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“Who’s your daddy,” the neighbor kid asked me one day well over 50 years ago. Thinking everyone had a dad (or dads) and a “real” dad, I responded, “my real dad.” Obviously, raised in a myriad of foster homes for 15 of my first 17 years, I was somewhat confused as a child. 
It appears many today are confused as well. They once, I assume, wondered who their daddy is, and have found the answer. They think, as do most of their representatives, that government is their daddy. This daddy is responsible for their breakfast, lunch and dinner. It’s up to this daddy to ensure their teeth are brushed, take their vitamins, get their shots, take sex education class, create protected speech, fix phobias, acquire counseling, don’t smoke (or breathe it), and avoid fast foods, trans fat or dodge ball. .” Others cater to daddy for their health insurance, daycare and retirement. Even a few businesses determined, rather than risking their own investment capital, transfer its risk and cost to “daddy.” From the cradle to the grave, too many have discovered a new daddy. 
Unfortunately, “daddy” is your neighbor, not government. Government is simply the confiscatory agent, recipient and distributor of someone else’s earnings (taxes), determining what agency, business or special interest group is permitted to acquire a highly disproportionate share of those earnings. This of course, follows massive handling charges required to fund its bureaucracy, as well as hundreds of millions in “public service announcements” (veiled political ads) and “walking around money” (WAM: incumbent reinforcement tool).
Does this suggest those rejecting “daddy” are cold-hearted, wishing children to starve, dies of sickness, and remain uneducated? Does this argue daddy doesn’t have a role? Not at all, but it does reject an approach that, by any benchmark, has failed for decades, promises to bankrupt the state, drives producers to more favorable environments, and has fostered a growing population dependent upon “daddy.” 
Frankly, it’s insulting…
It’s insulting for it implies we don’t possess a generosity of spirit, nor the ingenuity, imagination or courage to inspire, invent, and produce. It’s insulting because it implies individuals are no longer able—or capable—to take care of themselves. It’s insulting to a nation, its churches, foundations and individuals, proving for generations (if not centuries) a willingness to spend its time and savings to help those in need; not just in our country, but around the world. Equally insulting is the implication we don’t realize that what daddy possesses and distributes comes from the earnings business and taxpayers produce. 
A recent response from a state representative, harshly critical of a recent editorial, ignored the salient points, but focused on Rendell’s plan that “contains public subsidies for employees of small businesses” (fails to mention the new tax mandate on business [sounds like their property tax relief scheme]) and challenged me for a plan to provide health care to the uninsured and to control health care premiums…”

Well Daddy, as has been mentioned innumerable times, high insurance premiums are rooted in high healthcare costs, insurance mandates, and little competition or choice. Before we begin adding hundreds of thousands more offspring, might we first delve into why the system’s sick, rather than treat its symptoms? 
Relying on daddy is also horribly inefficient; think of the process for a moment. Tens of billions of dollars each year are extracted from taxpayers, including $1.3 million each year to feed, clothe and house each legislator and staff (twice the inflation rate over the last 30 years). Massive building, marketing, legal, and WAM costs are part of that bill. The remaining funds must be channeled to existing structures and bureaucracies throughout the state. Subsequently, the larger interest groups lobby for an increasingly larger share, leaving diminishing portions, a fraction of the original balance, for those actually in need. This system is why we compare so poorly with other states: our costs are too high for each service delivered…
As the Commonwealth Foundation pointed out, the proposed budget increases in state spending (for daddy’s latest programs) would be funded through “new or increased taxes on sales and use (1% = $1.4B), oil company earnings (6.17% = $760M), business payrolls (3% = $120M, with a projected increase to $1.9B in four years), all tobacco products ($91.3M), trash disposal ($61M), and electricity use ($75M). These tax increases alone total over $2.5 billion next fiscal year alone—the equivalent of more than $806 per family of four.” 
It’s astonishing how compassionate and generous some are with other folks’ earnings, isn’t it?

Most revealing was the representative’s question, “tell me of your plan to cut property taxes without a shift to some other revenue source?” Why ask? Didn’t the Governor already gamble on casinos being the revenue source? Is he acknowledging what most know, that anticipated revenues from casinos isn’t likely to occur? Is he intimating the “shift” was a false claim and sham? Or, is it because most now know, though nominal property tax relief does occur, it is a considerable net TAX INCREASE to most citizens. 
Perhaps it’s time to extend the axiom, “Fool me once, shame on you. Fool me twice, shame on me. Fool me 10,000 times, call me stupid.” 
But I will answer the question…As I mentioned to the esteemed representative, a member of the House Finance Committee, the state has a spending problem—not a revenue problem. If they (I would think a REAL finance committee would champion this), implement real spending cuts, establish spending priorities, reduce legislative pensions, healthcare and salary costs out of line with its citizenry, permit wage competition in “daddy dependent” transportation, education and penal institutions, ban throwing parties on the public’s tab, cease subsidizing corporate entities (another undeserving foster child), allowing business to invest its own capital and assume its own risk, and be TRANSPARENT in the process, this daddy could possibly retire. Then we might be better positioned—and more receptive—to be “daddy” where it really counts. 
Finally, the “daddy” system is ineffective. More of the same will produce more of the same, failing to change outcomes. The state will continue lagging, as it has, in job, personal income, and population growth. And it will soon return for more of your earnings.
As a parent and grandfather (of ten), I have opportunity to interact with many of our young adults. Just yesterday I listened to one frustrated “twenty-something” state, “I’m sick and tired of working 60-70 hours every week, yet seeing 50-60% in taxes (editor’s note: total local, state, federal, etc.) taken from my check. I want to start my own business. I want to build a company. I don’t want a handout; just don’t hamstring me by leaving me with so little. I’m apt to move to where my odds of success are greater. Why don’t I ever see a legislator—I don’t care what party—be an advocate for taxpayers? If only they worked as hard to keep us here as they do stadium owners…”

The young woman above is an adult and obviously not confused as to the identity of her daddy. She recognizes funds in the pocket of those earning it is fairer and better serves the community by increasing resources for those unfortunate to still need a “daddy.” She knows there is a time to “stand on her own two feet.” She grew up, apparently learning, as I eventually did from those early and confusing fifteen years in foster homes, daddy is not George. Nor is it Ed. Nor should it be…
If you wish to contact your legislator regarding your approval of “daddy” and the perpetual, wasteful, and corrupt misallocation of your earnings, there really is no need. They can be counted on to continue as “daddy.”
However, please visit www.rba-pa.com (legislative link) if you wish to contact your legislator regarding your disapproval of “daddy”, and your desire they work as hard to keep you here as they do stadium owners, and vote to live within our means…
