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Wefinally have two
competing budget
proposals for the next

decade, one fromPresident
Obama, the other from former
vice presidential candidate
Paul Ryan and the Republican-
controlledHouse of Repre-
sentatives. While neither docu-
ment will be adopted in any-
thing like its current version,

comparing
them tells us
a great deal
about the
underlying
visions of
government

the two parties hold.
First, a review of where we

are right now. TheU.S. econo-
my is still struggling to find its
footing after the Great Reces-
sion of 2008. The unemploy-
ment rate is at 7.6 percent,
down from its peak of 10 per-
cent in October 2009, but no-
where near its pre-recession
level of under 5 percent. We
are doing far better than coun-
tries like England that adopted
budget austerity over stimulus,
but the burden of long-term
unemployment is still very
serious.

Second, there is a broad

consensus among budget ana-
lysts the government needs to
trim the deficit by about $4
trillion over the next decade in
order to stabilize the federal
debt. Our deficit and debt are
high not because of out-of-
control spending, but because
of the impact of the Great Re-
cession on both spending and
revenues. Some deficit reduc-
tion – $2.3 trillion – has been
accomplished, however imper-
fectly, courtesy of the seques-
ter and the January tax hike on
the highest-income families.

Finally, there is also a con-
sensus, first proposed in the
Simpson-Bowles Commission
on Fiscal Responsibility and
Reform, that cutting the deficit
should involve “shared sacri-
fice.” No single group or class
of taxpayers should bear the
brunt of the changes and none
should be excluded.

The Obama budget com-
bines real spending cuts, in-
cluding to programs like Social
Security that no Democrat has
ever touched, with some reve-
nue increases on the tax side
that are focused on the top 3
percent of taxpayers.

It moves the deficit and debt
toward sustainable levels: the

deficit falls to 1.7 percent of
GDP and the debt-to-GDP ratio
stabilizes at amanageable
level. It does include some new
spending for programs like
universal preschool education
and infrastructure. These are
investments that will help the
next generation.

Bottom line on the Obama
budget: $1.2 trillion in reduced
spending, $600 billion in new
revenues. The $1.8 trillion total
puts the grand total of deficit
reduction over the critical $4
trillion figure.

The Ryan budget looks quite
different. It cuts the deficit and
the debt faster and deeper than
necessary and to levels that
have no sensible economic
basis.

It turnsMedicaid into a
block grant, which will imperil
health care for the poor in the
next downturn. It turnsMedi-
care into a voucher program,
which will, according to the
Congressional Budget Office,
actually raise, not lower, the
total costs of health care for
seniors. It repeals the Afford-
able Care Act and provides in
return absolutely nothing to
improve access to health care
or to control its costs.

Federal spending for non-
defense discretionary spend-
ing is cut so deeply thatmany
of the programswe needwould
no longer have the resources to
perform their tasks adequate-
ly. Absolutely none of the gory
details of program cuts are
spelled out in the budget. In
contrast, the Obama budget
shows exactly where the bud-
get cuts will be.

The bottom line on the Ryan
budget: $4.6 trillion in budget
cuts, $0 in revenues. Almost 40
percent of the budget cuts are
from repealing the Affordable
Care Act and almost another 20
percent is from cuts inMedi-
caid. Shared sacrifice?

Is there some common
ground? Both sides agree that
tax simplification and expand-
ing the tax base is preferable to
raising tax rates, and both
agree that entitlement pro-
grams do need to be trimmed.
President Obama’s support of a
new calculation formula for
Social Security benefits has
won him no friends on the left,
and he hasmade it clear his
support is conditional on a
package that includes revenue
increases.

The Republicans would be

wise to find revenue increases
they can support and that will
help achieve the necessary
shared sacrifice. A grand bar-
gain like the one President
Obama nearly reachedwith
Speaker Boehner, is still pos-
sible, but only if the Repub-
licans acknowledge that Presi-
dent Obama’s budget is a blue-
print for a compromise.

Ten-year budgets are a vi-
sion of the future and, as in the
November election, the visions
are quite different. The Obama
budget is a centrist document
that addresses the genuine
budget challenges we face, but
without abandoning the con-
structive role of government.
In contrast, the Ryan budget
offers a radical change that
strips government of the re-
sources it needs to carry out
critical functions by its focus
on the deficit and its refusal to
consider revenue increases.

Full budget plans are at
www.whitehouse.gov/omb/
budget and budget.house.gov. I
encourage interested readers
to examine them and see what
they think.

Saul D. Hoffman is a University of Delaware
economics professor.

Only one budget trims costs and brings in revenue
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Asthemanhunt for the
Boston bombers
reached its conclusion,

Americans of all hues and
backgrounds sighed in relief.
Thank goodness it wasn’t ... fill

in the blank:
» a white

Christian from
the South;

» a dark-
skinned Mus-
lim foreigner;

» an illegal
Latino immi-
grant.

Thank good-
ness.

The mara-
thon bombers, officials say, are
of Chechen background. Huh?
Is that, like, in Czechoslovakia
or something?

If many Americans had
forgotten or never known
where Chechnya is – or that
Czechoslovakia is now the
Czech Republic – they were

not confused when it came to
the Muslim connection. The
fact that the brothers, Dzhok-
har and Tamerlan Tsarnaev,
were connected to Islam was
sufficient for some to justify
holding all Muslims in suspi-
cion.

The relief, meanwhile, was
“our” demographic group
wouldn’t this time be blamed.

As police pursued the sus-
pects, a friend asked me which
I would prefer: a domestic or
foreign terrorist? Putting aside
the unfortunate nature of the
question (obviously one pre-
fers neither), I answered for-
eign, explaining: “Foreign
enemies unite us; domestic
enemies further divide us.”

This blurted observation
has been proved true enough
in the past to qualify as a rea-
sonably defensible proposition.
But even domestic terrorism
now divides us. Us-Them has
become far more complicated

as we have become far more
diverse. The Tsarnaev broth-
ers have shuffled our tem-
plates into something that
eludes easy characterization
and denies us a unifying ene-
my that at least provides a
sense of something that can be
fixed.

Our Boston (alleged) mass
murderers were foreign-born,
but the younger brother is a
U.S. citizen. Given that one in
eight U.S. residents is foreign-
born, according to the Census
Bureau, it is difficult to infer
that being born abroad makes
one more likely to become an
anti-American terrorist.

The brothers also were
Muslim, but so are 2.75 million
others living in the United
States, 63 percent of whom are
foreign-born, according to the
Pew Research Center. Again, it
isn’t possible to characterize
an entire religious group by
the actions of two individuals

who claim to belong to a cer-
tain religion. Most Christians
don’t wish to be identified with
a random Bible-quoting ranter
(think Westboro Baptist
Church) any more than a ma-
jority of Muslims want to be
grouped with radicals who also
claim Allah as their guide.

Alas, this is not a compara-
tive religion seminar but an
examination of the difficulties
ahead as we wrestle acquired
biases into submission and
resist the urge to demonize
groups of people. Discrimi-
nation is a life-saving tool in
the jungle – steer clear of the
hyenas – but it has no place in
American jurisprudence. A
U.S. citizen gets the full slate
of equal rights and responsibil-
ities, including a presumption
of innocence, no matter which
God he invokes.

Thus, although it is tempt-
ing to declare the surviving
Boston suspect an “enemy

combatant,” as suggested by
Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.),
it is essentially a means to
deny rights accorded any other
citizen who commits a crime.

Once we begin to discrimi-
nate in the assignment of
rights to citizens and legal
residents based on their
thoughts, religious affiliation,
assemblage – or our own as-
sumptions – we risk becoming
our own worst enemy.

At this juncture, the light-
skinned, foreign-born, Muslim-
leaning brothers who are sus-
pected of inflicting terror on
Boston fit neatly into no cate-
gory we can define with cer-
tainty other than evil, which is,
sadly, the unique provenance
of the human race. Rooting it
out will require more than
tighter security or better im-
migration laws.

Kathleen Parker is a Pulitzer-Prize winning
columnist for The Washington Post.

What’s better: a domestic or foreign terrorist?
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