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"Doctor No" is no man of principle.

Just before last week's Republican debate at thgdrelibrary, Ron Paul released an
attack ad targeting his fellow Texan and presi@mispirant Rick Perry. It shows a
young Congressman Paul posing with the Gippersergs of photos and features a
portentous voiceover claiming that, while Paul tstavith Reagan,” Perry was a
perfidious, Gore-pimping liberal. This ad is brayetheceptive, but it does provide an
edifying glimpse into the true character of a sippBeltway operator posing as a man of
principle fighting the good fight against the cgtiprags” of the GOP establishment. It
reveals that Ron Paul is a fraud of the first ordée sordid reality is that his loyalty to
Ronald Reagan lasted only so long as it was palijiexpedient and his vaunted
libertarian principles have proven to be remarkadhstic.

As to Reagan, the young Congressman who had omcedoeanxious to be photographed
with him scampered like a Texas jackrabbit whengieg got tough. In 1987, when
Reagan truly needed his supporters to stand byRon,Paul suddenly disappeared from
the man's side. In fact, he resigned from the RiggarbParty and blamed Reagan for his
disillusionment with the GOP. In a letter that eetidhe prevailing Democrat talking
points of the day he wrote, "The chickens havagyebme home to roost, but they will,
and America will suffer from a Reaganomics thatashing but warmed-over
Keynesianism." That letter was not merely an adirefthtaking betrayal -- it actually
compares Reagan to Josef Stalin -- its charactenzaf Reagan's economic policies is
utterly absurd.

Moving on to the Perry smear, Paul left an impdrfaaot out of his ad: Rick Perry was a
Democrat when he supported Gore 23 years ago.iftindt puts you off, remember that
Ronald Reagan himself was once a Democrat. PedyRaagan eventually realized that
the Democrat party was drifting ever leftward, ab@ring the principles that had once
claimed their loyalty. The party of Scoop Jacksad morphed into the party of George
McGovern, so both joined the GOP because it masety matched their ideals and
those of the nation's founders. As to "Dr. No,"ihgweceived fewer than half a million
votes as the 1988 Libertarian presidential candida came crawling back to the party
he had so vehemently denounced and was eventealicted to Congress under the
GOP banner.

This pattern of hypocrisy is by no means limiteghéoty loyalty. Paul has consistently
represented himself as a principled libertarianl, mever tires of reminding us that he is a
physician whose medical experience has taught dibe twary of government intrusion

in health care. However, the good doctor's votewprd shows that he has frequently
supported such government intervention. Shortlgrafie Democrats returned to power
in the House in 2007, they introduced a bill cglfor the government to "negotiate” the



price of prescription drugs bought for Medicaret®arIn this context, "negotiate," is
nothing but a euphemism for price-fixing, somethiingt a genuine free-market
libertarian would reject out of hand. Nonetheldé&sp. Paul voted in favor of the measure.

This is not the only vote Dr. Paul has cast in faafogovernment meddling in health care.
He has also voted for another price-fixing scheina évery libertarian worthy of the
name has denounced -- reimportation of pharma@dsitiomm foreign countries with

rigid price-control regimens. This, as Roger Pibdithe Cato Institute has pointed out,
"would import foreign price controls on drugs." Bweorse, the Congressional Budget
Office has said that drug reimportation would righgicantly reduce prescription drug
spending. Nor can Dr. Paul's vote be justifieceimts of free trade. As Nina Owcharenko
at the Heritage Foundation explains, "Such polieiesld not create a 'freer' market for
pharmaceuticals, but would regulate the market éweher."

Sadly, the hypocrisy of "Dr. No" doesn't end wittcdptive campaign ads about his
record and the betrayal of his purported libertapanciples. He is also a downright
fraud when it comes to big-government spending.|@#apresenting himself for decades
as the sworn enemy of overspending, the good dbe®had his snout deep in the
earmark trough. In 2007, the Wall Street Journabreed, "The Congressman disclosed
his requests this year for about $400 million warttederal funding for no fewer than

65 earmarks. They include such urgent nationalimarpriorities as an $8 million

request for the marketing of wild American shrinma&2.3 million to fund shrimp-
fishing research.” And this is the man who hadetfentery to berate Ronald Reagan for
deficit spending.

Considering this affinity for earmarks, combinedhwniumerous congressional votes that
cannot be reconciled with his professed principbe® would think that most libertarians
would by now have said "no" to "Dr. No." And sonevb. Libertarian economist Arnold
Kling became disenchanted several years ago: "Maatlymeaning libertarians signed

on to the 'Ron Paul revolution." At first, this yméquired accepting his pro-life and anti-
immigrant stances as libertarian, contrary to gamings of many libertarians.... But to
dismiss all doubts about his judgment and his ataravould be to succumb to a cult.”
And character is, at bottom, the real problem Wtn Paul. That's what his disingenuous
attack ad against Rick Perry tells us. It is thelwaf a typical Beltway trimmer, devoid

of principle or shame.



