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Dr. Paul addresses the House
End the Two-Party M onopoly!

Mr. Speaker, political operativesacross

the country are using state ballot access

laws to deny voters the opportunity to support independent

presidential candidate Ralph Nader. For example, one New

York election lawyer publicly stated that partisan election

lawyers should take advantage of New York’'s complex and

costly ballot access procedures to keep Mr. Nader off the

New York ballot. Meanwhile, a state party chairman in

Arizonahas hired ateam of lawyersfor the sole purpose of
keeping Mr. Nader off the Arizona ballot.

The effort to keep Mr. Nader off the ballot shows
how ballot accesslaws preser ve thetwo-party monopoly
over the political system by effectively disenfranchising
supportersof third parties and independent candidates. While
the campaign against Mr. Nader is an extreme case, sup-
porters of the two-party monopoly regularly use ballot access
laws to keep third-party and independent candidates off
ballots. Even candidates able to comply with onerous ballot
access rules must devote so many resources to simply get-
ting on the ballot that their ability to communicate ideas to
the general public is severely limited. Perhaps the ballot
access laws are one reason why voter turnout has been de-
clining over the past few decades. After all, aimost 42% of
eligible voters have either not registered to vote or have
registered as something other than Democrat or Republican.

The United States Constitution gives Congress the
authority to regulate the time, place, and manner of federal
elections. Thus, ballot access is one of the few areas where
Congress has explicit constitutional authority to establish
national standards. In order to open up the political process,
| have introduced the Voter Freedom Act (H.R. 1941). H.R.
1941 established uniform standardsfor ballot access so third

party and independent candidates can at last compete on a
level playing field.

Theblatant attempt by amajor party to keep Ral ph Nader
off state ballots demonstrates how restrictive ballot access
laws are used to preserve a political monopoly, limit voter
choices, and deny the rights of millions of Americans who
support third parties and independent candidates an oppor-
tunity to effectively participate in the political process.

| call upon my colleagues to remedy this situation by
supporting my Voter Freedom Act.

[The Voter Freedom Act (H.R. 1941) was introduced and
referred to the House Committee on House Administration.]

Dr. Paul’s Texas Straight Talk
August 30, 2004

A Texas Platform for the GOP

Asthe 2004 national GOP convention begins Monday,
we should be prepared to hear a Republican agenda that
sounds more like FDR or Woodrow Wilson than Barry
Goldwater or Ronald Reagan. A party that once defined
itself by the fundamental conservative principle that gov-
ernment power should be used sparingly and judiciously,
now supportsaprogram of bigger government at home, more
militarism abroad, and lessrespect for constitutional freedoms.
An examination of the Texas state GOP platform reveals
just how far the national Republican party has strayed from
true conservative principles and the ideal of limited consti-
tutional government.

First and foremost, the Texas GOP is serious about
reducing the size and scope of government. The party
platform callsfor strict congressional adherenceto the 10th
Amendment, and the abolition of all federal agencies not
authorized under a strict interpretation of the Constitution.
It urges areturn to truly republican government, based on
limited federal powers and states rights. The language of



the platform is refreshingly frank, with quotes like, “We
believe that government spending isout of control and needs
to be reduced” and “We respect our Founders' intent to re-
strict the power of the federal government over the states
and the people.” Infact, whole sections of the document are
devoted to worthy subjects like “limiting the expanse of
government power.” Contrast these wordswith what you'll
hear this week from the big-spending, big-government
Republicans from Washington.

The Texasparty platformissimilarly bold when it comes
toterrorism, civil liberties and privacy. Rather than pro-
moting the current mantrathat security isour ultimate goal,
the platform reminds us that liberty is our most important
value. The platform calls for repealing portions of the
Patriot Act, calls for less information gather-

should demand the same from the national Republican Party
thisweek in New York.

Dr. Paul’s Texas Straight Talk
August 2, 2004

Useless Conventions

Not all Americansknow their taxesfund both the Demo-
cratic and Republican presidential conventions. In fact, the
political parties receive nearly $15 million apiece from the
Federal Election Committee to hold their conventions.
Checking thelittle box on your 1040 form to give onedollar
to the parties changes nothing, as the conven-

ing by government, opposes property seizures
without due process, and opposes the creation

Not all

tion money comes from general revenues
whether you check the box or not.

of anational 1D card. The platform asserts “ A A : Massachusetts and New York taxpayers
perpetual state of national emergency allows mericans face an even bigger burden, as security costs
unrestricted growth of government,” and “We k h : and police overtime pay likely will run
believe the current greatest threat to our indi- now t er another $25 million in state and local taxes
vidual liberties is overreaching government taxes fund for each convention. Why should taxpayers
controls established under the guise of prevent- beexpected topay for privatepalitical con-
ing terrorism.” Youwon't hear thiskind of lan- | hoth the ventions? There is nothing sacred or noble
guage at the national Republican convention. ) about political parties, nor do they serve any

The Texas GOP platform also calls for a DelTK)CI’ atic altruistic purpose. Political partiesper sehave
congressional audit of the Federal Reserve no basis in the Constitution, yet they hold
Bank and demands full public access to the and tremendous power over our lives. Today's

written minutesfrom Fed board meetings. Such
an audit could at the very least serveto educate

Republican

modern two-party political process has
narrowed voter choices and emasculated

the American people about Fed inflation and . : political courage. The partiesenjoy avirtua
thedangersof fiat currency. |n Washington, the pres' dentl al stranglehold on national politics, thanks to
Federal Reserve system is virtually never dis- Conventi ons outrageoudly restrictive ballot accesslaws and

cussed by Congress or the administration,

campaign financerulesthat reward status-quo

despite its enormous impact on our economic
well-being. Monetary policy issimply off the table as a po-
litical and policy matter for both national parties, but the
Texas GOP recognizes the importance of sound money.

When it comes to 2nd Amendment rights, the Texas
GOP platformis uncompromising. It callsfor outright abo-
lition of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. It
also callsfor repeal of all lawsinfringing upon 2nd Amend-
ment rights. This is another example of grassroots conser-
vativesin Texastaking aposition that Republicansin Wash-
ington lack the courage to endorse.

Education? The Texas GOP platform calls for the
abolition of the Department of Education. Taxes? Texas
Republicansurgetherepeal of the 16th Amendment and the
abalition of the IRS, an agency the platform says is unac-
ceptable to taxpayers. On dozens of other issues, from
abortion to activist judges to religious freedom, the Texas
Republican party promotes true conservative values and
strict adherence to the Constitution. Real conservatives

incumbency. They also receive millions in
federal matching funds.

Potential candidates find they cannot wage effective
campaigns without major party fundraising help, but such
help comes with strings attached. Once a candidate re-
ceives money, heis expected to closely parrot party po-
sitions on issues. Once elected, heis expected to put the
party ahead of principle when it comes to voting and
procedural matters. Theresult isbland candidates who
offer nothing but the same old tired statist ideas.

Modern political conventions are nothing more than
taxpayer-funded infomercialsfor the major parties. It'sbeen
nearly 30 years since a real hominating process took place
at apresidential convention, and the party platforms them-
selvesare not debated at all. Since the only purpose of these
events is to cast the host party and its nominee in the most
favorablelight, surely thetwo campaigns— which haveraised
tens of millions of dollars aready — should foot the bills.

Perhaps the worst thing about party conventionsis the



rhetoric. Conventionslend themselvesto pandering, asfew
politicianscanresist thetemptation to tell anational television
audience how well they will run the country if elected. The
problemisthat government is not supposed to run the country
— we're supposed to be free. Conventions bring out the
worst passions in voters, passions based on the fatal con-
ceit that government is the solution to al of our problems.

For those who believe in limited constitutional gov-
ernment, last week’s convention speeches were almost un-

tions. Under Articlell, presidential elections— as opposed
to congressional elections — are run by the states them-
selves. Hence the electoral college, which essentialy gives
us 50 state elections.

Therefore the invitation was not Secretary Powell’s to
extend. | would bet the idea of OSCE monitors might be
received with some hostility by many state and local gov-
ernments.

We should be wary about organizations like the OSCE
that seek to involvethemselvesin our electoral

bearable. One speaker after another extolled
their benevolent plans for America, always
in the form of new programs and new spend-

Thereal issue

process. The OSCE in particular has aterrible
record in the newly demacratic countries of

ing. Of course no convention would be com- | | th - central Europe, whereit normally operates. Ac-
plete without assurances that even more IS the sover cording to groups that follow the conduct of
money will be spent onthefailed federal edu- | €& gnty the the OSCE, this organization does much more
cation bureaucracy. The speakers also prom- . to undermine free elections than to promote
ised free health carefor all without thediight- | JNited Sates | yem

est explanation of how health care became a VO| untari |y In Bosniain 1996, for example, the OSCE

“right.” All of these promises were made, of
course, without any mention of exactly what
constitutional or moral authority authorizes
such grand schemes.

gives up every
timeit joins an

gave its seal of approval to parliamentary
electionsdespite thefact that animpossible 107
percent of the possible voting-age population
had voted. In 1998, the OSCE observer team

e st e e | international | st ecse e e
federal control over their schools. They don't organi zation geting information back to the U.S. and Euro-
e demrous spvemert vt e | 1o the United | P meere el S e e
I S e | Nations or the. | Sy ke e e
little else. Needless to say, you won't hear | QSCE. Hussein-like 97 percent of the vote! There are

the parties suggesting such a platform any-

dozens more similar examples.

time soon.

Dr. Paul’s Texas Straight Talk
August 16, 2004

Election Monitoring — Insulting
Yet I nevitable

Earlier this month Secretary of State Colin Powell, at
the request of several members of Congress, invited the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE) to monitor our upcoming elections. It isthe second
timethisinternational organization, of whichweareamem-
ber, has monitored U.S. elections — the last time was the
congressional elections of 2002.

Of cour seneither the OSCE, nor any other inter na-
tional organization, should have a say in how we con-
duct eectionsin the United Sates. But then again, neither
should the federal government. Unlike the other member
states of the OSCE, the United States has a federalist
system where no single national authority runs our elec-

The problem with the OSCE isthat it really
isjust apolicy tool of itslarger member countries, primarily
the U.S. and European Union. Both the U.S. and EU have
made the grave mistake of manipulating the political and
electoral processin theformer countries of Eastern Europe,
leading, ironically, to the remarkable comeback of former
communists in most of these new democracies. Have we
spent 40 years and countless billions of dollars in our
struggle against communism to engineer the return of
these kinds of people to power ?

Asked last week about monitoring the U.S. elections,
an OSCE spokesperson displayed the arrogance typical of
these international bureaucrats, responding, “The U.S. is
obliged to invite us.”

Thereal issue goes much deeper than this election, for-
eign monitors, and the corrupt OSCE, however. The rea
issue is the sovereignty the United States voluntarily gives
up every timeit joins an international organization like the
United Nations or the OSCE. We have unwisely joined or-
ganizationslike this so asto meddlein the el ections of other
member countries, but when they wish to meddle in ours,
we cry foul. We want it both ways — to meddle in the



affairs of other countries but to be immune from their med-
dling in ours. But it doesn’'t work that way. Having created
this monster, it is now coming back to haunt us.

We send more than $25 million to the OSCE each year,
financing almost ten percent of the organization’sbudget. It
istimeto end thiswaste of money. We need to end our mem-
bership and participation in the OSCE immediately. When
we undermine the sovereignty of other nations, we under-
mine our own sovereignty as well.

Dr. Paul’'s Texas Straight Talk
August 9, 2004

Police Sate USA

Last week's announcement that the terrorist threat
warning level has been raised in parts of New York, New

To understand the nature of our domestic response to
the September 11, 2001 attacks, we must understand the
nature of government. Government naturally expands, and
any crises — whether real or manufactured — serve to
justify more and more government power over our lives.
Bureaucrats have used the tragedy of 9/11 as an excuse to
seize police powers sought for decades, such aswarrantless
searches, internet monitoring, and accessto bank records. It
should be no surprisethat the recently released report of the
9/11 Commission has but one central recommendation:
bigger government and more spending at home and abroad.

Every new security measure represents another failure
of the once-courageousAmerican spirit. The morewe change
our lives, the more we obsess about terrorism, the more the
terrorists have won. As commentator Lew Rockwell of the
Ludwig von Mises|nstitute explains, terroristsin effect have
been elevated by our response to 9/11: “ They are running
the country. They determine our civic life. They shape our

Jersey, and Washington, D.C., has led to dra-
matic and unprecedented restrictions on the
movements of citizens. Americans wishing to
visit the U.S. Capitol must, for example, pass
through several checkpoints and submit to po-
lice inspection of their cars and persons.

Liberty is
lost through

privatelife. They decide how public resources
are spent. They may dictate who gets to be
the next president. It should be obvious that
the gover nment doesn’t object. Not at all. The
government benefits, by getting ever more
reason for ever more money and power.”

Many Americans support the new security COmpl acency Every generation must resist the temp-
measures, becausethey claimtofeel safer when d tation to believe that it lives in the most
the government issuesterror alertsand fillsthe and a dangerous time in American history. The
streets with militarized police forces. As one : threat of Islamic terrorismisreal, but it isnot
tourist interviewed this week said, “It makes SUbser Vi ent the greatest danger ever faced by our nation.

mefeel comfortableto know that everythingis
being checked.” Itisironic that tourists com-

mindset.

Thisis not to dismiss the threat of terrorism,
but rather to put it in perspective. Those who

ing to Washington to celebrate the freedoms
embodied in the Declaration of Independence are so eager
to give up those freedoms with no questions asked.

Freedom is not defined by safety. Freedom is defined
by the ability of citizens to live without government inter-
ference. Government cannot create a world without risks,
nor would we really wish to live in such afictional place.
Only atotalitarian society would even claim absol ute safety
as aworthy ideal, because it would require total state con-
trol over its citizens' lives. This doesn’t stop governments,
including our own, from seeking more control over and in-
trusioninto our lives. As one Member of Congress stated to
the press last week, “People who don’t want to be searched
don’'t need to come on Capitol grounds.” What an insult!
The Capitol belongsto the American people who pay for it,
not to Congress or the police.

It is worth noting that the government rushes first to
protect itself, devoting enormous resources to make places
like the Capitol grounds safe, while just beyond lies one of
the most dangerous neighborhoods in the nation. What
makes Congress more worthy of protection from ter-
roriststhan ordinary citizens?

seek to whip the nation into a frenzy of fear
do adisserviceto acountry that expelled the British, fought
two world wars, and stared down the Soviet empire.
Liberty islost through complacency and a subservient
mindset. When we accept or even welcome automobile
checkpoints, random searches, mandatory identification
cards, and paramilitary policein our streets, we have lost a
vital part of our American heritage. America was born of
protest, revolution, and mistrust of government. Subservi-
ent societies neither maintain nor deserve freedom for long.

Dr. Paul’s Texas Straight Talk
September 9, 2004

Regect the National ID Card

Washington politicians are once again seriously con-
sidering imposing anational identification card - and it may
well become law before the end of the 108th Congress. The
much-hailed 9/11 Commission report released in July rec-
ommends afederal identification card and, worse, a“larger



network of screening points’ inside the United States. Does
this mean we are to have “ screening points’ inside our
country where American citizens will be required to
“show their papers’ to government officials? It certainly
soundsthat way!

Asl havewritten recently, the 9/11 Commissionisnoth-
ing more than ex-government officials and lobbyists advis-
ing current government officials that we need more govern-
ment for America to be safe. Yet it was that same govern-
ment that failed so miserably on September 11, 2001.

Congress has embraced the 9/11 Commission report

starters, we should take a look at our dangerously po-
rous and unguarded borders. We have seen aready this
summer how easy it is for individuals possibly seeking to
do us harm to sneak across the border into our country. In
July, Pakistani citizen Farida Goolam Mahomed Ahmed,
whoison thefederal watch list, reportedly crossed illegally
into Texas from Mexico. She was later arrested when she
tried to board a plane in New York, but she should have
never been able to cross our border in the first place!

We must take effective measures to protect ourselves
from aterrorist attack. That does not mean rushing to em-

uncritically sinceitsreleasein July. Now Con-
gress is rushing to write each 9/11 Commis-
sion recommendation into law before the No-

For judges

brace legidation that in the long run will do
little to stop terrorism, but will do agreat deal
to undermine the very way of life we should

vember election. In the same way Congress | \WhO See themr be protecting. Just as we must not allow ter-

rushed to pass the PATRIOT Act

rorists to threaten our lives, we must not

after the September 11 attacks to be seen SQ'VGS as alow government to threaten our liberties. We
“doing something,” it lookslike Congressis SOCi a| aCtiVi gs should reject the notion of anational identifi-
)

about to make the same mistake again of

rushingto passliberty-destroyinglegislation thair vision of

without stopping to consider the conse-

cation card.

quences. Becauseit isso controversial, we may JUS“ celsmore THURSDAY, JULY 22, 2004

seelegislation mandating anational identifica- | | mportant than

tion card with biometric identifiers hidden in

bills implementing 9/11 Commission recom- the letter of the

mendations. We have seen this technique used

in the past on controversial measures. l aw they
A national identification card, in whatever | SYWOFrN tO

form it may take, will allow the federal | .

government to inappropriately monitor the Inter pret

movements and transactions of every Ameri- Uph0| d.

can. History shows that governments inevita-

Dr. Paul addresses the House

are Protecting Marriage
from Judicial Tyranny

d Mr. Speaker, as an original cosponsor of
an the Marriage Protection Act (H.R. 3313), |
strongly urgemy colleaguesto support thishill.
H.R. 3313 ensures federal courts will not

bly use the power to monitor the actions of
people in harmful ways. Claims that the government will
protect the privacy of Americans when implementing ana-
tional identification card ring hollow. We would do well to
remember what happened with the Social Security number.
It was introduced with solemn restrictions on how it could
be used, but it has become a de facto national identifier.

Those who are willing to allow the government to
establish a Soviet-styleinter nal passport system because
they think it will make us safer are terribly mistaken.
Subjecting every citizen to surveillance and “screening
points” will actually make us less safe, not in the least
because it will divert resources away from tracking and
apprehending terrorists and deploy them against innocent
Americans!

The federal government has no constitutional authority
to require law-abiding Americans to present any form of
identification before they engage in private transactions.
Instead of forcing all Americans to prove to law enforce-
ment that they are not terrorists, we should be focusing our
resources on measures that really will make us safer. For

undermine any state laws regulating mar-
riage by forcing a state to recognize same-sex marriage
licensesissued in another state. The Marriage Protection
Act thus ensures that the authority to regulate marriage
remainswith individual statesand communities, asthe draft-
ers of the Constitution intended.

The practice of judicial activism — legislating from the
bench — isnow standard procedure for many federal judges.
They dismissthe doctrine of strict construction as outdated,
instead treating the Constitution as fluid and malleable to
create adesired outcomein any given case. For judges who
see themselves as socia activists, their vision of justice is
more important than the letter of the law they are sworn to
interpret and uphold. With the federal judiciary focused
more on promoting a social agenda than on upholding
therule of law, Americansfind themselvesincreasingly
governed by judges they did not elect and cannot re-
move from office.

Consider the Lawrence case decided by the Supreme
Court last June. The Court determined that Texas has no
right to establish its own standards for private sexual con-



duct, because these laws violated the court’s interpretation
of the 14th Amendment. Regardless of the advisability of
such laws, the Constitution does not give the federal gov-
ernment authority to overturn these laws. Under the Tenth
Amendment, the state of Texas hasthe authority to passlaws
concerning social matters, using its own local standards,
without federal interference. But rather than adhering to the
Constitution and declining jurisdiction over a state matter,
the Court decided to stretch the “right to privacy” to justify
imposing the Justices' vision on the people of Texas.

Since the Lawrence decision, many Americans have
expressed their concern that the Court may next discover
that state laws defining marriage violate the Court’s
wrongheaded interpretation of the Constitution. After all,
some judges simply may view this result as taking the
Lawrence decision to its logical conclusion.

One way federal courts may impose a redefinition of
marriage on the states is by interpreting the full faith and
credit clause to require al states, even those which do not
grant legal standing to same-sex marriages, to treat asvalid
same-sex marriage licenses from the few states which give
legal status to such unions. This would have the practical
effect of nullifying state laws defining marriage as solely
between aman and awoman, thus allowing afew states and
ahandful of federal judgesto create marriage policy for the
entire nation.

In 1996, Congress exercised its authority under the full
faith and credit clause of Article IV of the Constitution by
passing the Defense of Marriage Act. Thisensured each state
could set itsown policy regarding marriage and not beforced
to adopt the marriage policies of another state. Since the
full faith and credit clause grants Congress the clear authority
to prescribe the effects that state documents such as mar-
riage licenses have on other states, the Defense of Marriage
Act is unguestionably constitutional. However, the lack of
respect federal judges show for the plain language of the
Constitution necessitates congressional action so that state
officials are not forced to recognize another states' same-
sex marriage licenses because of aflawed judicial interpre-
tation. The drafters of the Constitution gave Congress the
power to limit federal jurisdiction to provide a check on
out-of-control federal judges. It islong past timewebegin
using our legitimate authority to protect the states and
the people from judicial tyranny.

Since the Marriage Protection Act requires only a
majority votein both houses of Congress (and the president’s
signature) to become law, it isamore practical way to deal
with thisissue than the time-consuming process of passing
a constitutional amendment. In fact, since the Defense of
Marriage Act overwhelmingly passed both houses, and the
president supports protecting state marriage laws from
judicial tyranny, there is no reason why the Marriage Pro-
tection Act cannot become law this year.

Some may arguethat allowing federal judgesto rewrite
the definition of marriage can result in a victory for indi-
vidual liberty. This claim is flawed. The best guarantor of
true liberty is decentralized political institutions, while the
greatest threat to liberty is concentrated power. Thisiswhy
the Constitution carefully limits the power of the federal
government over the states. Allowing federal judges unfet-
tered discretion to strike down state laws, or force a state to
conform to the laws of another state, leadsto centralization
and loss of liberty.

While marriageis licensed and otherwise regulated by
the dtates, government did not create the ingtitution of mar-
riage. In fact, the ingtitution of marriage most likely pre-dates
the institution of government! Government regulation of
marriage is based on state recognition of the practices and
customs formulated by privateindividualsinteracting in civil
society. Many peopl e associate their wedding day with com-
pleting therituals and other requirements of their faith, thus
being joined in the eyes of their church — not the day they
received their marriage license from the state. Having fed-
eral officials, whether judges, bureaucrats, or congressmen,
impose a new definition of marriage on the peopleisan act
of socia engineering profoundly hostile to liberty.

Mr. Speaker, Congress has a constitutional responsibility
to stop rogue federal judges from using aflawed interpreta-
tion of the Constitution to rewrite the laws and traditions
governing marriage. | urge my colleagues to stand against
destructive judicial activism and for marriage by voting for
the Marriage Protection Act.

[ The Marriage Protection Act (H.R. 3313), was introduced
by Liberty Caucus member John Hostettler on October 16,
2003, and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.]

Nothing in this publication isintended to aid or hinder the
passage of legislation before Congress.
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