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In politics, rhetoric seldom fails to trump substance. The most recent case in point: the reaction of
crit ics to President  Bush's recent veto of the reauthorization that would expand the decade-old
State Children's Health Insurance Program (SCHIP). 

First, a little background may be necessary. SCHIP was created by Congress in 1997 to provide
health insurance for lower income children whose parents had too much income to be eligible for
Medicaid but  were believed to be not able to afford health insurance for their children. The
program allots a certain amount to states with approved implementation plans. 

At its 10-year mark, the plan is now up for reauthorization. President Bush vetoed the expansion
bill Wednesday based on his belief that it goes beyond its aims of aiding poor children and onto
becoming an insurance subsidy for those who are able to afford private insurance. "Poor kids
first," he was quoted as saying later Wednesday. 

But to listen to the rhetoric of his Democrat opponents, particularly Senate Majority Leader Harry
Reid, one would get the impression that Bush, as is the caricature of most Republicans, doesn't
care about poor kids or their families. Reid was quoted in an Associated Press article calling the
president's veto "heartless." He added, "By vetoing a bipartisan bill to renew the successful
Children's Health Insurance Program, President Bush is denying health care to millions of
low-income kids in America." Oh, the evil of it! 

No doubt, many Americans who pay only a cursory attention to the details of what  their
government does would be more easily swayed by Reid's rhetoric. Politicians all-too-often rely on
such misleading rhetoric to appeal to the emotions of their constituents. Many become masters at
it - particularly those Democrats who decry the "greedy" and "heartless" Republicans and the
"evil" corporations they are "pawns" for. 

Alert and more engaged citizens should cut through the rhetoric and get to the substance of the
issues. In this particular case, Bush has proposed increasing the program by $5 billion - a
substantial amount, though not near the whopping $35 billion over five years that was put forth in
the now-vetoed bill. The funding source proposed in the bill would be a substantial increase in the
federal cigarette tax to $1 per pack. 

Who wouldn't be for sticking it to those nasty smokers, though? Again, there's that rhetoric. How
would you like it if the federal tax on your favorite leisure activity was shot up by more than 100
percent. You'll probably chime in and say, "But those smokers deserve it!" If you feel fine
demonizing a segment of the population so that it's easier to take their money from them and give
it to someone else, then that's your prerogative; just please do the rest of us a favor and avoid
useless and sanctimonious rhetoric. 



Rhetoric has allowed the United States Congress to, many times over the years, twist and distort
the Constitution to give it unlimited power to take from some and give to others. Misreading the
"General Welfare" and Commerce clauses of our founding document has allowed income
redistribution in the name of the greater good and taxing power over virtually everything,
regardless of whether it constitutes actual interstate commerce or not. Clearly the power and
influence of government has expanded further than the "father" of the Constitution, James
Madison, envisioned when he said,  concerning the words "general welfare," that, "I  have always
regarded them as qualified by the detail of powers connected with them." He added, "To take
them in a literal and unlimited sense would be a metamorphosis of the Constitution into a
character which there is a host of proofs was not contemplated by its creators." 

And speaking of expansion, here's an interesting tidbit: According to Congressional testimony on
February 15 by the Government Accountability Office's Director of Health Care, currently under
SCHIP 11 states not only cover lower-income children but parents as well. Six states cover
pregnant women. And even more amazing is that six states even cover childless adults. It looks
like this program has already had enough expansion. But to listen to politicians, we need more
help for the poor kids. 

Rhetoric seldom fails to trump substance ... or the Constitution for that matter. 


