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Normally | rant against governmert taking money fromone personand giving it to another. Now
| think I"ve found away to argue for that same principle but with atwist. Hopefully | can get
those on both sides, left and right, to agree with me on this one.

In acase tha ign't expected to beruled onuntil June theU.S. Supreme Court heard arguments
last week from both sides of aConnedicut eminent-domain dispute.

New Y ork’s The Journal News reported: “ Susette Kelo and severa other homeownersin New
London filed suit after city officials announced plans to bulldoze their residences to clear the way
for ariverfront hotel, health club and offices. The residents refused to move, arguing it was an
uncongitutional taking of their property.”

The Journal Newsalso sadthe dty s justification for such anaction was, “Theprivate
development will gererate tax revenue and improve the local economy.”

Justices “expressed serious doubts whether the court has the authority to protect” the
homeowners.

Leaving the legd issue of whether or not the Supreme Court has jurisdiction and authority in this
meatter aside, what about the mora implications of thisissue? | know | can’t be the only one who
sees this asa serious abuse of government power. I’m sure some on the left would have to agree
with me on this; after al, don’t they hate big business?

Newsday paraphrased Justice Sandra Day O’ Connor asking, “Can acity decideto get rid of the
Motel 6 and put up a Ritz-Carlton ... because the luxury hotel would produce more taxes?’ She
added, “That would be OK?’

Shockingly, Wesley Horton, the attorney arguing on behalf of New London, said, “Y es your
honor, it would be.”

To my friends on the left who would oppose such a government action: Isthis not the same thing
as taking money from one person and giving it to another? If so, then what’ s the moral difference
in the situations that causesyou to approve of one and oppose the other?

Newsdday quotes Justice Antonin Scdia asking, “ Are we saying you can take from A and give to B
if B pays more taxes?’

The premise of those who support such an action is that doing so would generate more tax
revenue for the city and thus go toward “the common good.” But do the endsredly justify the
means?



Imagine the government coming to you and telling you that you have to sell your house because
some bureaucratsdecided that a new shopping certer being put on your property would gererate
more tax revenue.

Worse yet, imagne you' re some elderly woman and the government comesto you and tellsyou
that you have to sell and moveout of your house that you have beenliving infor 50 or more yeas
just because some hotel wants to move inand the government is desperate for more tax revenue.

Can ether of these cases be moraly justified? If you say they can be based on the fact that it’ sthe
gover nment doing it, just stop and serioudy think about that for amoment. If it were not the
government doing it, would it be justified?What if | come by one day andtell you I’'m going to
force you to sell your house to me, whether you like it or not? Justifiably, you’ d kick me off your
property and maybe even call the cops onme Y et omehow when government does it, we tend to
exauseit.

All sorts of immoral actions that no one would dare commit themselves suddenly get justified
when government commits them. What’ s wrong with that picture?

Whether it's money or ahousg, it’ sjust plain wrong to forcibly take it from the rightful owner and
giveit to another person, no matter what the legal justification may be. The right to property is
one of the fundamentd rightsin our society.

If you still don’t agree with me, start packing your bags and loading your car up; you may be
next. Don’t worry though thegovernment will compensate you. Besdes, it’s for the “comnmon
good.”



