L
o o * I« * «“« :_«
ANERIGENISH

CRUGATIONAL LE&GUE

American Spirit

Volume 6 Issue 3

Citizenship and Patriotisin

Health Care for Everyone

Relieving all people of pain and suffering and
eventually eliminating all sickness is an
admirable goal. As a society, we expect better health
care and we are getting it with improved detection,
wonder drugs, and advanced treatments. But
heightened expectations come at a price.

The costs of health care professionals,
pharmaceuticals, and hospitalizations continue to
escalate. The government has wrestled with the
increasing costs, quality control, educational grants,
and subsides for decades. However the efficacy of the
government’s increased role comes into question
because of the inherent inefficiencies of a bureaucracy.

America grew strong as a market society, which is the opposite of a
bureaucratic system. Freedom of choice is not only what consumers expect
but also what has made us the richest country in history. These choices
include by whom and where we wish to be treated. We reserve the right to
acquire a second opinion and to decide the level of care with our provider.

The health providers’ points of view and concerns are also important. The
physician’s job is to recommend the best treatment. That recommendation
should not be guided by an intractable set of government regulations or a
series of permission slips, but only by what is best for the patient. Safety
and sanitary regulations on hospitals certainly serve their purpose; however,
excessive requirements due to rare incidents lead to overregulation and the
strangulation of new ideas. New medications should be made available
without unreasonable delays. For all health care providers, the standard of
care is expected to be high and the level of liability equitable.

Health care is complex. Providing compassionate health care to everyone
is ideal, but its limitations cannot be ignored. If history has one lesson
though it is that any problem, including providing adequate health care
while containing excessive costs, is best solved by the private sector, not a
government bureau.

The solution is not to transfer the cost of health care from the hospital
and physicians to big brother who will in return have everyone else subsidize
the process through higher taxes. Such a solution will bring higher costs,
delayed treatment and minimal choices. It is no accident that citizens of
countries with socialized medicine like Britain and Canada flock to the
United States when they need specialized, high quality health care.

There is no denying that as much as ten percent of the population is not
insured or unable to pay for medical services. Some of these folks are
indifferent to saving for a rainy day or lead an unhealthy and self-
destructive life style. Some are misfortunate through no fault of their own.
Whatever the case, the system most capable of delivering the best health
care for the most people is one based on the choices of consumers in a free
market — not the choices of government bureaucrats.
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Healthcare: Right or Privilege?
By Roman Smart
Public Healthcare is absolutely not a right
of anyone, but rather a privilege. I plan
to illustrate a number of reasons why.

Suppose it's eleven o'clock in the evening
and you've just settled into bed after a
tiring day of work when the doorbell
sounds. You stumble down the poorly lit
stairs, making your way to the door to
find a dingy, unkempt man holding a
torn, cardboard scrap in front of him that
reads "Starving, cannot provide food for
myself. Help me."

Is it an inalienable right of this man to
obtain food from others because he, being
fully capable, does not attempt to pursue
his own food? Is it a law that you have to
welcome this stranger into your home
and provide him with sustenance?
Absolutely not. How do you know this
man is not an imposter, waiting to rob
your house or kidnap your daughter? Or
simply someone who is perfectly capable
of obtaining food but would rather have
someone do it for him? Is food a necessity?
Of course it is. Does that make it a right
of every food-dependent creature to
obtain food at another's expense? It is a
completely preposterous supposition.
Why then, would we assume the "right"
to rob a doctor of his personal time to
treat us for free? Why would we expect a
nation to pay for someone who makes no
attempt at providing for themselves?
Our nation cannot. It defies that upon
which the nation is predicated -
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Healthcare: Right or Privilege? Continued from page 1

Life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness for all. Not happiness for one at another's expense.

Any healthcare received from our government is a privilege, not a right. Helping a needy person late at night
on our porch may be a civil duty for the just, but is by no stretch of the imagination a law. Likewise, any healthcare
received from the government should not be an assumed mandate to anyone living in the United States, but
assistance provided to those who are in need by a helpful government.

What is a “Right”? "Natural rights embody the concept of individual autonomy and negative rights that are
inalienable and inherent to human beings. Natural rights (e.g., life, liberty, the owning and disposing of property,
and the pursuit of health, occupation — and happiness), like human rights, can be exercised by all individuals
simultaneously without infringing and trampling on the rights of others (i.e., negative rights concept). When
governments transcend these rights with welfare rights, entitlements, and redistribution of wealth schemes — in
the name of compassion, utilitarianism, or some greater common good — it
squarely infringes upon the autonomy and basic rights of individuals and
corrupts the negative concept of the law."(1)

In other words we are entitled by law, or we have the "right" to do
anything that does not affect anyone else adversely by violating personal rights
or endangering them. Is the doctor expected to work for free in order to treat
those unwilling to work to pay at least a portion themselves? Should the blue-
collared expect to be robbed of a portion of their earnings to pay for those who a
fill-in-the-blank Internet survey decides are unable to sufficiently pay
themselves?

If you were a doctor working to pay off loans accrued from costly years of
medical school, outrageous insurance rates and high overhead charges, would
you not feel violated if forced to work for free? Should we not expect it to be a
conscious, independent, decision made by doctors, medical workers and
researchers to contribute? "It is the provision of this service [healthcare] that a
doctor depends upon for his livelihood, and his means of supporting his own life.
If the right to healthcare belongs to the patient, he starts out owning the
services of a doctor without the necessity of either earning them or receiving
them as a gift from the only man who has the right to give them, the doctor himself." (2)

Universal Healthcare

According to the Institute of Medicine, the United States is virtually the only wealthy, industrialized nation that does
not provide universal health care to its citizens. Why would a nation as powerful and intelligent as the United
States not offer medical assistance to anyone living within its borders?

The answer lies in the same reasoning as to why the United States is so medically advanced. It's the same reason
that wealthy foreigners are ironically rushed from these more "compassionate" countries to the US for important
medical procedures. Why does America provide the most advanced and widely coveted medical service in the world?
Because free-market capitalist forces are able to work to enable the best health care in the world at the lowest
rates possible, still ensuring proper care. Without the "excessive profits" of insurance and pharmaceutical
companies, (about which the complaining is endless), there would be no funding provided for crucial medical
research.

Although readily available in virtually every well-established country outside the US, and most third-world
countries, universal healthcare in these countries is most often sub-standard, and viewed by most of the populace
and specialists in the country as "catastrophic, with the main criticism being the awful service, overcrowded
hospitals, high deficit of doctors, long waiting lines for scheduling appointments, outdated installations and severe

lack of specialists, even in major urban centers, and general lack of basic medicines "(3) (continued on page 3






