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Dr. Paul addresses the House
‘ Honoring Pope John Paul | —

A Consistent Pro-life Figure

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to join my colleaguesin pay-
ing tribute to the life and legacy of Pope John Paul I1. Pope
John Paul 11 was one of the great religiousleaders of modern
times, and an el oquent champion of human freedom and dig-
nity. Unlike all-too-many misguided religious leaders, the
Pope understood that liberty, both personal and economic, is
anecessary condition for the flourishing of human virtue.

The Pope's commitment to human dignity, grounded in
the teachings of Christ, led him to become one of the most
eloquent spokesmen for the consistent ethic of life, exempli-
fied by his struggles against abortion, war, euthanasia, and
the death penalty.

Unfortunately, few in American politicstoday adhereto
the consistent ethic of life, thus we see some who cheered
the Pope’s stand against the war and the death penalty while
downplaying or even openly defying his teachings against
abortion and euthanasia. Others who cheered the Pope's
opposition to abortion and euthanasia were puzzled or hostile
to his opposition to war. Many of these “pro-life supporters
of war” tried to avoid facing the inherent contradictions in
their position by distorting the Just War doctrine, which the
Pope properly interpreted as denying sanction to the Irag
war. One prominent conservative commentator even sug-
gested that the pope was the “enemy” of the United States.

In conclusion, | am pleased to pay tribute to Pope John
Paul 11. | would encourage those who wish to honor his
memory to reflect on his teachings regarding war and the
sanctity of life, and consider the inconsistenciesin claiming
to be pro-life but supporting the senseless killing of inno-
cent people that inevitably accompanies militarism, or in
claiming to be pro-peace and pro-compassion but supporting

the legal killing of the unborn.
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Dr. Paul addresses the House
Hypocrisy and the Ordeal of Terri Schiavo

Clearly no onewinsinthelegal and political battlesover
the death of Terri Schiavo. Although it has been terribly
politicized, a valuable debate has emerged. This debate is
not about abortion or euthanasiain general, nor about death
in the abstract. It's about an individual'sright to life and the
value of lifeitself. Without concern for the life of each indi-
vidual, liberty is meaningless and indefensible.

This debate deal swith the passive treatment of the criti-
cally and terminally ill. Thistype of decision is manageable
most of the time without government interference, but cir-
cumstancesin this case madeit difficult to determine proper
guardianship. The unprecedented level of government
involvement, questions about which branch of government
had the ultimate say, and what the explicit intent of the
patient was, brought national attention to what was other-
wise afamily conflict.

Terri Schiavo is a unique case, and unfortunately her
fate ended up in the hands of lawyers, judges, and the legis-
lators. The media certainly did their part in disrupting her
final days.

In a free society the doctor and the patient — or his or
her designated spokesperson — make the decision, short of
using violence, in dealing with death and dying issues. The
government stays out of it.

This debate, though, shows that one life is indeed im-
portant. It is not an esoteric subject; it'sareal life involved
and a personal issue we can't ignore, especialy in this age
of Medicare, with government now responsible for most of
the medical hills.



We'rerapidly moving toward atime when these decisions
will be based on the cost of care alone, since government
paysall the billsunder nationalized health care. Aswe defer
to the state for our needs, and parental power is transferred
to government, it is casually expected that government will
be making more and more of these decisions. This has
occurred in education, general medical care, and psychological
testing. The government now can protect the so-called right
of ateenager to have an abortion, sometimes paid for by the
government, without notifying the parents.

Free-market medicineisnot perfect, but it'sthe best sys-
tem to sort out these difficult problems — and it did so for
years. Eventual ly, government medicine surely

more money on welfare, they would demonstrate sincere
concernfor theright tolife. Thisisfalselogic and does nothing
to build the casefor alocal government solution to afeeding
tube debate.

First, all wealth transfers depend on an authoritarian state
willing to uselethal forceto satisfy the politicians' notion of
an unachievable fair society. Robbing Peter to pay Paul, no
matter how well intentioned, can never bejustified. It'stheft,
plain and simple, and morally wrong. Actually, welfare is
anti-prosperity; so it can’t be pro-life. Too often good inten-
tions are motivated only by the good that someone believes
will result from the transfer program. They never ask who
must pay, who must be threatened, who must

will ignore the concern for a single patient as
aperson, and instead a computer program and
cost analysis will make the determination. It
will be said to be more efficient, though mor-
ally unjustified, to alow a patient to die by
court order rather than permitting family and
friendsto assume responsibility for the cost of
keeping patients alive.

There's plenty of hypocrisy to go around
on both sides of this lingering and prolonged
debate. In this instance we heard some very
sound argumentsfrom theleft defending states

Being

being

pro-liberty
and pro-
Constitution
IS indeed

be arrested and imprisoned. They never ask
whether the welfare funds taken by forcible
taxation could have helped someone in a pri-
vate or voluntary way.

Practically speaking, welfare rarely works.
The hundreds of billions of dollars spent on
thewar on poverty over the last 50 years have
donelittleto eradicate poverty. Matter-of -fact,
worthwhile studies show that poverty is actu-
ally made worse by government efforts to
eradicate poverty. Certainly the whole system
does nothing to build self-esteem and more

rightsand family responsibility, whilecriticiz- pr o) I | _I: e as often than not does exactly the opposite.

ing the federal government involvement. I'm - ’ My suggestion to my colleagues who did
anxiousfor the day when those who madethese el I argue convincingly that Congress should not
arguments join me in defending the Constitu- W as pro_ beinvolved in the Schiavo case, is please con-

tion and states' rights, especialy the 9th and
10th Amendments, on many other economic
and social issues. | won't hold my breath.

prosperity.

sider using these same arguments consi stently
and avoid the false accusation that if one op-
poses increases in welfare one is not pro-life.

More importantly, where are those who
rightfully condemn congressional meddling in the Schiavo
case — because of federalism and separation of powers —
on the issue of abortion? These same folks strongly defend
Roe vs. Wade and the so-called constitutiona right to abort
healthy human fetuses at any stage. There’'s no hesitation to
demand support of this phony right from both Congress and
the federal courts. Not only do they demand federal legal
protection for abortion, they insist that abortion foesbeforced
to fund this act that many of them equate with murder.

It's too bad that philosophic consistency and strict ad-
herence to the Constitution are not a high priority for many
Members. But perhapsthis*“flexibility” in administering the
rule of law helps create problems such as we faced in the
Schiavo ordeal.

Though the left produced some outstanding arguments
for the federal government staying out of this controversy,
they frequently used an analogy that could never persuade
those of uswho believe in afree society guided by the con-
straints of the Constitution. They argued that if conserva-
tiveswho supported prolonging Terri’slifewould only spend

Being pro-liberty and pro-Constitution is in-
deed being pro-life, aswell as pro-prosperity.

Conservatives on the other hand are equally inconsistent
in their arguments for life. There's little hesitation by the
conservativeright to cometo Congressto promote their moral
agenda even when it’s not within the jurisdiction of the fed-
eral government to do so. Take for instance the funding of
faith-based charities. The processis of little concern to con-
servativesif their agendaismet by passing morefederal laws
and increasing spending. I nstead of concentrating on the repeal
of Roe vs. Wade and eliminating federal judicia authority
over issues best dealt with at the state level, more federal
laws are passed, which strictly speaking should not be the
prerogative of the federal government.

The biggest shortcoming of the Christian Right position
isitsadamancy for protecting lifein the very early, late, and
weskened stages, while enthusiastically supporting aggressive
war that results in hundreds of thousands of unnecessary
deaths. While thekilling of theinnocent unborn representsa
morally decadent society, and all life deserves an advocate,
including Terri Schiavo, promoting a policy of deadly sanc-



tions and all-out war against a nation that committed no act
of aggression against us cannot come close to being morally
consistent or defendable under our Constitution.

The oneissue generally ignored in the Schiavo debateis
the subtle influence the cost of care for the dying had on the
debate. Government-paid care clouds the issue, and it must
be noted that the courts ruled out any privately paid care for
Terri. It could be embarrassing in agovernment-run nursing
home to see some patients receiving extra care from families
while others are denied the same. However, astime goeson,
the economics of care will play even a greater role since
under socialized medicine the state makes al the decisions
based on affordability. Then there will be no debate as we
just witnessed in the case of Terri Schiavo.

Having practiced medicine in simpler times, agonizing
problems like we just witnessed in this case did not arise.
Yes, similar medical decisions were made and have been
made for many, many years. But lawyers weren't involved,
nor the courts nor the legislators nor any part of the govern-
ment — only the patient, the patient’s family, and the doctor.
No one would have dreamed of making afederal case of the
dying process.

A society and agovernment that lose respect for lifehelp
create dilemmas of this sort. Today thereis little respect for
life— witnessthe number of abortions performed each year.
There is little respect for liberty — witness the rules and
laws that regulate our every move. Thereislittle respect for
peace — witness our eagerness to initiate war to impose our
will on others. Tragically, government financing of the elderly,
out of economic necessity, will usher in an age of euthanasia

The accountants already have calculated that if the
baby-boomer generation is treated to allow maximum
longevity without quality of life concerns, we're talking
about $7 trillion in additional medical costs. Economists
will determine the outcome, and personal decisions will
vanish. National health care, of necessity, will always con-
flict with personal choices.

Compounding the cost problems that will lead to gov-
ernment ordered euthanasiaisthe fact that costs always sky-
rocket in government-run programs. Thisistrue whether it's
a$300 hammer for the Pentagon or an emergency room visit
for a broken toe. And in addition, deficit financing, already
epidemic because of our flawed philosophy of gunsand buitter,
always leads to inflation when a country operates on a paper-
money system.

Without arenewal in the moral fiber of the country and
respect for the constitutional rule of law, we can expect alot
more and worse problems than we witnessed in the case of
Terri Schiavo. When dying and medical care become solely
commercia events, we will long for the days of debating
what was best for Terri.

Hopefully, this messy debate will lead more Members
to be convinced that al lifeis precious, that family and patient

wishesshould berespected, and that government jurisprudence
andfinancingfallsfar short of providing ajust solutionin these
difficult matters.

Ron Paul’s Texas Straight Talk
March 21, 2005
WhereisYour Money Going?

Last week Congress spent another $82 billion in an
“emergency” supplemental appropriations bill. Thereisno
emer gency, however: Congress simply exceeded its fis-
cal year budget once again and needs more money. The
13 standard appropriations bills, which provide about $2.4
trillionto runthefederal government in 2005, are not enough
to satisfy the ravenous spending appetites of Congress and
the administration. Hence the so-called emergency supple-
mental bill, which cravenly combinestroop funding with use-
less foreign aid and domestic pork.

Supplemental spending bills are particularly galling
because “emergency” funds are not subject to the same con-
gressional budget rules. This allows Congress to spend
billions of dollars completely outside the stated budget,
with little or no public attention. It aso underscores how
meaningless government budgets really are— unlike families
and businesses, the political class never has to worry about
busting the budget.

Remember the optimistic claims about how the Irag war
would pay for itself? The liberated Iragis would exploit the
country’s oil resources and gratefully write a check to Uncle
Sam, so the story went. Yet we don’t hear much about re-
payment from the Iragis these days. American taxpayers
already have spent over $200 billion in Irag, and now
Congressisdigging us deeper into debt with the supple-
mental bill.

Worse yet, much of the supplemental spending is
exceedingly wasteful foreign aid. Consider some of these
expenditures of your tax dollars:

» $656 million for tsunami relief. As I’ve written before,
Americans have sent hundreds of millions of dollarsin
private donations to tsunami victims. Why should we be
taxed further? Why isflooding in Sri Lankaor Thailand
more important than flooding in Wharton, Victoria, or
Galveston, Texas?

* $94 million for Sudan, another candidate for charity
rather than government aid;

» $582 million to build a new American embassy in Iraq,
an outrageous sum considering that entire luxury
resorts are built for less than $500 million;

» $76 million to build a new airport in Kuwait, one of the
wealthiest countries on earth;



* Over $500 million to address the drug trade in Afghanistan,
despite clear evidence that the production of opium has
grown exponentially since America began pouring
billions of tax dollarsinto that country in 2001;

* $200 million in economic aid for the Palestinians;

» $150 million for Pakistan, which is run by an unelected
dictator;

* $34 million for Ukraine, wherethe U.S. already intervened
inlast year’'s elections using your tax dollars. Ukraine
recently repaid our generosity by dumping the U.S.
dollar and adopting an exchange rate that includes the
Euro.

Finally, the emergency supplemental bill enablesthe
District of Columbiato usetaxpayer fundsto build anew
baseball stadium. This is perhaps the greatest insult of all
in abill that amounts to extortion cloaked in patriotic “sup-
port the troops’ rhetoric.

Ron Paul’s Texas Straight Talk
March 7, 2005
Tax Reform isa Shell Game

Tax reform is back in the news, brought to the political
forefront by arecent meeting of the president’sadvisory panel
ontax reform. Once again, politiciansand former politicians
arelamenting the complexity of our tax laws, asthough their
own spending measures have nothing to do with it.

But we've heard this song before. In fact, we've been
promised asimpler, fairer, and better incometax system many
times, most recently in 1997 and 1986 when Congress made
relatively significant changesto thetax code. Yet the federal
tax system remains an embarrassment, both in terms of the
tax burden itself and the outrageous compliance costs en-
gendered by its complexity.

Onetax reformideatacitly endorsed by Federal Reserve
chairman Alan Greenspan callsfor anational retail consump-
tion tax to replace the existing income tax. Absent the out-
right repeal of the 16th Amendment, however, we cannot be
sure that an income tax would not reappear at some point.
Onecan easily imagine popular support for retainingthe
incometax onthe“very rich,” which of courseishow the
16th amendment originally was sold to a gullible public
in the 1910s.

The president has thrown cold water on the consump-
tion tax proposal, however, by announcing he opposes any
reform that eliminates mortgage and charitable deductions.
Thisleaves uswith variations on the flat tax concept, which
was savaged by the palitical 1eft when advocated by thelikes
of House Mgjority Leader Dick Armey and Steve Forbesin

the 1990s.

Lew Rockwell of the Ludwig von Mises Institute offers
a very simple test for any tax reform proposal: Does it
reduce or eliminate an existing tax? If not, then it amounts
to nothing more than a political shell game that pits taxpay-
ers against each other in alobbying scramble to make sure
the other guy pays. Truetax reform isas simple as cutting or
eliminating taxes. No studies, panels, committees, or hear-
ings are needed. When reform proposal s seem complicated,
they almost certainly don’t cut taxes.

Thereform debate is strictly about politics and not serious
economics. Both sides use demagoguery but don’t propose
truly significant tax reductions. Both sidesuse the outrageous
expression “cost to government” when talking about the
impact of tax legislation on revenues. Thisimpliesthat gov-
ernment ownseverything, and that any tax ratelessthan 100%
costs government some of its rightful bounty.

Government spending isthe problem! When thefederal
government takes $2.5 trillion dollars out of the legitimate
private economy in a single year, whether through taxes or
borrowing, spending clearly isout of control. Deficit spending
createsadefactotax hike, because deficitscan berepaid
only by futuretax increases. By thismeasure Congress and
the president have raised taxes dramatically over the past
few years, despite the tax-cutting rhetoric. Therea issueis
total spending by government, not tax reform.

Who wants a 40% flat tax? Who wants a national sales
tax if it adds 35% to theretail price of everything webuy?In
other words, why change the tax structure if spending stays
the same? Once we accept that Congress needs $2.5 trillion
from us — and more each year — the only question left is
from whom it will be collected. Until the federal govern-
ment is held to its proper constitutionally limited functions,
tax reform will remain amirage.

Nothing in this publication is intended to aid or hinder the
passage of |legislation before Congress.
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