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LUCE PRESS CLIPPINGS

The balanced-budget charade

L ater this month, the U.S. Senate will
vote whether to amend the Constitu-
tion to require a|balanced federal budget.
Note well: Senators—aren’t-voting to balance
the budget. Instead, they're voting to put on
paper a requirement that somebody in the
future balance the budget. The difference
| between the two is the measure of the fraud
i the balanced-budget amendment.

To senators supporting the amendment,
Americans might address a hard question: If
annually balancing federal revenues with

federal spending is so important a goal that

it deserves to be enshrined in the Constitu-
tion, why not balance the budget today?
' The answer would be an embarrassed
mumble. However much lawmakers might
recite their abstract support for balanced
budgets, there are few who are prepared to
do what would be necessary to bring spend-
ing and revenues into line immediately.

C onsider the choices. The government
this year will spend $253 billion more
than it takes in. If they wanted to balance
the budget this year, lawmakers could just
about do the job by totally defunding every
domestic program subject to annual appro-
priation —from prisons to national parks.
Too Draconian? Alternatively, they could
eliminate the military or cancel Medicare
and Medicaid. If lawmakers wanted to share
the burden, they could simply take 20 per-
cent out of everything across the board: So-
cial Security checks, Medicare benefits, Ar-
. my divisions, etc.
Taking any of those steps would be a di-
. saster for the country, of course. Over the
long run, the kind of large budget deficits

run up in the last decade damage the econo-
my, lowering the rate of future growth. But
precipitous action to balance the budget
would also throw the economy into recession
and leave millions of Americans, without
jobs, income support or medical care. And
mandating balanced budgets, with spending
cuts and tax increases, during hard times
would be economic lunacy.

hat explains why the balanced budget

amendment to be considered by the
Senate wouldn’t actually require a balanced
budget. Although it would force the presi-
dent to propose a balanced budget each year,
Congress could still pass an unbalanced
budget with a deficit by a three-fifths vote.

Thus, were it in place today, the main ef-
fect of the amendment would be to change
the politics of the budget process, giving in-
creased power to the political extremes in ei-
ther chamber. For example, a minority of
175 House members favoring a tax increase
or opposing gun control could block adoption
of a budget, forcing the majority to its posi-
tion. The congressional budget debate would
hit the same annual deadlock that plagues
the California Legislature with its superma-
jority budget rule.

Last summer, this Congress made some of
the hard decisions to get the budget deficit
under control. With health reform pending,
it has the opportunity to get a handle on
runaway health spending, which now consti-
tutes the core of the deficit problem. That’s
real work. By contrast, the balanced budget
amendment is political gimmickry and a
sideshow that deserves to be buried along-
side the other nostrums of the 1980s.
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Political-Class Bloat

Some proposals are vindicated by
the arguments they elbicit agamst
them. One such proposal is a cansti-
tutiona! amendment to require three-
fifths of both bouses of Congress to
approve any defict spending, and a
majority of the full membership of
both houses to increase taxes.

President Clinton says this bal-
anced budget amendment, which
will be voted on early next year, an
election year, might be vitiated by
“accounting subterfuge” or multiply-
ing unfunded mandates for local
governments or the private sector.
Sen, Robert Byrd (D-W.Va)) sy

counting subterfuge® is already
comman. And ootice that Clinton
and Byrd are both arguing that the
political class, of which they are
exemplare, is so untrustworthy it
would disregard its aath to defend

But these tendencies should be
fought froatally rather than invoked
as reasons for flinching from a bal-
anced budget amendment. Notice
again that Byrd's argument assumes
the untrustworthiness of contempo-
rary government.

Clinton says the amendment
would be economics” because
the defiat “increases automatically
wben the economy weakens,” there-
by stimulating growth. The Wash-
ingtoa Post agrees that the budget
“is an automatic ecopomic stabiliz-
er.” Byrd also agrees.

But there have been deficits for

25 consecutive yeurs and for 55 of
the last 63 years, during ecanamic
expansiona and cootractions, be-
cause deficits are run not to regu-
{ate the ecnnamy but to serve paliti-
al areerista  Deficts enable
careerists to charge curent coo-
sumers of government just 76 cents
for every dollar of government con-
sumed. Deficits thereby make big
government cheap, reducing resis-
tance to the growth of government

Look who’s afraid
of the balanced
budget

amendment.

that is the careerists’ vocatioa.

If the Constitution were amended
o tmit the aumbes of terms legisla-
tora could serve, a bal budget
ameodment would UNDACEREATY.
Term himits would remove the ca-
reerist motive for abusing modern
government's vast revenuemnng
and borrowing capacities.

Deficts, says The Post, are “the
result of political, not constitutianal,
failings.” True. But, then, abridge-
ments of freedom of speech and
press might today be political fail-
ings if the Constitutioa had not been
amended to block such failings to
which democracies are prey.

Clinton, Byrd and The Post are in
unison when saying the amendment
would enable Congress to avoid
hard choices while the amendment
was being ratified. But Congress
avoids such choices anyway. And
the wait probably would be brief:
The average ratification time for
amendments proposed in this centu-
ry has been 18 months. The 26th
Amendmest, which lowered the vot-
ing age, took just three montha.

Byrd, who boasts of being a bil-
on-dollar industry for West Virgin-

would lqterfere with :“tou
chaicen™ Clearly the chaices

have in mind are for higher taxes.
The Post, which is beside itself

3@-

of a minarify when it comes to a tax
inrease to halance the bodget®

But various Senate rules that
Byrd likes, such as the rule regard-
ing cloture oa filibustery, give block-
ing power to a minority of senators
regarding everything that caomes be- |

the 535 members of Cangress.

this republic rejected pure ma-
jority rule in 1789, when it ratified
thé Coanstitution with its separatioa |
of powers, chechandhhnmndJ
pmmmnmg_nmm_
for varioos actions—mchading over- *
nding vetoes, ratifying treaties, k- |
peachments and propming amend- -
ments to the Constitution,

Today The Post is emxxmyging
just 34 senatora to prevent 66 sena-
tors and at least 290 of the 435
House members (two-thirds) from !
sending the balanced budget amend- !
ment to the states—if it is sent, The -
Post will exhort 13 states to block
ratification.

A system that selectively enhanc-
es the leverage of intense minorities
is not imherently violative of the
monality of demnacracy. Aod morally
dubious things should be difficnlt to
do. Given the tendency of our de-
MOocTacy to impose taxation without °
representation—deficit  spending,
which eaddles the unbarm with
debts, amounts to that—it is proper .
to empower a mioarity to inhibit ,
abuses by the majurity.
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American Federation of Government Employces
American Federadon of ‘J'eachers

Americans for Democratic Action

American Friends Service Commuttec

American [ewish Committee

American Jewish Congress

Amcrican Postal Workers Union

American Public Health Association

Americans for Democratc Action

Bread for the World

Center for Community Change

Center for Law and Social Policy

Center on Budget and Palicy Priorities

Child Welfare League of America

Children’s Defense Fund

Coalition on Human Needs

Commission on Social Action of Reform Judaism
Committee for Education Funding

Cuommon Causc

Council for Educational Development and Research
Council of Chic( State School Officers

Council of Large Public Housing Authorities
Council of the Great City Schools

Economic Policy Institute

Families U.S.A.

Family Service America, Inc.

Food and Allied Service Trades Deparunent, AFL-CIO
Food Research and Action Center

Priends of the Earth

Industrial Union Department, AFL-CIO

Interfaith: Impact for Justice and Peace
International Association of Fire Fighters
International Association of Machinists
Inrernational Brotherhood of Blectrical Workers
International Ladies Garment Workers Union
International TInion of Electroni¢, Electrical, Salaried, Machine, and Furniture Workers, AFL-CIO
Jesuit Social Ministries, National Office

Jewish Federation of Metropolitan Chicago
Lutheran Office for Governmental Affairs, ELCA
Natdonal Alliance to End Homelessness

National Association of Community Action Agencies
National Assoctation of Elementary Schaol Principals
National Association of Homes and Services for Children
Natonal Association of Letter Carriers

National Association of School Psychologists
National Association of Secondary School Principals
National Association of Social Workers

Nadonal Cummunity Action Association

National Community Action Foundation

National Consumers Leaguc

National Coalition for the Homeless

National Council of Churches

National Council of Jewish Women

National Education Assotiation

National Farmers Union

National PTA

National Rural Letter Carriers
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Nadonal Rural Housing Coaliton

Nationa! Treasury Employees Union

Natonal Urban League

Natonal Women’s Law Center

NETWORK: A National Catholic Social Justice Lobby
OMB Waich

Parent Action

Peace Actdon

Physicians for Social Responsibility

Yublic Employee Deparunent, AFL-CIO

Service Employees International Union

The ARC (tormerly the Associauon for Retarded Citizens)
Transportation Communications Union

Transportation Trades Department, AFL-CIO

Unitarian Universalist Service Committee

United Auto Workers

United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America
United Church of Christ Office for Church in Society
IInited Methodist Church, General Board of Church and Sociery
United Mine Workers

United Steelworkers of America

Women'’s Action for New Directions

Women Strike for Peace
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THL WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

November §, 1993

Dear Myr. Lesader:

I writs to express my firm ep!outioa to the proposed balancad
budget asandmant to the Canstitution of the United States (87J.
Res. 41 and H.J. Rea. 103). While I am deeply comnitted €0 ’
bringing down eur Nation’s deficit, thia p sed kalanced
pudqet amandnent would not serva that end. It would promote
political gridleck and would endanger our sconomic resévary.

The Administratics fougnt hard te 2::‘ a histeric deficit "
reductien plan becsuse we bslieve that degicit reduction is
an assantial component of & national ¢ strategy.
As you know, I warked tirelessly vith the Congresa to gain

sage of the uzzut detlait reductics package in the Natien’s

story. This lsgisiation includes s "hard fraaze® on all
disaretionary spanding, & n; recedentsd constraint
on Fedaral spending, Through the stional Performance Review,
a new rescission package, and a zajer proposal to limit the
grovth of Medicare and Medicaid threugh compreberisiva haalth
eare refers, ¥é Are taking oontinuing ateps to keep tha deficit
on & devnvard path. I have alse long supportad such prodadural
innovations as andanced resoissios authority er & line-itea veto
and vould contider workable hudgat prop 1s that dist sk
betveen consusption sad iavastaant. s Bl {san Commission
on Entitlement Refors will come forward with suggestions on
controlling entitlenent costa and other sarious budget reforus,
Thoughtful, specifie reforus are pattar policy than a rigid
congtitutional amendzent.

The balanced udget amendment is, in the first places, bad
ecancmies. As yeu know, tha Federal degicit depands not
jugt on Congrassional decisiens, but also on the state of
the oconomy. Tn particular, tha deficit increases automatically
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vhanaver tha econcsy veakans. If we try to break this automatic
linkaga by a Censtituticnal apendment, ve vwill have to raise
taxas and cut sxpenditures vhanever the econcey is waeak. That
net oaly risks turning miner downturns inte sericus recessions,
but vould make ueour! from racessioa far more difficult.
ttory™* CiithLeeliniry " Treal rotiay. in the 1150e Patons”
« Contrae¢ ssal poliey s he

an econamie .:Mﬂm into a Great Depressioa, A
Balanced budget anendasant could threatan the livelihcods
of millions of Americans, I cannct put them {n such peril.

NMozeover, at presantly anticipated growth rates, the deficit
reduetion r ed by this amendment could be to average
hard-vorking Anerican families. Supportars of azendnent
Tust be straight with the American people. Given tha currestr
outloak for the FY 1999 mzct, the aasndmant vould reguire ¢
soume combination of the fol wia; huge inaraases in tavas on
vork fanilias; sassive reductions in Social Sasurity benefits
tor middle class Amaricans; and majar cuts in Nedicare and
Medicaid that would paka it i{mpossible to pass healt:
refors legislation. fThis latter result would ba particular
irenic and counterproductive becausa coaprenansive health réftram
f{s our bease hops nat snly far puvtamgn ealth security for all
Asericans, Mut also for bringing dewvn the lang-tarm structural
deficit. Ths fact that these consoquances will not be clear

to poat Amsricans for & fev years dees not relieve us of the
reaspongibilicy ef facing then today.

We must reject the temptation to use any budget gilmamisks to
hide fros the specific choicas that arm needed for leng-tarm
ecenoai¢ reneval. The amendaent by itself would not reduce
tha defici{t »y a single panny., Ths only way we can continue
te make progress on bringing down the degicit while investing
Bore in our future is to continus the precess of making ¢

and spacific ‘g:uey choices. If we avoid such straightforward
debata nov, 1ixely outcome will be cecounting subt

and gimmicks when the ¢ promise of a kalanced budgat amend-
mant runs up against difficult political realities. A
gridlocked Congress would encourage sambers to loak feor an
easy Vay out -~ for example, by soving mere Pedsral prograus
off at or by imposing more unfunded mandates on the States.
Ironically, ths smendmant might enceurage less rather than more
fiscal responsibility.

The azendment’s potential impact on our conatitutiomal systes -
iz as troublesouc as its effect on tha eccnomy, The proposed
amendnents are 80 vague and camplax that Pudgets quickly could
be thrown inte tha courts té be vritten by appointed judges
with life tenurs, rathar than the pecple’s elected cofficials

in the Congress. Surely, ve can do better than thia.
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Pinally, I belisve that ecenomic and bydgetary decisicns

should diatingiish betweea investmant ind consumption, T™OSe
vho manage a family budget kaov that taare is & fundanantel
diftezonce between spanding acney en & lavish menl, and paying
tha mortquge on a habs that ig an investment in one’s futwre
sconmmic security. Undar this Dalanced ot anendment, tdare
is no distinction batvean cutting & dollar in wvuste and s dollar
{n 2 valuable inmvestmant ia technology thit could make us a
ricler and zors competitive XNetion in the futude. Tt (o
unsccaptable t> me. Ye need to £ind ¢to feduce the deficit

apd increase lovestzant iu vays tha¢ aot andernine
tha econamic sacuri mnwuurmp:suumu
camsunities. We ering down ths ¢ {cit at the

saze tins we make progress on dr dewn the
doztctﬁumh Saeumn in &- helped us win the .«

4y ety T AoatiCine ths oppassiniey fte ALty
. sans a
muti.gn ::g training throughout thair lifetiass.

I remain firmly committed to the goal :of defiail reductien.
But I sa just as firmly opposed teo this halanced at -»
azeandaant, because {t wvould simply delay honest dedats cvear™
the hard choices needed for long-tars economie ?-rwth and
could {speril tdes evoncmic stadility of the Naticn anad our
ledgling zecovary.

sinme!.y,

The Honorable Gecrge J. Mitchell
mzonty laader

United States sSanate

Washingtan, D.C. 20510
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The Unraveling of Health Care Reform

Universal access to care does not stand by itself; it is an integral part of the
Administration’s overall health care plan and of most ather health care plans,
Without universal access, costs for uncompensated care will remain high,
undermining the viability of the Administration’s proposed health care allianccs,
especially if the alliances are required to live within the premium caps the
Administration has proposed. High uncompensated care costs also threaten the cost
containment measurcs under alternative health care plans.

A decision to water down substantially the universal access provision would
likely lead to an unraveling of the health care plan. The cost controls included in the
plan would not function properly without universal coverage; without universal
coverage, there would be large costs for uncompensated care that would have to be
shifted to other health care payers. That would push health care premiums much
higher than the Admunistration’s plan envisions. In short, universal coverage is a key
part of the underpinning of the across-the-board cost containment mechanisms in the
Administration’s plan.

In addition, if Medicare and Medicaid were cut substantially as part of a large
deficit reduction effort, a significant part of the health care costs the federal
government previously paid through these programs — but would no longer cover
— also would be shifted to other health care payers. That would push private health
care premiums still higher and make health insurance less affordable for employers,
rather than more so. The problems with the present health care system could be
aggravated rather than eased.

Health care reform legislation probably would not be abandoned entirely. But
the health care reform plan would turn into something very different, with employer
mandates and low-income and small business subsidies likelv to disappear or be
sharply pared back and premiums allowed to rise at a more rapid rate than is now
envisioned. The legislation likely would provide neither universal access to care nor
the major restructuring of the health care system the nation so badly needs.

Wouldn’t passage of a balanced budget amendment mean that implementation
of an ambitious health care reform plan that included universal access simply was
pushed back a few years? Probably not. The Congressional Budget Office forecasts
that the deficit will grow in the years after fiscal year 1999. In years after 1999, it will
become even harder to institute universal access to care if the govemment is
operating under a balanced budget requirement. An initial decision to alter the
health care plan and largely defer efforts to achievc universai access between now
and 1999 — the first year in which the amendment would require the budget to be

balanced — would stand a strong chance ot turning into an ultimate abandourunent of
the universal access goal.

October 18, 1993












