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Introduction
“Government is instituted for the common good; for the protection, safety, prosperity, and happiness of the people; and not for profit, honor, or private interest of any one man, family, or class of men; therefore, the people alone have an incontestable, unalienable, and indefeasible right to institute government; and to reform, alter, or totally change the same, when their protection, safety, prosperity, and happiness require it.”
John Adams, Thoughts on
Government, 1776
At the time this book was written the approval rating for the President of the United States was a low 23% and the congressional approval rating was at a dismal 16%. The mood of the nation continues to be general disgust for our representatives and a strong desire for change. Unfortunately, the answer to the frustration seems to be to choose a politician from one of the legislative bodies, and somehow trust that they will bring about the needed improvements or reforms. In other words, the American people have no real idea how to create the desired change, and so they have put their hope and trust into a single individual or perhaps in one political party over the other. Meanwhile, these political parties have managed to convince the majority of Americans that the fault for all our woes lay squarely in the lap of the opposing party. Do we really believe that one party has all the answers and the other is the cause of every problem on the earth? On the other hand, could it be that each side has some ideas or platforms that are good for America and some that are bad as well? Alternatively, could it be that each political party shares much of the blame for the problems with our current political system?
I believe that as Americans we have truly lost our way. It’s not that we don’t want to make things better. Instead, I believe that we simply don’t know how to make things right. We weren’t prepared for this in school and besides, we have our own lives to worry about, so how can we take the time necessary to create change when we have no clue how to make it happen? I can tell you right off the bat that the answer does not lie with a single person who says they are going to change the world all by themselves. This simply isn’t realistic. It would be nice if it were true, because then the rest of us wouldn’t have to worry about it. However, we do have to worry about it, and in the end, we will ultimately be the ones to blame if this experiment called representative government fails.
I believe that in order to understand how to correct the problems in our federal government today, we must understand how the United States became the greatest nation ever to exist on the face of the earth in the first place. Did this happen by chance? Did it happen because we have more resources than other countries? Did we just get lucky and now our luck has run out? The truth is that there are very clear concepts and principles that have caused our nation to rise to the top. It seems that we have either forgotten about them or perhaps we didn’t see them or even understand them in the first place.
In trying to understand our current crisis, and in searching for solutions, I have identified what I believe to be a guideline that can be used to properly assess every problem we face in government today. However, the problem is that each one of these guidelines requires work and understanding on the part of the American people -- and I’m just not sure if we are willing to put in the time and effort required to right this ship. This is why this book is entitled “Freedom Ain’t Free,” because there is a cost that must be paid to maintain true freedom and to ensure that our government continues to run as originally intended. If we are unwilling to pay the price, then we must accept what we get, and we really should stop complaining.
Instead of seeking to understand the foundation of this nation and what made it so great in the first place, most people seem to be making emotional decisions based upon factors that truly have little or no impact on the problem. Today Americans are choosing their leaders based upon charisma or whether or not they seem “presidential.” Americans can’t be bothered with facts, figures, or plans, so instead they make decisions based upon how a candidate makes them feel. I have written this book with one goal in mind, which is to get Americans thinking about controlling their government again and to suggest ways on how to do that by removing emotion from the equation. If we can put away any partisanship long enough to consider these concepts then perhaps we can all come to a greater understanding of the work that must be done. At the very least, perhaps I can get you to reassess your current commitment to fixing the problem and encourage you to demand the rights and freedoms that you were guaranteed by those who came before you.
This book is broken down into the six main costs that we each must pay for freedom and examples of how to maintain said freedoms. Along the way I have also provided potential solutions to many of the social problems we face today. Some of them you may have heard before but my bet is that most of them will seem new and innovative. I have also taken the time to share with you several experiences from my life that, while being very humorous, have taught me about human nature and how best to go about using government to solve potential problems. It is my most sincere hope that you take an honest look at each one of these costs of freedom, and that you make an assessment of your own life as to how much you truly pay for the freedoms you enjoy.
Chapter 1:
Cost = The Potential Abuse of Freedom
“They that can give up essential liberty to purchase a little temporary safety deserve neither liberty nor safety.”
Benjamin Franklin, Historical Review of Pennsylvania, 1759
On March 30th 1981, John Hinckley Jr. set out to change history in order to impress Jodie Foster. His plan was to assassinate the President of the United States. Even though the President was flanked by administration members, police officers, and secret service agents, Hinckley Jr. managed to shoot President Ronald Reagan. Fortunately, the bullet did not kill the President and John Hinckley Jr. was captured and prosecuted for his crime.
Approximately, 18 years later, two students entered a High School in Colorado and opened fire on the unsuspecting staff and students. They then took their own lives. When it was over, Eric Harris and Dylan Klebold had killed 12 students and a teacher, wounded 23 others, and changed the lives of everyone that witnessed this horrific event. The Columbine High School massacre was the fourth-deadliest school killing in United States history but most certainly will not be the last.
In our free society, we have been and will always be confronted with great challenges such as attempted assassinations, school shootings, crime, etc. How we choose to deal with these challenges truly defines who we are as a nation and who we will become. This is why it is critical that, as Americans, we have a clear understanding of where our freedoms come from and their associated costs. Immediately following each one of the horrible events described above, there was a cry for new laws and legislative changes to ensure that these types of events could never happen again. While it is always important to analyze why tragedies happen and to try and reduce the possibility of them happening again, there is an inherent risk of going too far in the name of safety or some sense of security. In the process we reduce the very freedoms that are the cornerstone of our society. An important note is that our nation has consistently reduced freedoms over the years, in the name of safety, yet these changes have never achieved the desired effect of reducing or stopping the problem that induced the legislation in the first place.
This chapter contains the single most important concept for the enduring survival of our free society. Continued ignorance of this core principle has resulted in the chipping away of the most basic freedoms that we once enjoyed. The great irony is that this purposeful degradation of freedom has all been accomplished in the name of protecting our freedoms and keeping us safe -- yet neither goal has been achieved in the process. Because most Americans seemingly do not understand the most important cost of our freedom, we have allowed and even encouraged the removal of said freedoms. This is why I believe that it is time to set the record straight! It’s time that we all understand what our freedoms cost so that we can choose to pay the fee instead of destroying freedom in the name of protecting ourselves from potential danger.
Freedom is not free! It never was nor will it ever be. If we are to protect it as the incredible gift that was bestowed upon us by those who came before us, we must understand the cost and be willing to pay the price with our lives. Failure to do so will render the greatest experiment in democracy, the United States of America, a lesson in futility. This important principle that every American must know is that:
The GREATEST cost of our freedom is that there will be those who abuse that freedom!
This incredibly important concept really is quite simple when put in the proper perspective. Here's how it works; If we want the freedom to drive a vehicle we must accept the idea that someone may make an error behind the wheel of another vehicle and strike your automobile, causing damage or even death. If we desire the right to bear arms, then we must accept the possibility that someone may use a gun to rob us or kill us. If we desire the right to consume alcohol, then we must concede that someone may drive while under the influence of alcohol and kill one of us or a member of our family. This basic acceptance of the potential consequences of our freedoms is the most fundamental understanding we can have in a free society.
The important question is, “are we willing to pay the price any longer?” Our representatives today seem to think that it is possible to remove the cost of our freedoms while still preserving the freedom itself. Unfortunately, this is impossible, even though it sounds quite lovely. Certainly there are things that can be done to regulate these freedoms in order to mitigate the costs but in the end, if we want the freedom, we must be willing to accept the cost. There just is no other way around it.
The question for our government then becomes -- how do we deal with the abuse of freedom when it occurs without removing the associated right altogether? In other words, how do we keep people from using firearms to commit crimes while still protecting the right to own guns? Or, how do we keep people from driving while under the influence of alcohol while still protecting the right to consume liquor or beer? These are questions that have been asked since the very beginnings of our nation and will continue to be asked as long as man seeks freedom on this earth. The problem is that if we do not clearly understand how freedom works and what costs are associated with our freedoms, we will eventually give them away freely because a world without gun violence or drunken driving deaths sounds so appealing and even naively achievable. The sad reality is that we are so backwards in our society today that we actually applaud when we lose our rights in the name of protecting freedoms -- thinking that somehow we made an advancement in government.
Politicians today are elected based upon campaign promises that can only result in the loss of one freedom after another, as I will describe later in this book. The only reason that this is allowed to happen is because our representatives and the people of this great nation have forgotten the proper way to deal with the abuse of freedom when it occurs, or, perhaps they never understood it in the first place.
So, how are we supposed to deal with the abuse of freedom? What is the proper answer when guns are used to commit crime or when the abuse of alcohol results in the loss of life? Once again, the answer really isn't that complicated, but it is an answer that many people simply will not want to hear because it’s not sexy and because, by necessity, in order to protect our basic rights, we must leave ourselves open to potential abuse -- and people just don’t like that idea. The correct answer in dealing with the abuse of freedoms should always be:
Punish the abuse of freedom, instead of taking away the freedom altogether.
Remember, it is impossible to protect rights by taking rights away! Therefore, in the case of drunk driving, we've established a criminal justice system that punishes those who drive while under the influence of alcohol, and in the case of guns, we have laws that punish those who abuse their right to bear arms. In other words; in order to protect freedoms for every citizen, we must wait until an abuse happens before the law kicks in. However, lately we've allowed a reverse approach to enter the debate and even legislation that strips us of our rights without any argument. And once again, it's all done in the name of saving lives and protecting rights. If people are being killed by guns, then today's answer is to remove the right to bear arms such as the handgun ban in Washington, DC. If people are being killed by drunk drivers, then we need to take away the right to drink alcohol altogether or to set up sobriety checkpoints to make sure everyone is following the law. These ideas fly in the face of everything that makes a free society great and truly free. Freedoms greatest price is that bad things can and will happen if we allow the people to remain free. For hundreds of years we seemed to embrace this fact. However, that's all changing now as we hear cries far and wide demanding the removal of rights for the greater good, and in the name of saving lives.
The purpose of our government is not to SAVE lives! The purpose of government is to preserve RIGHTS!
Does this concept seem strange to you? Could this be because those who seek to represent us today are always making promises about how much better government can make your life as if that is the true role of government -- to make your life better instead of protecting your rights. Let me flash you back to a famous statement from our history to add a little bit of perspective, “give me liberty or give me death!” Sound familiar? Well, it should! The emphasis in this famous statement is on rights; not life. Yes, the government does have the job of protecting our borders, and yes, it does have the responsibility of keeping someone else from taking away your rights through assault, theft, murder, etc. How does it make sense for the government to protect you from someone who wants to take away your rights by taking away the very rights it's supposed to be protecting in the first place? It doesn't! This is why true freedom has inherent risks or costs, and the response to those risks cannot be to take away the very right in the first place. Instead it should be to create a system that catches and punishes those who abuse their freedoms. I cannot tell you how greatly saddened I am when I hear citizens of this nation say that they are willing to give up certain rights if it means they'll be a little safer -- or if it will save even one life. I'm saddened because the people who make these statements clearly do not understand the great foundation of this country, and more importantly, they fail to understand that the surrender of rights almost never results in the desired safety. In order to punish the abuse of freedom, we currently have the Criminal Justice System which is dedicated to reducing the misuse of freedom.
The Criminal Justice System has several stated goals in how it limits the abuse of freedom. The first goal is to create a deterrent to the abuse of freedom by establishing significant punishments for crime and advertising those punishments to every citizen. There are many people who might consider committing crimes but decide against it out of the fear of potential punishment. While this practice does not always work, detailed studies have shown that there can be a consistent deterrent factor in the knowledge that the commission of a crime could possibly result in a long prison sentence.
The second goal of the Criminal Justice System is to identify criminals and apprehend them. Obviously, this will never be a perfect system as some criminals are never stopped or apprehended. Additionally, there are resource limitations because there is a limited supply of personnel and tax funds to find criminals and fight crime.
The final piece of the puzzle within the Criminal Justice System is to protect the larger community against those who abuse these freedoms by removing them from society and incarcerating them. You will note that I left out reforming the criminal as a stated goal because I do not believe that our current system does any such thing. While I do believe that reformation is an important effort, I do not believe that it is primary in the protection of rights, and the high amount of recidivism illustrates that our criminal justice system does not effectively reform offenders. However, even though the reformation of the criminal is not the main objective, I do believe our criminal justice system can do a better job of helping criminal reform, and later in this section I will outline how this could be done.
Once again, the goal of government should always be to punish the abuse of freedom instead of taking away that freedom on account of abuse. Anytime we hear our lawmakers suggesting a new law or ban, we should ask the following questions:
A. Does the proposed law create a deterrent to crime through punishing the abuse of the freedom involved?
or
B. Does the legislation take away the freedom from all or limit that freedom because of the abuses of the few?
As we look at more current legislation, we find that most of the laws that are proposed in an answer to the abuses of freedom are designed to take away or limit freedoms instead of punishing the abuse of that freedom. In essence, we are punishing all citizens and treating them as though they are guilty of a crime without the opportunity to prove their innocence. In the case of sobriety checkpoints, citizens are pulled over without cause and are forced to prove their innocence. Once again, this new practice flies in the face of the foundation of our nation and goes directly against the grain of a free society. Therefore, let me restate this principal to drive it home:
The GREATEST cost of our freedom is that there will be those who abuse that freedom!
A good warning sign that a suggested law is going in the wrong direction is if you hear the proponent of the new legislation say that it will save lives. Again, the goal of government is to save rights; not save lives. If you don't agree with this concept, consider for a moment all the lives we could save by limiting the rights of the people. How many lives could be saved by banning junk food, eliminating cigarettes and alcohol, getting rid of cars or limiting the ability to speed, getting rid of ladders, bathtubs, etc. If the goal of government is to save lives then it really is doing a poor job.
Rights vs. Safety or Protecting Lives
This idea of protecting rights over safety is so important to understand that I find the need to drive it home. I use a modern day example of how it is properly executed in our society -- this time to the possible detriment of United States citizens. Remember that the reasoning behind much of today’s proposed legislation is that it will save lives. Well, please consider this idea while you take a look at the following scenario.
Let's say for the sake of argument that a dangerous serial killer is loose on the streets of your home town. Let's also say that the police apprehend the killer and actually find pictures, in the killer's storage locker, of the suspect committing the offense. This would be considered an open and shut case. But wait, suppose that the police raided the storage locker without a warrant and without probable cause. Is the judge going to allow the evidence of the killer committing the crime to be admitted into evidence? If the safety and security of the people is the paramount concern of the law then, even though the law was broken by the police officers, the evidence would be admitted and the killer would go to jail. However, that's not what would happen in real life. Instead the judge would be forced to throw out the evidence and to put the killer back on the streets because the Constitution was violated in obtaining the evidence. While this may seem absolutely crazy, it is done because the role of government is to protect rights not lives. If we allow the evidence to stand in this case, then we're empowering the police to search any home in America without repercussions -- which would leave the government unchecked in its power. Therefore, in this case, we would put citizens at risk, by releasing this known serial killer back onto the streets, in order to protect our Constitutional rights.
In order to properly understand the correct implementation of this theme let's take a look at several important issues facing lawmakers today and how they're dealing with these problems in comparison to what the proper response should be.
The demand for greater gun control is a microcosm of this theme of taking away rights instead of protecting freedoms. Even though the Constitution guarantees the right to bear arms, there are alarming numbers of citizens and lawmakers who believe that this right should be removed entirely because the freedom is so abused. The Problem is, that unless we take away other rights along with the right to bear arms, then banning firearms will be of little use.
“One loves to possess arms, though they hope never to have occasion for them.”
Thomas Jefferson, June 19, 1796
Laws Are Only for the Law Abiding
For many this principle is difficult to understand because it does not fall in line with our emotional logic. Surely, if there is a law abolishing guns then people will follow it right? Well, aren't there laws against murder on the books right now? Isn't it against the law to use a firearm to commit a crime as we speak? Of course it is. So why is it that these crimes still happen? Because laws are only for the law abiding and a law banning guns will only keep the law abiding from getting a weapon while the criminal will not be deterred. Additionally, a law banning guns sends a message loud and clear to potential criminals that law abiding citizens cannot protect themselves if the bad guy has a gun.
Do you believe that the Federal government can keep illegal guns off the streets? Well, is it able to keep illegal drugs off the streets? Then why would you believe that guns would be any different? There is a very clear reason why our government cannot control guns, or drugs, or any other illegal activity. It's a little thing we like to call the Bill of Rights. As I will explain in further detail later on, the Bill of Rights and the Constitution do not limit the rights of the people. Instead, they limit the powers of government. This was the intent of our founding fathers in order to keep a potentially corrupt government in check. The Bill of Rights protects individuals from an unlawful search and seizure unless there is probable cause and a warrant. This is precisely why we will never control illegal guns or illegal substances on the street. We can mitigate their importation and try and keep the problems to a minimum, but unless we do away with the protection from illegal search and seizure we will never be able to control the importation of these items because criminals hide behind these rights in order to conceal their activities.
If we can't control illegal guns, what good is a law banning guns? What good does it do to tell the law abiding citizen that they cannot purchase a firearm? In my way of thinking this type of legislation would only serve to empower the criminal who could not care less about any laws that might get in their way. Therefore, do we take away the right from everyone because it's being abused by the few, or do we punish the abuse of the right to bear arms?
I wonder how different the massacre at Virginia Tech College would have been, or the Columbine High School attacks, if we weren't in the practice of taking away citizens ability to protect themselves? If you were trapped in a classroom as a gunman walked down the halls firing at anything that moves, would you wish for a firearm as a last resort of protection? The very logic of a “safe zone” is completely flawed because it's based upon the idea that everyone will follow the laws or rules of said zones. Once again, only the law abiding follow the laws and a safe zone only guarantees the safety of the killer with a gun.
In an age of terrorist attacks and mentally ill people who prey on the innocent, we've announced to one and all what areas are free from protection and open to any attack one can muster. Moreover, the crazy thing about it is that we've created these “safe zones” as an exact response to those that have abused their rights in the past. Does this make any sense at all? In response to an attack by someone who could not care less about the laws we're going to pass a new law saying you can't commit the attack. What a bunch of nonsense!
Do guns cause crime? If you listen to those that wish to ban them we must conclude that it is the gun that causes the evil not the person. If you take a good law abiding citizen and place a gun in his hand, all of a sudden, you'll have a gun toting bank robber, right? Again, what a bunch of nonsense!
The other thing that really frustrates me in the gun debate is when anti-gun activists ask why anyone would need a gun -- as if it's somehow our job to prove the need. Let me explain an indispensable principle -- rights need neither defense nor explanation. This goes for every right we enjoy, and it's not limited to just those things mentioned in the Bill of Rights. As a matter of fact, many of the founders were against the Bill of Rights because they felt that someday people might mistakenly believe that the rights listed there are our only rights. The truth is that we have a right, or should have a right to do anything we want without explanation or justification, as long as it does not take away the rights of another citizen. We should never allow ourselves to fall into the trap of having to justify the need for any particular right. Actually, it should be just the opposite. Those who wish to remove the right need to prove to us why the right should be taken away. If it cannot be readily proven that the right is directly taking away the rights of another, or has the high potential to do so, they should be laughed out the door and denied.
Why do we need guns? Because we want guns! There is no need to say more or less than this. There is no evidence that ownership of a firearm will result in the commission of a crime. Truthfully, every law abiding citizen has access to gun ownership as we speak. All they have to do is go down and buy one -- yet somehow most refrain. Even though guns are readily available, most citizens are not using them to commit crimes. How is this possible? Because laws only affect the law abiding! This principle needs to guide us, and also to guide those who claim to represent us.
Now I clearly understand the emotion behind the desire to eliminate guns, especially from those who have lost loved ones at the point of a firearm. Even so, it is important to separate our emotions from logic and fact, because when we let emotions be the sole guide for decision making, we often end up perpetuating the problem we are trying to solve. As a matter of fact, many of our current government programs are the result of emotional and politicized responses that, in practice, are contrary to logic and human nature. They exacerbate the very problem they are supposed to solve. When it comes to gun control, there simply is no logic to support the view that keeping the law abiding from owning guns will reduce crime.
One final note about guns that I believe must be said. Why did the founders want the right to bear arms? Was it for hunting? I don't think so! What was so important and paramount on their minds that made them want to include the right to bear arms in the Bill of Rights? Could it be that they had been just liberated themselves from an oppressive government at gunpoint? Could it be that they wanted the people to be well armed as a final check and balance against a corrupt government? Did they understand that a government that has all the weapons is a government that has all the power? We must remember that everything in the Constitution and the Bill of Rights was meant to keep government in check and to empower the people to make changes if necessary. If we allow the government to take away our firearms, then we allow them to take away one of the most fundamental checks and balances afforded us by the Constitution. Don't let it happen! It is my most sincere hope that we will never have to use this final check and balance, but at the same time, I'm not prepared to just hand it over without a fight.
The best and only way to handle crimes committed with firearms is to create strong deterrents and to do our best to capture and punish the abusers. In the final analysis, if we want the right to bear arms, we must accept the fact that someone may use a gun to take advantage of us.
“Besides the advantage of being armed, which the Americans possess over the people of almost every other nation, the existence of subordinate governments, to which the people are attached and by which the militia officers are appointed, forms a barrier against the enterprises of ambition, more insurmountable than any which a simple government of any form can admit of.”
James Madison, Federalist No. 48, February 1, 1788
Now let's move on to illegal drug use and apply the same questions about how to deal with this abuse of freedom. Do our current illicit drug laws take away freedoms or do they punish the abuse of freedom? I believe the answer is quite obvious, which is that currently we take away the freedom, instead of punishing the abuse. Here's the important question though, if someone ingests drugs while in their own home, and they somehow manage not to hurt anyone else, how can this be considered a crime? There are two reasons that this would make sense:
1. The belief that someone under the influence of drugs has a greater potential to harm another.
2. That doing drugs is damaging to one’s health, therefore it should be stopped. Let's deal with these ideas one at a time.
First of all, the idea that someone has a greater potential to harm someone else while on drugs is simply irrelevant. We should not be in the business of punishing people for potential crimes. That's the stuff of movies not free society. Somehow, we managed to get it right with alcohol, and as such we do not take away the right to consume it, and we do not punish people for doing so, unless their actions put people directly in harm’s way. In other words, we trust our citizens to make the right choice, and we don't take away their rights until they make an inherently harmful decision. So why is this idea acceptable with alcohol but we have thousands of people in jail for use of a similar substance -- marijuana? It really doesn't make much sense.
Now on to the idea that we should limit or ban drug use on account of the potential health hazards -- don't these hazards exist for alcohol? How many people are dying every year due to alcoholism and other health issues associated with drinking? Even so, somehow the right to drink remains. Again, I fail to see the difference between alcohol and other illegal drugs. Furthermore, since when do we believe that the inalienable right to pursue life, liberty, and happiness really means that we can only pursue healthy activities as mandated by law? We have the right to slowly kill ourselves in the pursuit of happiness and the government does not have the authority to take that away -- or at least they shouldn’t. Later in this book I will discuss in great detail what rights the government does have verses the rights they claim to have. The difference between the two is considerable.
Let me take a moment and clarify that I am not in support of people breaking the laws when they don't agree with them. Anyone who is presently in prison for drug use or selling drugs deserves to be there for not obeying the law and it needs to remain that way until the laws are changed. I also feel the need to point out that I'm not in favor of drug use in any way, shape, or form. People that do so are making very poor choices that will adversely affect the balance of their lives. But remember, the job of government is to protect rights, not to protect people from themselves.
In the meantime, think about how many tax dollars could be saved if we limited our drug enforcement efforts to those people who infringe upon the rights of others with their drug use, instead of trying to take away the right from everyone. How many citizens would be out of prison and would not have drug convictions on their records that keep them from progressing further in life?
As an aside, I believe it’s important to note that there is a huge difference between what our government can do and what an employer can do. Businesses can and should screen for drug use in their hiring practices. Just as it should be your right to consume drugs, it is a company’s right to deny employment if you do so. Businesses have rights too.
Another growing trend in government is the belief that it is the role of government to ensure that you are physically healthy. Many cities around the country have already begun to ban Trans Fats and even fast food restaurants in some cases. It’s all done in the name of protecting you from your own decisions. Once again, does this sound like the ability to pursue life, liberty, and happiness? Hardly! Unless the government can prove that your unhealthy actions have a direct impact on someone else’s rights, then the government has no authority whatsoever to tell you what you can put in your face.
A common argument in favor of these types of health controls is that unhealthy eating is putting an undue burden upon social health programs. Therefore, what you eat falls under the domain of the public interest. As I will detail later in this book, this is not an argument for greater governmental controls, instead it’s a very strong argument against social programs that place the burden of people’s poor choices on others.
The discussion of how we treat those who abuse the law is of the highest importance in a discussion about the cost of freedom. Criminals are a price we are all forced to pay for -- in the capture, prosecution, housing, and reintegration of them into our society. It goes without saying that our current system of incarceration does very little to reform anyone. I would even go so far as to say that the current system does just the opposite. Prison has become a badge of honor for gang members and a training ground for the common criminal. Within prison walls, inmates get ahead through committing more crime and by assuming a gangster type mentality. When inmates are finally released into society, they are at a greater disadvantage than when they were first incarcerated because they are hampered by a criminal history and have gained no real work or life experience. For this reason, I believe that we need a wholesale overhaul of the incarceration system that would require prison life to mirror that of real life.
How does a person get ahead in the real world? The answer is through hard work and education! In prison it is the complete opposite. In the real world, you don't eat, and you don't get a place to live if you don't perform. In prison these things are offered without price and the cost is passed on to the taxpayer. How does this practice help reform an inmate to society? It doesn't! Here's a different solution that might actually transform the criminals in our society, or at least ensure that they are not released if they are unable to change.
Every inmate should be required to pay the price for their daily sustenance through work. It doesn't matter if this work is productive or not. It could be digging holes and filling them back up again if that's what it takes. When an inmate receives a prison sentence there should be two phases to ensure full restitution to society. The first phase is the punishment phase. This is the mandatory time that must be served. The second phase is to assume the financial burden -- essentially having the inmate cover the cost of their incarceration. The inmate would not be available for parole until both phases were completed.
Now I recognize that there is no way for an inmate to cover the actual cost of their incarceration and that's not what I'm suggesting. Instead, I propose that an inmate be paid credits for work performed that would be applied to the debt. You could use monopoly money if that's all that is available. If the cost to house the candidate is set at $20.00 per day then the inmate would have to earn a minimum of 20 credits of labor in order to pay that cost. If they do not perform well, then they receive fewer credits, thus pushing back their release date. The simple implementation of this plan would immediately require inmates to operate on the same level as those of us law abiding citizens on the outside. However, I wouldn't stop with basic pay for basic labor.
In the real world, you don't start out making a decent wage, and you don't start out having everything you want or need. Instead we have to work our way up to these benefits. It should be no different with prison life. When an inmate arrives, they should receive the bare minimum in accommodations and should only be able to make the bare minimum as a wage. As time goes on, and as they show a good work ethic, and complete their work properly, they would have the opportunity to receive promotions and work that may be more fulfilling or that can help them build real life work experience. An inmate could feasibly pay off their financial burden early through hard work and promotions. This would in turn prepare them to function properly in society.
I've never been a fan of giving inmates free education in prison when the rest of us have to pay for it. Instead, if an inmate wants an education, or to learn a trade, they should have to earn the credits to pay for it -- and they should have to attend night school after a full day of work. Nothing of value or benefit should be provided without a work requirement -- and I mean nothing. If an inmate wants access to magazines or television, they would have to work to a degree where they could have enough credits to pay for it. Possibly, they could even have access to a better food menu available to those who work harder and earn more. Any benefits that could be provided as a result of hard work and effort would be a great motivator in this environment.
When an inmate acts up or chooses not to follow the rules, they would be required to pay a fine, much like a speeding ticket. This would increase the financial portion of their sentence and in turn increase the amount of time before their release. For good behavior they could work towards bonuses and other amenities that would motivate them to greater success -- once again, mirroring the real world.
With a system like this in place no prisoner would get released without having demonstrated the required ability to report to work on time, put in a hard day’s work, and even exceed minimal requirements in order to get ahead. I believe that in this case employers would be more likely to hire parolees. I also believe that people who have spent time in prison would be less likely to return because they would know how much work and effort is constantly required to get out. More importantly, by the very nature of their release, they've learned how to properly function in society. Those inmates that are unwilling to live according to the rules of society would remain in prison indefinitely. Now this is a system that has a chance to truly reform criminals. It’s called life.
We must ensure every enacted law deals strictly with those who abuse their rights. This is in contrast to minimizing or removing the rights of the innocent. The cost of freedom is that there are those who will abuse that freedom. Are you prepared to pay that cost? Do you understand that the purpose of government is to protect freedoms not lives? If so, then are you prepared to hold your representatives accountable to these principles? The idea of holding politicians accountable is another cost of freedom which will be covered in the next chapter.
Chapter 2:
Cost = Accepting Smaller Government
“History affords us many instances of the ruin of states, by the prosecution of measures ill suited to the temper and genius of their people. The ordaining of laws in favor of one part of the nation, to the prejudice and oppression of another, is certainly the most erroneous and mistaken policy. An equal dispensation of protection, rights, privileges, and advantages, is what every part is entitled to, and ought to enjoy... These measures never fail to create great and violent jealousies and animosities between the people favored and the people oppressed; whence a total separation of affections, interests, political obligations, and all manner of connections, by which the whole state is weakened”.
Benjamin Franklin, Emblematical Representations, Circa 1774
As I sit and listen to candidates at the federal, state, and local levels, it seems as though all I hear are promises about what the government can do for us. It’s as if the role of government has shifted from its original form into a charitable organization that can solve every woe and can write a check for every problem. Can this be considered the proper role of government? I would suggest that it’s just the opposite. This is why I believe that a basic cost of freedom is that our government must remain small, and have limited powers in reaching into our lives. I look at this as a cost because it means that sometimes we will have to sacrifice those benefits that our government could provide with the understanding that a government cannot provide anything to one group without taking from another.
The founders knew this concept well, and they hoped to create a government with limited powers that would serve the basic needs of the people and nothing more. Along the way, we've allowed our representatives to convince us that it is the government's job to cure everything that ails us. If you lose your job, don't worry, the government is there to save you. If you don't have health insurance, that's alright because Uncle Sam feels your pain and will be there for you. If you have no education or work experience, do not be concerned, because the government will ensure that you can earn a living wage regardless of your own effort, education, or experience.
As I said before, the problem with this philosophy is that the only means that the government has to provide any of these incredible services is to take from one group of citizens and give it to another. Now you may genuinely believe that this is a perfectly acceptable practice, but I would like you to consider several factors before you close your mind completely on this issue.
The federal government is operating outside of its authority
The first obstacle to the idea that it is the federal government's job to provide these services is that the government has no Constitutional authority to do much of what it does -- and that includes most of what the politicians are promising. No one in politics seems to care that the idea of universal healthcare cannot be justified by the Constitution. Instead, all that matters is that the idea sounds good. Well, if the government can do anything that simply sounds good, then of what value is our founding document? We must remember that the Constitution was designed to limit government, not to limit people. Anytime we simply let our representatives look past their own constraints, the Constitution loses strength and power.
How ironic is it that the party which claims to be all about Constitutional civil rights is the party that has no problem bypassing the Constitution in seeking more and more social programs outside of their authority? I would like to say that the other side of the political isle has resisted this temptation, but in practice, neither political party cares too much about the idea of proper Constitutional authority. Our representatives only follow the Constitution when it is convenient to their political needs. The rest of the time they wipe their backsides with it, hoping that no one will notice. They rely on the people’s ignorance of the Constitution as to how our government is supposed to work. Thus, the true fault lies with us, the voting public. We need to be educated in order to combat the ignorance that perpetuates the expansion of government and limits our precious freedoms. That’s right -- an enlarged government always will equal fewer freedoms. This is an absolute truth in society that we must all learn and understand.
We are supposed to be able to rely on the Supreme Court to hold the legislature in check when they exceed their authority. But the court has clearly shown that as long as the idea sounds good, or matches their own political philosophy, then the Constitution can be overlooked. The courts exceed their authority by writing law instead of interpreting it. Thus, the final check and balance against a corrupt government must be the people themselves. However, we're so wrapped up in distractions and listening to what sounds good, that we are failing to see the damage that has been done and will be done as we increase these programs.
Once again, the Constitution is designed to limit government, not the people. Article 1 Section 8 of the Constitution clearly states the authority of the United States Congress. In case you haven't seen it for a while here's what it says:
Article 1
Section 8 - Powers of Congress
The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defense and general Welfare of the United States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uniform throughout the United States;
To borrow money on the credit of the United States;
To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and among the several States, and with the Indian Tribes;
To establish an uniform Rule of Naturalization, and uniform Laws on the subject of Bankruptcies throughout the United States;
To coin Money, regulate the Value thereof, and of foreign Coin, and fix the Standard of Weights and Measures;
To provide for the Punishment of counterfeiting the Securities and current Coin of the United States;
To establish Post Offices and Post Roads;
To promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective Writings and Discoveries;
To constitute Tribunals inferior to the Supreme Court;
To define and punish Piracies and Felonies committed on the high Seas, and Offenses against the Law of Nations;
To declare War, grant Letters of Marque and Reprisal, and make Rules concerning Captures on Land and Water;
To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to that Use shall be for a longer Term than two Years;
To provide and maintain a Navy;
To make Rules for the Government and Regulation of the land and naval Forces;
To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress Insurrections and repel Invasions;
To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the Militia, and for governing such Part of them as may be employed in the Service of the United States, reserving to the States respectively, the Appointment of the Officers, and the Authority of training the Militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress;
To exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over such District (not exceeding ten Miles square) as may, by Cession of particular States, and the acceptance of Congress, become the Seat of the Government of the United States, and to exercise like Authority over all Places purchased by the Consent of the Legislature of the State in which the Same shall be, for the Erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other needful Buildings; And
To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of the United States, or in any Department or Officer thereof.
Please take a moment and find for me in this section of the Constitution the authority of congress to force money out of people’s paychecks in order to pay for the retirement of others. Show me where it says that the Federal government can tell the states how to educate their children. What about Medicare? What about universal health care? We really could go on and on, but the truth is that the federal government is and has been operating outside of its stated authority for many years, and those seeking election today are promising even more unconstitutional programs and benefits.
Programs like social security and education should be ideas reserved solely for the states to decide and implement. Now I’m not suggesting at this point that we abolish Social Security. So many of our citizens are about to retire based upon this great promise that it would be reckless to do so. But we can fix the problem. Either by amending the Constitution to provide for such a program, or by getting rid of the system and or phasing in program changes for future generations.
Again, the point is that congress is clearly reaching outside the authority they were granted by the Constitution. Those who seek to be our President continue to suggest that we stray ever further outside of these powers. Bypassing the Constitution makes the document increasingly less relevant, and takes away the key organizing framework of our society. In its place we have nothing but politically motivated rhetoric. This can’t be good and our founding fathers knew it -- which is why the tenth amendment in the Bill of Rights sought to clarify the Constitutional authority of the federal government:
The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.
The tenth amendment clearly states that if the authority is not specifically delegated to the federal government then that power is reserved to the states, or to the people. This is for a very important reason -- once the federal government takes something over, it’s next to impossible for the individuals of a state to have any future effect on that program. If the program is left at a state level, the chances are much better that any changes required by the will of the people will be achievable. After all, who knows better about the specific needs of its students and how to educate them, the federal government or those people that actually live, work, and parent, in the state and communities where the children live? The federal government should only do those things that only the federal government can do as described in the Constitution. The rest of the work of government is best reserved for the states.
“It would reduce the whole instrument to a single phrase, that of instituting a Congress with power to do whatever would be for the good of the United States; and as they would be the sole judges of the good or evil, it would be also a power to do whatever evil they please. Certainly no such universal power was meant to be given them. It [the Constitution] was intended to lace them up straightly within the enumerated powers and those without which, as means, these powers could not be carried into effect.”
Thomas Jefferson, Opinion on a National Bank, February 15, 1791
I’m really not sure at all why people believe that the federal government can do things better than the states or the private sector. All it takes is one look at most federal programs to understand that these federal organizations fail to meet their stated goals and do so by spending an enormous amount of money. In every case the private sector could accomplish the task with more efficiency and at a smaller expense.
A perfect example of this erroneous idea that the federal government should be involved in everything came shortly after the terrorist attacks of September 11th, 2001. We were told that the airport screeners needed to be controlled and run by the federal government in order to avert future attacks. The problem was that there were no security breaches by airport screeners on September 11th. They all did exactly what they were supposed to do -- so why the rush to federalize airport screeners, instead of changing the guidelines to eliminate the items used to hijack the planes? We allowed our government to create one more gigantic, slow moving bureaucracy, when all they needed to do was change the rules to eliminate box cutters and similar items from being allowed onto aircraft. Brilliant!
One of the ways that the United States has overstepped its power without technically violating the Constitution is by telling the states that if they want federal funds then they must comply with “Federal Guidelines.” This way the Feds can say “we’re not forcing anyone to do anything -- therefore, we’re not in direct violation of the separation of powers in the Constitution.” This is what the “No Child Left Behind” program is about. If schools at the state level will not comply, then they will not receive those all important federal dollars. It’s kind of like paying a gangster for protection that you don’t really need.
But remember, the Constitution only gives congress the authority to collect taxes for the programs that it has authority over. So how is it that they can collect taxes from us, and then tell us that we cannot have them back unless we comply, when they don’t have the stated authority to butt their noses in where it doesn’t belong in the first place? We should not be paying them taxes for something that they do not have the authority to do. Therefore, anytime you hear the government saying that they will only provide money if the state operates in a certain way, this is code for saying that they know that they don’t have the authority to do this, but they think they’ve found a loop hole -- so they’re just going to do it anyway. In my opinion, we should make a list of all the millions of dollars that are received by a state from the federal government for these types of programs, and then turn around and submit a bill to the federal government for an equal amount, as it is unlawful taxation. Congress and the office of the president are violating the law, and we, the American public, are standing by and letting them do it. These taxes should never leave the states in the first place, and I can promise that they will be better spent with local oversight.
“I consider the foundation of the Constitution as laid on this ground that 'all powers not delegated to the United States, by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the states, are reserved to the states or to the people.' To take a single step beyond the boundaries thus specially drawn around the powers of Congress is to take possession of a boundless field of power, not longer susceptible of any definition.”
Thomas Jefferson, Opinion on the Constitutionality of a National Bank,
February 15, 1791
There’s no money to do any of it!
It’s one thing to collect taxes and then hold them over the states heads like an extortionist, but it’s entirely another to continue to create new programs when there just isn’t any money to pay for them. Which one of us can simply go out and spend money we don’t have without serious repercussions down the road? Can it really be considered responsible to suggest even more entitlements when we have so much debt with no end in sight? We must consider the fact that our current programs are failing before we dive into even more problems.
Why don’t we have someone who wants to be President who says that instead of creating new programs they’re going to cut spending and pay down the debt? Certainly, that would have a greater effect on the lives of American citizens as a whole than focusing on the 40 million who do not have health insurance. If we had a President who really cared about the long term health of the nation, the very first thing he/she would do is create a Presidential Committee whose sole purpose would be to review every Federal Program in existence and determine several factors:
Is the program Constitutional or should it be reserved to the states?
Is the program accomplishing the stated goal?
Is the program operating efficiently?
Should the program be terminated?
Any President who would commit to this wholesale overhaul of our government would have my vote and in my estimation would generate more of a legacy than anyone focusing on foreign affairs, entitlements, etc. After this review of government programs, the President should then focus his attention on legislation and court rulings that are made without proper authority.
“I think we have more machinery of government than is necessary, too many parasites living on the labor of the industrious.”
Thomas Jefferson, letter to William Ludlow, September 6, 1824
Our current tax code is a source of frustration for most Americans yet we all continue to allow it to exist. Does anyone believe for a single second that our founders envisioned a system that even those who enforce it cannot understand? One of the primary reasons that the founding fathers went to war was because of taxation without representation. Can anyone say that we have taxation with representation today? Not if most Americans are unhappy with the current system. Those who claim to represent us seem to think that our income is the government’s to keep, and that we should feel fortunate to retain a smaller and smaller percentage of what we earn.
Even more disturbing than the idea that we the people continue to allow a program to operate that very few of us agree with, is that the current tax code is not constitutional under the 14th amendment, which requires that every citizen receive equal protection under the law. Since the tax code is a law that is forced upon all citizens, it must be equal according to this amendment -- but is it? How can a code that holds people to different tax percentages based upon their income be considered equal? The only answer is that it can’t! If one citizen is required to pay 15% then every citizen must pay that same percentage, regardless of income or financial status. This is the only system that could be considered “equal.” If our current representatives feel the need to have unequal protection regarding the tax law then they must amend the 14th amendment. Allowing them to simply look past it is allowing the integrity of this document to be greatly diminished.
I’ve never quite understood why this tax code is allowed to stand as it is. I watch organizations like the ACLU that claim to be fighting for our civil liberties, yet when it comes to taxation and unconstitutional social programs they remain completely silent. I believe that this silence reveals a political agenda on their part. Of course they would deny it, but how else can it be explained that in their fight to protect rights they fail to protect the integrity of the Constitution when it comes to fiscal matters? We hear them cry about free speech and separation of church and state, yet we never hear them battle the federal government for overreaching its authority on precious entitlement programs. I fail to understand how an organization that is supposed to fight for civil liberties on one hand can allow the Constitution to be so massacred on the other.
“The ordaining of laws in favor of one part of the nation, to the prejudice and oppression of another, is certainly the most erroneous and mistaken policy. An equal dispensation of protection, rights, privileges, and advantages, is what every part is entitled to, and ought to enjoy.”
Benjamin Franklin, Emblematical Representations, Circa 1774
There is no need to look any further than the federal government’s interference with abortion to see how the Constitution is no longer in play. Can anyone find any statement within the Constitution to justify the Supreme Court’s decision with Roe vs. Wade? The authority for the Supreme Court to rule as it did just does not exist. They created law where there was none -- which is not within their authority to do so, and the nation just accepted the decision without issue.
The truth is abortion is an issue for the states, not the federal government, since the Constitution does not provide the authority for Congress, or the President, or the Supreme Court to get involved. This battle should be fought on a state level, and in that situation, I’m sure that we’d have states that allow the procedure and states that would elect to make the procedure illegal. The battle would be fought on a local level instead of a federal one, where we have little or no impact. Alternatively, if those in the federal government feel that it’s so important for the federal government to get involved with this important issue, then they should be required to amend the Constitution to provide for this authority.
While on the subject of abortion, let me just provide a few personal beliefs regarding this volatile subject. It bothers me greatly that those in favor of the right to choose call their movement the “Pro-Choice” movement. I think it would be better termed the “Pro-Reckless” movement or the Pro-irresponsibility movement. Later in this book I will discuss the importance of natural consequences in greater detail, but suffice to say here that the “Pro-Choice” movement simply wants to avoid the consequences of choice. After all, last time I checked, it takes a number of choices to conceive a child; the choice to be sexually active, the choice to do so unprotected, and then finally, the choice to end the life of an unborn fetus. Pregnancy is always a choice unless it involves rape or incest. Always! And choices have consequences. It used to be that if you didn’t want to face the consequences that you would make a responsible choice. But not in our day! Today we strive for the ability to make any reckless choice we want and to remove the consequences to the point of medical procedures. If you don’t like the consequences make a better choice! How’s that for a political movement?
I’ve heard it said that a fetus does not have feelings, a voice, or even a will to live. I say that this is nonsense. The stated will of a fetus is clear -- if you do nothing to it, its will to live is manifested. That fetus will become a human being without interference from anyone else. Does this action not express its will to live? Of course it does!
One of the things that occurs to me about the world that we live in is the impact that one soul can have on the entire globe. By removing just a handful of key figures from our history, our entire existence changes completely. Diseases may not have been cured, technology may not have been invented, lives may not have been saved, and countries may not have been formed. How different would our country be if George Washington’s mother had an abortion? What about Abraham Lincoln, Martin Luther King Jr., etc? What if the cure for cancer lies within the tender and precious mind of a fetus that was heartlessly removed from a mother’s womb? And yes, you could ask the question about how different the world would be for good if the likes of Hitler would have been aborted, but I don’t agree with that point. There will always be evil in the world in many forms and we the people will combat that evil and put it down. But so much of the good that we have and enjoy today truly comes from the action of one person in a particular place and time. How much of our future are we putting in the dumpster behind the hospital?
Regardless of how the government responds to abortion, I would appeal to you, at the most basic level, not to abort that life. That tissue inside of you has enormous potential for good, and it is a boy or a girl that is alive. Fundamentally, we feel and know this. There is no mother out there that does not feel the spirit of that unborn child, and if you listen closely enough you will hear its desire to live. Carry it for nine months and then give it to someone who can care for the child, but please don’t make a decision that ends that life and potentially ruins yours. You will never regret bringing that child onto the earth, but I can guarantee that you will always regret killing it.
Perhaps my biggest frustration within the law, both local and federal, is how we have now decided that if the fetus is wanted, then it is a life, but if it’s not wanted, then it’s just tissue that can be removed at will. For example, in the high profile case of Scott Peterson, he was convicted and sentenced for the killing of his wife and her unborn fetus -- that’s two murders. Yet if Laci had wanted to, she could have gone down to an abortion clinic and had that tissue removed at any time, and it would have been considered legal. How did we get ourselves into a place where only if a fetus is wanted is it considered to be a life? It seems to me that it is either a life, protectable by the state, or it isn’t. The fact that the child was planned and wanted, or was unplanned and unwanted, shouldn’t enter the picture. I’ve been waiting for the case where a pregnant woman is killed on the way to an abortion clinic. Is her killer guilty of two murders or just one? After all, the fetus was not wanted, so therefore the killer should only be charged with one murder, right? Huh? How can this logic be allowed to stand? Life is life, regardless of the context. Life should be protected!
Separation of Church and State
Much like the abortion issue, the idea of separation of church and state in our government has gone way beyond the intent of the founding fathers and the specific words written in the Bill of Rights. It says, “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.” That’s it! That’s all it says. In fact, there is no other place in the Constitution where God or religion is mentioned in any way. Although the Declaration of Independence states that our inalienable right to freedom comes from God, this document is not the law of the land and should not be construed as such.
As I mentioned earlier, many of the founders were against the institution of a Bill of Rights because they accurately believed that the day would come when people would say that if it’s not mentioned in the Bill of Rights, then it is not a right protected by law. In many ways these concerns have come to pass as we hear people say that you do not have a Constitutional right to one thing or another -- but this isn’t true. In fact, if it’s not specifically mentioned in the Constitution then the federal government cannot touch it. We must always remember that our founding document was designed to limit government, not the people. As such, if something is mentioned then it is a right. However, if it’s not mentioned then this means that the issue should be dealt with at the state level. It is within each state that the discussions should take place, and the decisions made. This is not only how the Constitutional system is supposed to work, it’s also the optimal form of representative government, allowing meaningful input and self determination at the local level.. This is obviously a recurring theme that we will come back to a few more times before the end of this book because of its importance.
Now, back to the idea of “separation of church and state” -- the very first thing that we need to remember is that this phrase does not exist in the Constitution. The Bill of Rights does not call for the separation of church and state. All it does is limit the actions of congress. In truth it does not limit the President, judges or any other body from including religious beliefs or practices in their daily functions. Only through decisions made by the Supreme Court has the interpretation of the first amendment come to mean that no public entity may discuss or embrace religious principles. Fact is, the Courts have made this call without the authority to do so. Again, the amendment only deals with Congress and its authority.
I’m deeply frustrated by the idea that the Supreme Court is the final authority when it comes to law because this is not how the checks and balances outlined in the Constitution were supposed to work -- as it takes the power away from the people and places it into the hands of too few. This is dangerous! The people write the law through their representatives and the judges interpret that law in the light of the Constitution. The Courts are not to enforce their authority over the people because that authority does not exist. If the law is not clear, then the courts should simply send it back to the legislature to clarify the law, instead of creating law or legislating from the bench. Because we allow the courts to continue in this action, we have enabled them to become the supreme legislators of the land, and we have no recourse for change.
Here’s how it should work; if lawmakers and citizens believe that separation of church and state is a good thing then they should amend the Constitution to say so. Nothing more and nothing less! If we allow them to simply attach new meaning where there was none before, then the Constitution is changed forever and there’s no way to get it back. The founders could not have been clearer about who has the authority to make or change law and how to go about changing the language of the Constitution. In every case the will of the people is expressly involved, either through their representatives, or direct vote. However, when a judge changes the interpretation or adds new meaning altogether, what recourse do the people have? How can they demand representation? How can they change a poor decision? When choosing judges we should be looking for individuals that are there to protect the sanctity of this document instead of flexing it according to their personal belief or public opinion.
I’ve heard many people say that the 14th amendment changed the 1st amendment to mean that no public entity, federal or otherwise, can do anything that may be considered religious in nature. Again, this can only be the case if you allow the courts to apply meaning where none exists, and to apply language that just isn’t there. The 14th amendment says, “No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States.” There is nothing about separation of church and state in the 14th amendment, and in fact, there was no real change to the first amendment or the Bill of Rights in the use of this language. States did not have the power to abridge the rights of citizens guaranteed by the Constitution before the 14th amendment was issued, and they don’t have it afterwards. However, the courts want us to believe that this language somehow magically suggests that religion must be expunged entirely from our government. How can anyone make this leap of logic and get away with it? The only immunity guaranteed by the Constitution to its citizens regarding religion is that Congress can make no law establishing or abridging said religion or the free expression thereof. Nothing more and nothing less!
If the people want true mandatory separation of church and state then they must amend the Constitution to get it, or fight the battle on a state and local level. This is the way it was meant to be, but instead, the very amendment designed to protect religion is being used to destroy it. This was not the intent of our founders. I do believe that they did not want established religion as a part of government, but it seems clear their intent was not to take religious beliefs out of the principles of our government. In other words, there can be separation of organized church and state but there should never be mandatory separation of religious belief and state.
This does not mean that there should be religious principles running rampant through our government agencies, but it also doesn’t mean that they should be chased away either. The balance between religion, belief, and state powers should be determined at the state and local levels, unless the Constitution is amended to make it a federal issue. Those are the only choices we should allow to be placed before us -- otherwise the Constitution only holds value and meaning until the next group of justices decides to change it at their whim. This is not representation of the people by any means.
The Right to Keep What You Earn
As I mentioned before, there is one political party that has set themselves up as the standard bearers for Civil Rights. What I don’t understand is that this is the same party that has no problem taking away your right to keep what you earn. That’s correct -- I said “your right” to keep what you earn. They seem to believe that they have access to all of our money for the needs of others, and that we should all feel grateful that they let us keep anything at all.
We have let the idea creep into our society that we all need to give back, or that we need to spread the wealth. This implies that we are where we are because we took from others. But we didn’t take, we earned what we have, and this needs to be remembered by us and by our government. We should not be made to feel guilty because we have amassed wealth or have achieved a level in life where we make a respectable wage. As long as you’ve earned it, or inherited it legally, then it belongs to you. No one in the government has a right to tell you that you now need to sacrifice or give your money to them, so they can redistribute it. If you want to give of your financial means, then I encourage you to do so, but you should not be compelled to do so while others pay nothing at all.
If you’re asking where the right to keep what you earn is listed in the Constitution, then I’m afraid that you don’t understand the Constitution. Remember, this document was designed to limit the government, not the people. Our rights are not limited by the Constitution -- in fact, it’s just the opposite. This guarantee is driven home in the 9th amendment which reads;
Amendment 9
The enumeration in the Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage others retained by the people.
Basically, this amendment says that just because the founders took the time to single out certain rights that it doesn’t mean that these are our only rights. Money is your property! You earned it and the federal government does not have the authority to take it in order to give it to other people. The federal government is strictly regulated by our founding document and the government needs to get back to strict accountability to the Constitution.
We must remember that the U.S. government is nothing more than the people granting certain authority to elected representatives to make decisions for the common good. The government is not a body of people with the authority to tell people how to live or how much of their own money they can keep. We agree to pay taxes for certain goods and services that benefit the whole, and for much of the history of the United States there was no federal tax. Taking money from one person to give to another person, cause, or company, in the form of grants, goods or services is not within their lawful authority, nor is it just, or fair.
To many of you this may sound like the height of selfishness. But, please don’t get misunderstand. We should help one another with our time, talents, and means, but we should not be constrained to do so. As I will explain later in this book, there is a considerable difference between an individual trying to help others voluntarily, and the same individual being forced to help at a threat of imprisonment by the IRS. In our current tax system, we give away a huge part of our earnings to feed a politicized set of institutions that mishandle and over-spend our money. Then they have the audacity to ask for more money, without even considering how many of the institutions themselves need to be leaner and better stewards of our dollars. We have come to simply accept this reality. It is not only unfair and not supported by the Constitution, it is also increasingly putting us at an economic disadvantage in a global marketplace.
“If we can prevent the government from wasting the labors of the people, under the pretence of taking care of them, they must become happy.”
Thomas Jefferson, letter to Thomas Cooper,
Nov 29, 1802
More and more, our politicians seem to believe that it’s the government’s job to protect the citizens from the natural consequences of life. If you lose your job, they’ll be there to lift you up. If you fall ill, they’ll be there to cure your every disease. If you fail to save for your retirement, they’ll be there to support you.
Not only do I believe that the government has no stated authority to do any of these things, I also believe that the way these government programs are designed is damaging to our citizens and causes greater harm than good. This is because, by design, these programs try and mitigate the natural consequences of life, and they do so by forcing others to take on the burden of these consequences.
For example, the natural consequences of not working are clear -- they include hunger, homelessness, sickness, etc. What greater motivations could there be for going to work? I can’t think of any. So why does our government feel it is their job to take these consequences away? These natural consequences are there for a reason. I hear people at work saying that they hope they get fired so they can file unemployment and take a vacation. When the government provides safety nets, it provides an excuse not to perform, because the consequences of laziness are mitigated by the government. Oddly enough, I learned about the baneful effects of mishandled entitlement programs at a small drive-through taco stand in Southern California.
It was after a long morning of repairing roofs in 100 degree weather, and I was ready for a huge Mexican food lunch. Something about working in the heat always makes me crave salsa. So, I pulled into the drive-through and gave my order, over the speakers system, to a young man whose broken English left me wondering if I would get what I actually ordered. I wasn't that concerned however, because all Mexican food is comprised of five primary ingredients anyway. I would get what I ordered in some form or another. Little did I know that as I pulled around the corner, and took my place behind the two automobiles in line in front of me, that my understanding of life was about to change forever.
At first, there was nothing remarkable about this particular drive-through. However, as I put my car in park and began to "hurry up and wait" for my food, I noticed that all of the people in the cars in front of me were looking out of their passenger side windows. My attention was immediately drawn to the strangest site that I had ever seen. What was this wonder to behold? What curiosity had drawn the attention of all these hungry travelers? Squirrels! That's right, I said squirrels! At least I thought they were squirrels. Up until that moment, every other squirrel that I had ever seen was always about the business of collecting food. In fact, I would say that squirrels are typically one of the busiest creatures on the planet, but not these squirrels. These squirrels were just sitting there. I could hardly tell if they were alive or dead. Even more shocking was that these were the fattest squirrels that I had ever seen. Each one had a double or triple chin and a very large belly. They weren't on all four legs either. Instead, they were sitting on their backsides, almost as if they were in lazy boy recliners, watching television. I wondered if there was such a thing as pig squirrels that I was not aware of. These creatures were so fat that they reminded me of my old Cuban friend Alfredo who, after a good meal of black beans, rice and carne asada, would sit back in his chair, pull his shirt up over the rim of his large belly, and rub it with his hand exclaiming, "ay mi panzonito!"
I was so taken aback by these fat little pig squirrels that it caused me to sit and ponder what circumstances would have created such a site. How did they get so fat? What did they eat that would make them so large? Is there a Slim-Fast for pig squirrels? Suddenly, to my great astonishment, those little pig squirrels came to life, dragging their bellies underneath them as they scrambled all around the curbside picking up small pieces of some type of food. They fought each other ferociously for each morsel of food like two sumo wrestlers over the last piece of Kung Pao Chicken. Then, just as quickly as they came to life, they returned to their lazy boy recliners and awaited the next distribution of food. As the car in front of me pulled away, and I pulled up to the drive through window, I realized what the squirrels were eating. French fries! It was French fries that had been tossed out of the window of the car in front of me after the passengers received their food. That's when the mystery of the taco stand pig squirrels was finally revealed to me. It was simple; the patrons of this taco stand felt sorry for those little squirrels and tossed them food as they drove by.
Now I'm sure that those taco stand patrons had the best of intentions as they tossed their food to those little squirrels, but did they understand the true ramifications of their actions? How could they know that the squirrels would trade their instinct to gather food for a lazy boy recliner and free French fries? Those customers just wanted to be nice and to feel as though they were making a difference. But what would happen to those squirrels if the taco stand went out of business or even worse, the taco stand owners realize that French fries don't belong on a Mexican food menu?
Unfortunately, human beings are no different than these pig squirrels. Given the choice between work and handouts, people will usually opt for the latter. This is why any entitlement program must focus on maintaining a work ethic. Many of today's entitlement programs do just the opposite -- and they perpetuate the fat pig squirrel syndrome. Although the "war on poverty" was probably well intentioned, it is nothing more than a handful of French fries to a bunch of hungry creatures. Welfare is a war against self sufficiency and independence. It robs good hard working people of their dignity and self worth.
There is one simple change in philosophy that would change our welfare program from a complete failure into the safety net that it was supposed to be. That is the idea that nothing comes for free. Until this simple change in philosophy occurs the welfare program will never be a war against anything but success. If you want money from the government, then you need to provide something in return for that money. Maybe it's just picking up trash on the streets, but some effort must be required, and that effort should benefit the community in some way.
The problem with the government solving problems is that they only want to hand out their version of French fries in the form of individual and corporate welfare, monies, grants, and subsidies. Our intentions might be the best in the world, but the desired outcome of eliminating poverty over time has never been achieved, and it’s now clear that a traditional government welfare program won’t dissolve poverty either. The current war on poverty actually perpetuates poverty and most social programs designed to decrease government dependence actually increase it dramatically. Meanwhile, good hardworking people are forced to fork over their hard earned dollars to continue to support these misguided attempts at making a difference.
As we all watched in shock as Hurricane Katrina flooded the streets of New Orleans and people were forced to evacuate, most people focused their attention on the failure of FEMA and the state, to evacuate and care for these people. However, there was a much more important lesson from Katrina that I'm afraid was all but missed completely. Many of these people that were evacuated had been on the public welfare system for years. They were unemployed and unable to care for themselves. These programs had been in place for forty plus years in the name of helping those who cannot help themselves. But all these programs did was guarantee generations of people reliant on French Fries from the drive-through window that is the government. People from the New Orleans area were displaced all over the United States, and to this day many do not have a job and are still reliant on the public dole. This has caused many hard working citizens to complain that these evacuees need to go out and get a job and stop complaining. But I have to tell you that I don't blame these evacuees one bit. I firmly believe that if I were born into this community, and told that the government would take care of me, because I can't take care of myself, that I would likely be out of a job waiting for government assistance as well. It's just not their fault. It is the fault of those in government who thought they could solve a problem by taking money from one person and giving it to another, like French fries to the squirrels. Unfortunately, one of the truths about our government is that letting go of a failed program or idea, or making changes is next to impossible. This is because of the emotional attachment and the political fallout that may come along with it -- which reminds me of an experience I had while still in my youth.
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