not for missions but for the spare parts needed to
keep the other bombers running. We should have learnt from the 1920s and ’30s that
this is a recipe for a long-term disaster.



We must work together to rapidly develop and deploy ballistic missile defence
systems. After all, North Korea is making a nice income these days threatening to
launch a three stage rocket that could ultimately reach Alaska and Hawaii. Technology
does not stand still. Now it is true that there needs to be a reform of procurement;
certainly in the United States there is incredible waste. But more resources are needed
for simply mortgaging our future. 

In Russia today for example we have a truly human horror unfolding. It is not just that
the ‘kleptocrats’ have stolen billions of dollars. It is that the United States and the
West have allowed themselves to become associated in the minds of the Russian
people with the most gangster elements in Russian society today. When you say ‘free
markets’ and when you say ‘democracy’ to a typical Russian today these are
euphemisms for exploitation and gangsterism.  

In Russia today you have a new version of serfdom. Four out of ten Russian workers
now go unpaid. The government doesn’t pay its workers, teachers go unpaid,
coalminers go unpaid. At the very least the West should cut off all money until the
Russian government meets two conditions: first must become current in paying its
own workers, and second it must deny export licences to any company that is not
current in paying its workers.

I had the opportunity to work with Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher, true heroes
of the freedom revolution, and through it all (I headed up Radio Free Europe and
Radio Liberty for several years) I learned a simple but profound truth. The triumph of
Western civilisation lay not in the cleverness of our tactics but in the clarity of our
vision. Winning the Cold War was never simply about how many troops we had, how
many Pershing missiles we developed and deployed, or how many spies we captured.
Winning the Cold War was about understanding that this was a cosmic showdown
between good and evil, hope and fear, day and night. Thus our victory lay in our
decision to pursue peace through strength. It lay in our decision to stop appeasing evil.
It lay in our decision to put tyrants, terrorists and thugs on notice that we will not be
intimidated and we will not be threatened. We will protect our children, defend our
friends, advance our principles and transcend our enemies. Simply put, we finally
chose to win the Cold War not simply not lose the Cold War. 

I’m an optimist, and this brings us back to the central question. Is our generation able
and willing to work together to create a new millennium of peace and prosperity and
freedom? Or will we be doomed to a repeat of the horrors of the 20th century? I
believe that if we work together we can experience a new birth of freedom. And I
want you to know that a Forbes administration will work to create that new era of
freedom, extending it not just to my country but to a world at the dawn of a new
millennium, a world waiting to be born: a new birth of freedom that recognises the
principles that make that freedom possible. This is the road to peace, prosperity and
solidarity. This is the road to the future, and I invite you, tonight, to let us walk this
road together.  


