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Jonathan Schechter – “Corpus Callosum” Column
Jackson Hole News&Guide– July 11, 2012

Today’s column has two foci, linked by both their time sensitivity and their implications for how the
region will sustain its resources in the future.

The first focus is tomorrow’s arrival in town of Mitt Romney, the presumptive Republican presidential
candidate.  Just as he has done in the Hamptons and Aspen over the last few days, Governor Romney is
coming to Jackson Hole in hopes of raising a million dollars or more at a series of fundraising events.

When he is in town, I hope someone – be it an intrepid reporter or someone paying to attend one of
the fundraisers – asks Governor Romney two on-the-record questions about the pledge he made last fall to
raise the Defense Department’s budget to  4 percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP).  

In comparison with Governor Romney’s 4 percent pledge, President Obama’s projects funding the
Defense Department at around 2.5 percent of GDP.  Depending on assumptions about economic growth, the
difference between the two candidates’ visions is anywhere between $100 and $200 billion per year over the
next 10 years.  For Governor Romney, this huge gap raises the two most fundamental economics questions:
“Where are you going to get all that money?” and “How are you going to spend it?”

What makes things especially tricky for Governor Romney is basic math.  Not only has he promised to
significantly raise the Defense Department’s budget, but he has also made two additional budgetary pledges:
to not raise taxes, and to lower the federal budget deficit.  He also suggests he won’t fundamentally alter
Social Security and Medicare.

Based on these commitments, I would like Governor Romney to specifically answer two questions.

Question 1.  “Currently, America’s defense spending equals that of every other nation on earth
combined.  What specific threats does America face that warrant increasing defense spending by anywhere
between 15-35 percent?  How will spending an extra $100 - $200 billion per year address those threats, and
therefore make us safer?  Finally, in your quest to make us safer, specifically how will you spend that
money?”

My thinking here is that any spending needs to be not only justified, but proportional to the reason it’s
being spent.  If Governor Romney thinks we need more defense spending, it must be because he thinks
we’re not as safe as we should be.  The key word is “should” - if we keep spending more and more money,
we can always be a little bit safer.

But as with any basic economic decision, the question is: “What level of spending makes sense?”  In
this case, the question can be broken down into two parts: asking how much safer we’d be for an additional
$100 - $200 billion/year, and asking whether that marginal increase would be worth it.  Any way you slice it,
because adding an extra $100 - $200 billion per year to defense spending is an incredible amount of money,
a successful businessman such as Governor Romney surely must have a clear and concise explanation for
why the country should spend all that extra money, as well as what it will buy.

Question 2.  “If you want to increase defense spending, not raise taxes, and not really touch
entitlement programs, you will have to cut $100 - $200 billion per year out of the discretionary portion of the
federal budget.  If you want to do all that and also reduce the budget deficit, you’ll have to cut discretionary
spending even more.  Precisely where will you make those cuts?  And please don’t say your policies will
result in such massive economic growth that we need not worry – regardless of who becomes president next
January, no responsible economist foresees anything but sluggish growth over the next 4-8 years.”

Why ask this question?  Because as Table 1 suggests, in order to make the math work, Governor
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Romney will have to take a meat cleaver to the federal government, not merely trimming budgets but
eliminating entire departments.  To what end?  To protect us from what?  

Combine a bit of basic math with a few reasonable assumptions about the economy, and it’s clear that
the only way Governor Romney can boost defense spending, not raise taxes, not touch entitlements, and cut
the deficit is to radically reduce the size and scope of the federal government.  Either that, or all his promises
are merely election gimmicks, things he’s saying in order to get elected rather than commitments he intends
to honor.  Either way, he faces a big problem, because neither possibility appeals to a majority of the
electorate. Yet it has to be one or the other, for there’s no other way to get the sums to balance.

The important point is that, whether or not you agree with him, before giving Governor Romney a
mandate to radically transform the federal budget, we Americans deserve to know how he plans to do it. 
From a local perspective, there’s an additional concern.  If we in Teton County are going to vote for Governor
Romney, we also deserve a clear answer to how his proposals will affect the federal agencies charged with
protecting the public lands which form the core of our community’s economy and character.

Assuming the Governor will not hold a press conference while he’s here, our only hope for an answer
to these questions is for one of Teton County’s loyal Republicans to pose them during a fundraising event. 
Would doing so be easy or comfortable?  No, not in the least.  Would it be of great service to both the
community and the nation?  Absolutely.  It would also be an act of great courage, one which I hope comes to
pass.

The second focus of today’s column is much more upbeat.

Last week, my 1% for the Tetons program announced our 13 “Finalist Projects.”  These are the
proposals which 1% for the Tetons members will have the opportunity to fund with their 2012 donations.

In a perfect world, each of the 13 “Finalist Projects” will be funded, for each will make a difference in
the region’s long-term sustainability.  However, for this to happen we need the community’s help.  This is
because, in order to give our members a true choice, we selected more “Finalist Projects” than we’ll be able
to fully fund based on members’ donations alone (and 1% for the Tetons does not partially fund proposals).

To address the shortfall between what members will donate and what we need to fully fund all
projects, 1% is asking individuals and businesses to donate to projects they think are important.   Table 2
gives a brief description of the “Finalist Projects,” and more information about each can be found on line
at 1PercentTetons.org.  There you can also make secure donations to support any or all of the 13 projects. 
The deadline to contribute is Sunday, July 29.

Thank you in advance for helping 1% for the Tetons support efforts aimed at furthering the long-term
sustainability of the Tetons region.  Such projects are worthy in and of themselves.  More than that, though, if
Governor Romney is elected and the Park Service and Forest Service budgets fall under the cleaver, what
1% is doing today - linking local commerce to local sustainability efforts – may represent the wave of the
future for helping ecologically-sensitive communities sustain their natural resources, and with them the
foundation of their economy and character.
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Table 1
Reducing Discretionary Federal Spending:

Departments Which Would Have to be Cut to Save $100 or $200 Billion/Year
(Source: Obama Administration Proposed 2013 Budget)

Department
Annual Spending on
Discretionary Items

(billions)

Percent
of Total
Budget

Running Total
(billions)

Saving $100 Billion/Year

Small Business Administration $1.4 0.1%

National Science Foundation $7.4 0.6% $8.8

Army Corps of Engineers (Civil Works) $8.2 0.6% $17.0

Environmental Protection Agency $9.2 0.7% $26.2

Commerce $9.5 0.7% $35.7

Social Security Administration $11.7 0.9% $47.4

Interior $12.3 1.0% $59.7

Labor $13.2 1.0% $72.9

Treasury $14.1 1.1% $87.0

NASA $17.8 1.4% $104.8

Saving $200 Billion/Year

Justice $23.9 1.8% $128.7

Transportation $24.0 1.9% $152.7

Agriculture $26.8 2.1% $179.5

Energy $35.6 2.8% $215.1

Additional Departments

Housing and Urban Development $41.1 3.2% $256.2

National Intelligence Program $52.6 4.1% $308.8

Homeland Security $54.9 4.2% $363.7

State (and Other International Programs) $56.1 4.3% $419.8

Veterans Affairs $60.4 4.7% $480.2

Education $67.7 5.2% $547.9

Health and Human Services
(including Medicare and Medicaid)

$80.6 6.2% $628.5

Defense (including Overseas Contingency Operations) $666.2 51.5% $1,294.7


