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March 25. 1996 

MEMORAi'iDUM TO THE PRESIDEi'iT 

FROM: 	 GENE SPERLING 

SUBJECT: 	 Economic Scorecard: A Comparison of Your Economic Record With 
Yom Two Predecessors 

Many Republicans often point to the Reagan Administration as an era of remarkable 
economic performance, But they make thelr case by pointing to «onomie statistics durjng 
seJect time periods. (f one lpoks over the COHrse of the Reagan Administration (January 1981 
to January 19&9) and compares that period to your economic record (since January 1993), un 
analysis of 40 key economic indicators shows: that tJle Republican's contention about the 
Reagan era is flat wrong. Your record is better than President Rea~an's on 83 cercent of the 
is,";; economic indicators (33 out of 4Q). 

Your n~cord looks even better in comparison to President Busk You win on 93 
percent of the indicators (37 out of 40) ~~ thatls a better ..\'inning percentage than the Chicago 
Bulls this yeaL Even if we compare your record to ~ President Bush or President 
Reagan. you win 80 percent of the time (32 out of 40 key economic indicators). Finally, 
when we compare your record to the 12 years before YOll took office, you win on 88 percent 
of the indicators (35 out of 40). 

SECTION I 	 Response to 8 Indieatol1l That Either President Rush or 
Rcagnn Beat Us On 

SECTION 2 	 Four "Economic Scorecards": 
• You vs, Reagan 

• 
~ You VS, Bush 

You vs, Reagan and Bush 
You VS, Reagan or Bush 
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SECTION I: 	 Response to 8 Indicators That Either President Hush or RCOlgun 
II.IIt Us On 

Here are our responses to the eight indicators that either President Bush or Reagan 
have a better record than you on: 

(J) 	 Existing I~omc Sales. The growth in existing home sales during the Reagan 
Administration was artifical. spurred on by distortional)' tax provisions such as 
depreciation alloWances fnr larger than true economic depreciation, 

,. 	 As Joe Stig!ltz said in his testimony to the loint Economic Committee 
last Frklay: "This artificial expansion could not -- and did not .~ last, 
The collapse contributed in no small measure to the S & L debacle 
which, in lum, was a driving force in lhe economic recession of t991, 
and whieh cost the American taxpayers over $150 billion to resolve." 

• 	 We cun also point to the facl that homcownershlp fell during the 
previous two Administrations and is up since you took office, reaching 
its highest level in 15 years. furthemlOre. new home building permits 
have increased 5.6 percent per year since you took office after 
increasing only 2.3 percent per year under President Reagan and falling 
during President Bush. 

(2) 	 Real GDl' Growtb. The reason th•• real GDP grew more rapidly during the 
Reagan Adminstration is be&iaj.tie Reaeuru was so fiscaUx irresponsible. If we 
take the government sector out of the calculation and look at the private sector 
of the economy, we find that private soctor GDP has grown at a faster annual 
rate sincc you took office than dunng the Reagan Administration. , 

(3) 	 Real Median Family Income Growth. In the four years before you took 
office, real median family income fell 4 percent This kind of trend will not be 
turned around overnight But we arc seeing signs of progress. In J994 -~ the 
first year following your economic plan .. real median family income actually 
increased 23 percent, which is far fitster thun either the average annual rate 
during the entire Reagan Administration or the average annual nne of growth 
during the "Reagan recovery", 

(4) 	 Real Compensation Per Hour Growth. One of the main reasons why 
compensation has grown more slowly during your Administration than during 
the previous 12 years has heen because bealth insurance costs have Im.:rcascd 
much more slowly over the hlst several ye~rs. If we look at what worker's take 
home, the story is quite different. Average hourly wages have increased 
slightly since you took office, after declining during the previous two 
Adminstrations. 

(5) HOllsing Starts. Same as response to Existing Home Sales. 
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(6) 	 Leading Economic (ndicators. I DON'T HAVE A GOOD STORY FOR 
THIS ONL. 

(7) 	 Productivity. Productivity grow1h continues at essentially the same pace under 
your Administration as in lhc 19705 und 1980;;. This Administration has bad a 
consistent and coordinated strategy to help raise productivity and American 
living standards, We are reducing the: deficit which will help lower interest 
rates, raise private-sector investment and productivity. We are investing in 
education and training, and research and technology to make \\:orkers more 
productive, And we are getting rid of outdated and wasteful regulations that 
impede economic growth. 

(8) 	 Trade Defitit. The increased trade deflcits since you took office arc largely 
the result of the fact that the Uniled States economy has grown faster thun ,my 
of our major trading partners in the last three years. When this happens. we 
demand more of their goods than they demand of ours and our trade deficit 
increases. TIle improvement in the trade deficit during the Bush 
Administration, however, wns primarily a result of the weak economic growth 
during his term in office. 

• 	 The increase in the trade deficit during the Reagan era was the result of 
different factors than the rise in the trade deficit in the last three years. 
The trade deficit that resulted during the Reagan Administration was 
primarily due to the explosion or the United States budget deficit during 
the 19805. An increase in the budget deficit raises interest rates which 
tends to attract foreign capital to America. In tum, this raises the 
exchange rate ~~ as foreigners demand more dollnfS ~~ ~riving down' the 
cost of foreign goods to Americans and driving up the cost of American 
goods to foreigners. In this case, a larger trade deficit results. 



ECONOMIC SCORECARD 

Clinton vs. Reagan 


CLINTON WINS ON: 

Job Growth 
(A'XIllIge AnrIoaI Gr¢Wlh) 

Private-Sector 
Job Growth 

(AverljJC Annua! Growth} 

Percent of the New 
Jobs in Private Sector 

{AWiraoe Rate) 

Manufacturing 
Job Growth 

(AventQe Anm.ra! Growth) 

Construction 
Job Growth 

(Aver. Annual Gtewth) 

Auto Job Growth 
(Averll!:fl Annual GfooMh) 

" 
Federal Budget Deficit 

{Pcrwnt Growth) 

Real Private-Sector 
GOP Growth 

(Average Annl,lal Groflllh) 

Business Investment 
(Average Annual GroMh) 

Combined Rate of 

Unemployment & Innation 


(Average Rale) 

Combined Rate of 
Unemployment, Inflation, 

and Mortgage Rates 
(Averag;:! Rate) 

Clinton 


2.4% 

2.7% 

92.8% 

0.3% 

6.2% 

3.0% 

-43.4% 

3.2% 

11.0% 

8.9 

16,5 

Reagan 


2.1% 

2.3% 

91,3% 

-0.5% 

2,5% 

1,4% 

109.5% 

3.0% 

4.1% 

12.2 

24.1 



Consumer Sentiment 
(Avcrage Raw) 

Consumer Confidence 
(AWIragti Annual GrlWllh} 

Help-Wanted Index 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Siock Market 
(A~ Annual Growth) 

SO-Year Treasury Bond 
(Average Rate', 

10-Year Treasury Bond 
(Average Ratel 

Average Fb:ed 
Mortgage Rate 

(Av~(! Rate) 

Inflation (CPI-U) 
(A~ Annual GfO'Mh) 

Innatlon (PPI) 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Core Innatlon (CPI-U) 
{A'Amlg(! AA'11Ja1 Growth) 

Exports (Total) 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Exports (Goods) 
(A~ Annual Growth) 

Trade Deficit 
(Percent Growthi 

Industrial Production 
{Avura~ Annual Grmvtl'l) 

Capacity Utlli,zallon 
(Average R,,\I,) 

Real Average 

Hourly Earnings 


(Pf;reenl Grow.h) 

Real Average 

Weekly Earnings 


(PorcOt')I Growth) 

89.3 87.1 

7.9% 5.7% 

9.4% 3.3% 

15.3% 6.6% 

6.9% 10.7% 

6.5% 10.7% 

7.8% 12,9% 

2.7% 4.2% 

1.3% 2.3% 

2.9% 5.1% 

9.3% 6.3% 

10.9% 2.9% 

-70.5% -100.0% 

3.8% 2.8% 

83.0 79.8 

0.6% -2.4% 

-0.2% -2.5% 
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New BuslnE!SS 
Incorporations 

(AVOO'Ige Annual Gtowih) 

Business 

Failures 


(Average Armu~ GrlJ'Wlh) 

Total Bankruptcy 

Fillngs 


{Average Annual Gr1A't1h) 

Homeownership Rate 
(P~reentGrowlh) 

Home Building Permits 
{Average Annual GWJAh) 

REAGAN WINS ON: 

Home Sales 
(Average Annual GwMh) 

Real GOP Growth 
(Average Annual Gr(owth) 

Real Compensation 

Per Hour 


(A~ Annual GrcwUlj 

Housing Starts 
(Average Anrn.ml Rille) 

Leading 
Economic Indicators 

(Average Annual GN,IWlh) 

Productivity 
(AvQrage Ivtnual Growth) 

Real Median Family 

Income Growth 

(A\fefage An'1ual QrQ'l-/th) 

5.1% 

·9.7% 

·2.0% 

2.2% 

5.6% 

2.9% 

2.6% 

0.3% 

1.37 Million 

0.4% 

0.7% 

0.2% 

3.2% 

21.9% 

8.0% 

·2.6% 

2.3% 

,, 

5.9% 

3.0% 

0.6% 

1.54 Million 

1.5% 

1.1% 

0,8% 
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ECONOMIC SCORECARD 

Clinton vs. Reagan and Bush 


CLINTON W~NS ON: 

Job Growth 
(Average Annual Grtlwth) 

Private-Sector 
Job Growth 

(Average Annual Growth) 

Percent of the New 
Jobs in Private Sector 

(Average Rate) 

Manufacturing 
Job Growth 

(Average Annual Growth) 

Construction 
Job Growth 

(Average Annual Growth) 

Auto Job Growth 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Federal Budget Deficit 
(Percent Growth) 

Real GOP Growth 
(Average Annual Grov.1h) 

Real Private-Sector 

GOP Growth 


(Average Annual Gro'N\h) 

Business Investment 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Combined Rate of 

Unemployment & Inflation 


(Average Rate) 

Clinton 


2.4% 

2.7% 

92.8% 

0.3% 

6.2% 

3.0% 

-43.4% 

2.6% 

3.2% 

11.0% 

8.9 

Reagan/Bush 


1.6% 

1.6% 

86.3% 

-0.9% 

0.5% 

0.4% 

291.9% 

2.4% 

2.4% 

3.4% 

11.7 



Combined Rate of 
Unemployment, Inflation, 

and Mortgage Rates 
(Average Rate) 

16.5 22.7 

Consumer Sentiment 
(A'ie:age Rate> 

89.3 85.5 

Consumer Confidence 
(A'Ierage Annual Growth): 

7.9% 0.3% 

Help-Wanted Index 
(A'Ierage. AnmIaI Gfowth) 

9.4% -1.6% 

Stock Market 
{Avemge Annual Growth} 

30-Year Treasury Bond 
{Average Rate) 

, 

15.3% 

6.9% 

6.3% 

9.9% 

10-Year Treasury Bond 
(Aveta\!e Rate) 

6.5% 9.8% 

Average Fixed 
Mor:tgage Rate 

(Avera~ Rnte) 

7.8% 11.8% 

Inflation (CPI-U) 
(Average Annual GrtW'lh) 

2.7% 4.2% 

Inflation (PPI) 
(Average Annual GrolNlh) 

1.3% 2.5% 

Core Inflation (CPI-U) 
(Average Annual Growlh} 

2.9% 4.8% 

Exports (Total) 
(Average Annum Growth) 

9.3% 6.6% 

Exports (Goods) 
(Average- Annual Grcwtl1) 

10.9% 5.3% 

Trade Deficit 
{percent GrOlM.h} 

-70.5% -100.0% 

Industrial Production 
{Average Annual Growth} 

3.8% 2.2% 

Capacity Utilization 
(Average Rate) 

83.0 80.2 



Real Average 

Hourly Earnings 


(Percent GrO'Nth) 

Real Average 

Weekly Earnings 


(Percent Growth) 

Real Median Family 

Income Growth 

(Average Annual Growth) 

New Business 
Incorporations 
(Average Annual GrD'NIh) 

Business 

Failures 


(Average Annual GrQwth) 

Total Bankruptcy 

Filings 


(Average Annual Gnl'Nlh) 

Homeownership Rate 
(Percent Growth) 

Home Building Permits 
{Average Annual Growth} 

REAGAN/BLISH WINS ON: 

Home Sales 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Real Compensation 
Per Hour 

(Average Annual Gwwth) 

Housing Starts 
(Average Annual Rate) 

Leading 
Economic Indicators 

(Average Annual Growth) 

Productivity 
{Average Annual GWMhj 

0.6% -6.4% 

·0.2% -7.3% 

.0.19% 0.17% 

5.1% 1.9% 

-9.7% 19.2% 

-2.0% 9.4% 

2.2% -2.9% 

5.6% -0.3% 

2.9% 3.8% 

0.3% 0.5% 

1.37 Million 1.43 Million 

0.4% 0.8% . 

0.7% 1.1% 



ECONOMIC SCORECARD 

Clinton vs. Reagan 


Clinton Reagan 

CLINTON WINS ON: 

Job Growth 
(Average Mrl'Jal Gruwth) 

2.1% 

Private·Sector 
Job Growth 

iAvtml90 Annual Growth) 

2.7% 2.3% 

Percent of the New 
Jobs in Private Sector 

(;/lwcn~g(f Rato) 

92.8% 91.3% 

Manufacturing 
Job Growth 

(Average Annual Growth) 

0.3% ..Q.5% 

Construction 
Job Growth 

(Average. Annual GrO'Nlh) 

6.2% 

Auto Job Growth 
(""",rage Annual Growth) 

1.4% 

Federal Budget "elicit 
(Ptrcent Growth) 

43.4% 109.5% 

Real Private·Sector 
GOP Growth 3.2% 30% 

Business Investment 
(A~rage Annual GrO'Mh) 

. 11.0% 4,1% 

Combined Rate of 
Unemployment & Inflation 

iAwmt<;lc Rate) 

8.9 12,2 

Combined Rate of 
Unemployment, Inflation, 

and Mortgage Rates 
(AveralJ(! Rale) 

16.5 24.1 



Consumer Sentiment 
(Avorage Rate) 

Consumer Confidence 
(Average Annuat Gwwth) 

Help·Wanted Index 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Stock Market 
{Ave,ago Annual Growth) 

30-Vear Treasury Bond 
(A\'Cfilgc Rate; 

10-Vear Treasury Bond 
(Average Rate) 

Average Fixed 
Mortgage Rate 

(AV!)fage Ratel 

Inllation (CPI-U) 
(A~ IvInual Growth} 

Inflation (PI'I) 
• (Averagl't A.Ml.Ial Growth) 

Core Inflation (CPI.U) 
(Avera~ Annual Growth) 

Exports (Total) 
(A'leraj)(i Annual Grcwth) 

Exports (Goods) 
~veragl1 Annual Gr(;wth) 

Trade Balance 
(P.ereent Growth) 

Industrial Production 
{Average Anr)l.lal GroMh) 

Capacity Utilization 
(Ayerage Rale) 

Real Average 

Hourly Earnings 


(PerC(lnt Growth)­

Real Average 

Weekly Earnings 


(Percent Gfl'l'Mh} 

89.3 871 

7.9% 5.7% 

9.4% 3.3% 

15.3% 6.6% 

6.9% 10.7% 

6.5% 10.7% 

7.8% 12.9% 

2.7% 4.2% 

1.3% 2.3% 

2.9% 5.1% 

9.3% 6.3% 

10.9% 2.9% 

·70.5% ·100.0% 

3.8% 2.8% 

83.0 79.8 

0.6% ·2.4% 

·0.2% ·2.5% 



New Business 
Incorporations 
(A~rallit Ann~1 Gfqwth) 

Business 

Failures 


(Average Mtrual Growlh) 

Total Bankruptcy 

Filings 


(Average Annual GrO'Mh) 

Homeownershlp Rate 
(Pertent G<O\\1.h) 

Home Building Permits 
(A~It'QC Annual GrQ'Wth) 

REAGAN WINS ON: 

Home Sales 
(AVCl'. AAl'lIJal Growth) 

Real GOP Growth 
(Averago AmuaI Growth) 

Real Compensation 

Per Hour 


(A~ Atlnual Growth) 

Housing Starts 
(AYCrBge Annual Rnte) 

Leading 

Economic Indicators 


(Average Anrt.Jal GrO'Mh) 

Productivlt'l 
(Average Annual Grow!h) 

Real Median Family 

Income Growth 

(Average ArmlJal Growthi 

5.1% 3.2% 

-9.7% 219% 

~2.00/0 8.0% 

2.2% ~2.6% 

5.6% 2.3% 

2.9% 5.9% 

2.6% 3.0% 

0.3% 0.6% 

1.37 Million 1.54 Million 

0.4% 1.5% 

0.7% 1.1% 

0.2% 0.8% 
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ECONOMIC SCORECARD 

Clinton vs. Bush 


CLINTON WINS ON: 

Job GroW1h 
(A~eMmJal Growth) 

Privata-Sector 

Job GroW1h 


(Average Annual Gt'OWth) 

Percent of the New 

Jobs in Private Sector 


(Averngo Rale) 

Manufacturing 

Job Growth 


{Averuge Annual GrowIh} 

Construction 

Job GroW1h 


(Avernge Annual Grovoth} 

Auto Job Growth 
(Average Annual Gr(:,,·,'th) 

Federal Budget Deficit 
(Percent GrtfHlh) 

Real GOP Growth 
(Average AnrrJal ;;,owthl 

Real Private-Sector 

GOP GroW1h 


{Average Anrn.laj GrOW:h) 

Business Investment 
(AlIeI1,\ge At'Inu<tl GrQWlt)) 

Combined Rate of 

Unemployment & Inflation 


(Awrage Rate) 

Clinton Bush 

2.4% 0,6% 

2.7% 0.4% 

92.8% 53,0% 

0.3% -1,8% 

6.2% 3.4% 

3.0% 1.4% 

-43.4% 87,1% 

2,6% 1.3% 

3,2% 1,3% 

11,0% 2.0% 

8,9 10,6 



Combined Rllte of 
Unemployment, Inflation, 

and Mortgage Rates 
(A~Ra«j) 

Consumer Sentiment 
iAlle"'ae Ram} 

Consumer Confidence 
(Average Annual GwWlhj 

Help-Wanted Index 
(Average Annual Growth} 

Stock Market 
(Average Annual Growth) 

30-YearTreasury Bond 
(Average Ra1e:i 

10-Year Treasury Bond 
(Average Rate) 

Average Fixed 
Mortgage Rate 

(Average Rate) 

Inflation (CPI-U) 
{Averase Annual Growl!;) 

Inflation (PPI) 
(Average AMiIa! Growth} 

Core Inflation (CPI·U) 
(Average Annual Gfov.fu) 

Exports (Total) 
(Average Aonual Growth) 

Exports (Goods) 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Industrial Production 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Capacity Utilization 
(AvlMilge Rate) 

Real Average 

Hourly Earnings 


(Pereern Gra.Vlh) 

16.5 20.0 

89.3 82.4 

7,9% -9.8% 

9.4% -10.7% 

15.3% 5.7% 

6.9% 8.2% 

6.5% 8.0% 

7.8% 9.5% 

2.7% 4.2% 

1.3% 2.9% 

2.9% 4,4% 

9.3% 7.2% 

10.9% 5.9% 

3.8% 0.9% 

83.0 81,3 

0.6% .. -4.1% 
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Real Average 

Weekly Earnings 


{Pomeo! GrO'hih) 

Real Median Family 

Income Growth 

{Awrage Annual Growth) 

New Business 
Incorporations 
(A\fI)f8QtI Annual ~rO'Mhl 

Business. 

Failures 


(Awmg& AnnUal Gn:!'Mh) 

Total Bankruptcy 

Filings 


(Average Annual Growth) 

Homeownership Rate 
(Percent GrC\'l1h) 

Home Building Permits 
(Averoge Annual Growth) 

Housing Starts 
(Average Annual Rate) 

Home Sales 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Leadinll 

Economic Indicators 


(Average Annual Clrowth) 

BUSH WINS ON: 

Real Compensation 

Per Hour 


(Average Annual GrOWlh) 

Productivity 
(Average Annual GrlMth) 

Trade Balance 
{Percent GltM!':h} 

-0.2% -4.9% 

0.19% 0.17% 

5.1% -0.5% 

·9.7% 14.2% 

·2.0% 12.1% 

2.2% -0.3% 

5.6% ·5.3% 

1.37 Miliion 1.20 Million 

2.9% 0.2% 

0.4% -0.5% 

0.3% 0.4% 

0.7% 1.2% 

70.5% -37.8% 
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ECONOMIC SCORECARD 

Clinton vs. Reagan and Bush 


CLINTON WINS ON: 

Job Growth 
{Average Annual Gnw.th) 

Private-Sector 

Job Growth 


(Average Annual G«Mthi 


Percent of the New 

Jobs in Private Sector 


(A~RaIe) 

Manufacturing 
Job Growth 

(Average Atir'IIJaI Gr<lWIh) 

Construction 

Job Growth 


(Average Annual Grcpt,1h) 

Auto Job Growth 
(Average AMlJal Growth) 

Federal Budget Deficit 
(Percent Growth} 

Real GOP Growth 
(Averagtl Annual Gro~l1) 

Real Private-Sector 

GOP Growth 


{Average Annual Growth} 

Business Investment 
(Average- AO'1ual GrO'M'l) 

Combined Rate of 

Unemployment & Inflation 


(Average Rate) 

Clinton 


2.4% 

2.7% 

92.8% 

0.3% 

6.2% 

3.0% 

-43.4% 

2.6% 

3.2% 

11.0% 

8.9 

Reagan/Bush 


1.6% 

1.6% 

86.3% 

-0.9% 

0.5% 

0.4% 

291.9% 

2.4% 

2,4% 

3.4% 

11.7 



Combined Rate of 
Unemployment, Inflation, 

and Mortgage Rates 
(Average Rate) 

Consumer Sentiment 
(Average Rate) 

Consumer Confidence 
(Average Annual GrO'Mh) 

Help·Wanted Index 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Stock Mar.,et 
(Average Annual Growth) 

30·Year Treasury Bond 
(Average Rate) 

10·Year Treasury Bond 
(Average Rate) 

Average Fixed 

Mortgage Rate 


(Average Rale) 

Inflation (CPI·U) 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Inflation (PPI) 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Core Inflation (CPI·U) 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Exports (Total) 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Exports (Goods) 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Trade Balance 
(Percent Gr(lll((h) 

Industrial Production 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Capacity Utilization 
(Average Rate) 

16.5 22.7 

89.3 85.5 

7.9% 0.3% 

9.4% -1.6% 

15.3% 6.3% 

6.9% 9.9% 

6.5% 9.8% 

7.8% 11.8% 

2.7% 4.2% 

1.3% 2.5% 

2.9% 4.8% 

9.3% 6.6% 

10.9% 5.3% 

-70.5% ·100.0% 

3.8% 2.2% 

83.0 80.2 



.• 

Real Average 


Hourly Earnings 

{Percenl GroWth} 

Real Average 

Weekly Earnings 


(Percent Grov.1h) 

Real Median Family 

Income Growth 

(Average Annua! Gr(1.hth) 

New Business 
. Incorporations 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Business 
Failures 

(A~ Annual Gl'tWIthj 

Total Bankruptcy 

Filings 


(Average Annual Growth) 

Homeownership Rata 
l?ercen1 Gro1,'4h, 

Home Building Permits 
(Avtlfflge Annual Gttlwth) 

REAGAN/BUSH WINS ON: 

Home Sales 
(A\lffi!ge Annual GwNthJ 

Real Compensation 

Per Hour 


(Average Annual Growlh) 

Housing 5tal15 
(A~ Annual Ra:e) 

Leading 

Economic Indicators 


{Average Anr.ual Growlhl 

Productivitl' 
(Average Annual Gro<.'ilh, 

0.6% -SA% 

-0.2% ~7.3°/o 

0.19% 0.17% 

5.1% 1.9% 

-9,7% 19.2% 

-2.0% 9,4% 

2.2% -2.9% 

5.6% -0.3% 

2.9% 3.8% 

0.3% 0,5% 

1.37 Million 1.43 Million 

0,4% 0.8% 

0.7% 1,1% 
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Business 
Failures 

(A...~,agQ Annuill Gmlll'lh) 

Total Bankruptcy 
Filings 

{A.'ttVIlQ(! Mnual GroWl") 

Homeownership Rate 
{Porcont Growth,1 

Home Building Fenni!s 
(A...~ Annual Growth) 

REAGAN WINS ON: 

Real GOP Growth 
(Awago AnnUllI GfI)'I;'\h) 

Real Median Family 

Income Growth 

(Ave"go AnnllQl Glovltll) 

Real Compensation 

Per Hour 


(A'iItl'lJ~ AtlnY$1 GrDVo1h) 

Housing Starts 
{AI/omsli Annual Rmi 

Leading 

Economic Indicators 


lAllol30' Annual Glowlh) 

Home Sale. 
(A~a Annual Gt~h) 

BUSH WINS ON: 

Productivity 
(Avarago Annual Glow1h) 

Trade Balancfl 
(P4rWlt Growth) 

-9.7% 

·2.0% 

2.20'/u 

5.6% 

2.6% 

0.2% 

0.3% 

1.37 Million 

OA% 

2.9% 

-70.5% 


21.9% 14.2% 

8.0c/o 12.1% 

~2,6% -0.3% 

2.3% -5.3% 

3.0% 1.3% 

0.8% 0.2% 

0.6% 0.4% 

1.54 Million 1.20 Million 

1.5% -0.5% 

5.9% 0.2% 

1.2% 

-100.0% 37.8% 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 27. t996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDE!'T 

THROUGH: 	 LAURA TYSON 

FRO),>!: 	 GENE SPERLING 

SUBJECT: 	 The Senate's Role in Creating the Republican Balanced Budget 

Doug Sosnik informed. me that you were interested in knowing more about the Senate's 
role in creating the Republican balanced budget. While there is a perception that the Senate 
Leadersh.ip was always more moderate and was dragged to more extreme positions by the 
House. this was certainly not the case in several major areas, A preliminary examination of 
the House and Senate budget resolutions and reconciliation bills revealed several important 
areas \\'here the Senate had more extreme provisions that were moderated by House 
Republicans in conference. 

This memo summarizes some of the key areas where the Senate had more extreme or 
equally extreme provisions as the House on the 5 major issues of the Budget debate: 
Medicare. Medicaid. Education, the Environment. and Taxes, In preparing this summary. 
we .also produced a more detailed side-by-side analysis of the Senate vs. the House on these 
five issues. Please let us know if you would like us to send you more details. 

SECTION I 	 Areas where the Senate was more extreme than the 
House. 

SECTION II 	 Areas where the Senate provisions were just as 
extreme as the House provlslons. 

http:Leadersh.ip


; 


SECTION I: 

. AREAS WHERE THE SENATE WAS MORE EXTREME THAN THE HOUSE. 


MEDICARE OUT·Of·POCKET COSTS: The Senate was far more extreme than the 
House 	of Representatives on the critical issue of Medr'care beneficiary costs. The Senate­
passed reconciliation, bill not only called Jor S270 billion in Medicare savings, but also sought 
to achieve a far greater degree of the savings from Medicare beneficiaries. 

• 	 :Medicare Deductibles. The Senate reconciliation bill douhled deductlbles from $100 a 
year in 1995 to $210 a year 1n 2002, Medicare beneficiaries already spend 21 % of 
their income on health care, and doubling their deducribles would have increased 
beneficiary costs by more than $10 billion over 7 years. The House bilI and the vetoed 
conference agreement did not increase deductibles. 

• 	 Medic8Joe Eligibility Age. The Senate Finance Committee reconciliation blH graduaHy 
increased the Medicare eligibility age from 65 to 67 beginning in 2003. matching the 
increase in the Social Security retirement age. Under the Senate proposal. peopie 
would have had to work longer and pay more taxes to get fewer years of Medicare. 
And while retirees can receive Social Security benefits before rcaching the official 
retirement age, they could not receive Tv1edicare, and many people ages 65 to 67 would 
be unable to continue working or to purchase individual health insurance. This 
provision was included in the Finance Committee bill bUI eliminaled on 'he Senate 
floor wilhout a recorded vote for Violating the Byrd Rule. The House bill and vetoed 
conference agreement did not increase the Medicare eligibHity age. 

• 	 More Severe Means Testing. The Senate reconciliation bill began charging higher 
premiums at lower income levels than the House bill. The premium in<:rease would be 
taken- directly out Social Se.:urity checks. The Senate~passed reconciliation bill 
imposed higher Medicare premjums on individuals with incomes over $50.000 and 
couples with incomes over $75.,000. (The House began means testing at higher levels: 

-individuals with incomes Over $75,000 and couples with incomes over $125.000) 

Under the Senate plan, Individuals with incomes over $100,000 and couples with 
incomes over $150.000 would have had to pay premiums equal to IOO¢/n of Part B 
program costs. (In the House, individuals with incomes over SlOQ,OOO and couples 
with incomes over $175,000 would pay premiums equal to 100% of Pru1 B program 
costs.) AU Republicans on the Senate Finance Committee except for Senator Roth 
voted for the committee amendment that lowered the income thresholds in the 
Chairman's Mark to these levels. 

• 	 Medicare Coverage of State & Local (;overnment Employees. The 
Senate reconciliation bill extended Mcdica:..: coverage to all state and loc;.11 government 
employees. It would have subjected nearly 2 million additional state and local 
employees. teachers. police officers. and nre fighters and their state and local 
government employers to the f1.<1edicare payroll tax, Many states, indudmg Illinois. 
California. Ohio. and Texas. have a large munber of employees who .:Ire not currently 
'covered by Medicare, The House did 1101 include this provision. ' 



• 

MEDICAIp: The Senate Medicaid proposals were extreme, but generally less so than the 
House. The most notable exception was the Senate reconciliation bill's (otal elimination of 
Medicaid financial protections for adult children of nursing home residents. 

• 	 Adult Children. The Senate reconciliation bill went further than the HOllse bill or 
vetoed conference bill in repealing current protections for adult children of nursing 
home residents, The Senate bill would have aHowed states to force adult chiidren to 

contribute toward their parents' nursing borne care. regardless of the income of the 
children. The House bill protected adult children ofmoderate means and the vetoed 
conference bill protected adult children with .incomes below lhe stale median. 

• 	 BlIckdoor :I1edlcaid D.als. In last-minute deals. the Senate changed its formula for 
. distributing Medicaid funding among the states: 	 ()yerall. slales with Iwo Democratic 
senators lost an additional $4 billion and slates with two Republicans senators 
gained $11 billion, According to the Washington Post, one Republican aide 
described the iast~minute dealings as "Lei's make a deal, with Bob Dole as your 
hast" Under these changes: . 

• 	 California lost an additional $4,2 billion in federal f1Ulding. The resulting cut 
would have forced California to eliminate Medicaid coverage for as many as 
I million people in 2002, including nearly half a million children, 

• 	 Texas gained an additional $5 billion. 
• 	 Kansas gained $616 minion. reducing its cut from 12% to t% cut over the 7 

years. 
• 	 Delaware gained $107 mimen, reducing its cut from 7% to 0% over 7 years, 
• 	 The average percentage cut in 2002 was 29~, but the cuts to states ranged 

from 4% to 52%. 
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TAXES: The SeMle consistenlly supported much larger cUis in the EIrC than Ihe House, 
The Senate budget resolution assumed a $21 billion cut in the EITC, compared to a $3 
billion cuI in 'he Honse budget resolufion The Senate reconciliation bill vient further, and 
cut the EIrC hy $43 billion. compored 10 a $32 billion cut in the House reconciliation bill, 
and a $31 billion cut in the vetoed conference reconciliation bill. 

• 	 EITC. The Senate reconciliation bill cut the EITC by $43 billion, increasing taXes on 
17 million working Americans, It would have cut these peoples EITC by an average 
of $302 in 1996. and would have cut the EITC of working families with two or more 
children by $410 in 1996, The vetoed reconciliation bill cut the EITC by $31 btllion. 
cutting the E1TC for 12,6 million working families 'with 145 million children by an 
average of 5332 in 1996, After accounting for the proposed child tax credit and . 
increase in the standard deduction, the vetoed bill increased net taxes on 7,7 million 
EITe rcdpients by an average of $318, and increased net taxes on 3.3 million families 
with 6,8 million children by an average of $508, 

• 	 Distribution of Tax: Cuts. Mainly because of the Senate's larger EITe'cuts, the 
overall distribution of the Senate taX cut package was worse than the House or vetoed 
conference hilL Last year, we often pointed out that the conference bill raised taxes 
on the group of families with incomes less than $30,000 using Joint Committee on 
Taxation estimates, This was true because the group of families: with incomes less 
than 510,000 faced a larger tax increase than the tax cut received by the group of 
families with incomes between $20,000 and $30,000, 

The Senate bill -~ unlike the House or conference bill -- actually had a tax increase on 
each of the family income subgroups below $30,000, In other words, the Senate bill 
had a tax increase on the group of families with incomes less than $10,000. beru.'een 
$10,000 and $20,000. l!lll:! between $20,000 and $30,000, In fact, the Senate bill had a 
bigger tax increase on the group of families with incomes between $20.000 and 
5)0.000 than on poorer families, 

-The Senate tax bill would have benefited those families with incomes over $100,000 
more than the conference bHl, but the proportion of the benefits going to the wealthy 
in the Senate bill was less than in the House. Specifically. Treasury estimates that 48 
percent of the tax changes in the Senate bill would have benefited taxpayers with, 
incomes over S100,000 -- this group represents just 12 percent of aU taxpayers. Over 
half (52 percent) of the beoefits from the House !xx bill would have gone to families 
with incomes over $100,000 and 47 percent of the benefits of the conference ta.x cuts 
would have gone to families with incomes over $100,000. 
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• 	 Excessive Estate tax Cuts for Top 1%. The Senate reconciliation hm provided 
large estate tax breaks that would disproportionately benefit the very wealthy -- even 
more generous than the House proposal. The Hna! reconciliation bill also prov-ided a 
gigantic estate tax cut for the wealthy -- $90,000 a year for the top 1% of estates. 
Some estates could save as,much as $1.1 million. 

.. 	 Reduction in'Estate Tax for Family Businesses. Under Current Law, for closely 
held businesses and farms, estate tax can be paid ov'er 14 years, with only interest 
due for the first five years (special 4% rate on first $1 million in value of 
business). The Senate reconciliation Bill excluded the estate tax first $1,5 million 
and 50% of value between $1.5 and $5 million of "qualified family-owned 
busij:less interests." The House bill contained no such provision. The Conference 

_ Bill followed the Senate changes, but lowered caps to exclude first SLO million 
and 50% between $1.0 million and $2.5 million. Under lhis provision, an eslale of 
$3.25 million that includes a $2.5 million qualified family-owned business would 
see its eslale lax bill CUI by 75% (£928,000) under Ihe Conference BiI!, 

• 	 Estate Tax Reduction for Conservation Easements. Under Current Law, a 
deduction is allowed for actual value of easement. The Senate Bill allowed 
exclusions of 50% of value of certain land subject to permanent conservation' 
easement (up to $5 million, together with family busines.o;: provision). The House 
Bin contained no such provision. The Conference Bill followed the Senate, but 
reduced the exclusion to 40%. Under this provision, taxpayers whn place a 
consenation easement on their property would receive a double tax henefit A 
descendent who owned a $}O million ranch could reduce estate taxes by over $/.5 
million by USing a combination of the family husiness provision and the 
conservation easement provision. 

The 1\linority Leader fought against these provisions. According to the 
Washington Post aDd USA Today, the Majo-rity Leader was one of the leading 
propommts of the Estate Tax proposals. 

Senale and conference also included a tax proposal that would have increased the co.)'! (~( 

establishing an ESOP and expanding emplo,vee ownership by repealing the preferential tax 
treatment of ESOP loans. The Administration did not support this proposal. A Senate 
floor amendment to delay the repeal was tabled. u!i!h the Majoriry Leader voting [0 wb!t.! 
and the A1inority Leader voting not 10 lable rhe amendment. 
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WORKER TRAINING: 

• 	 Budget Resolution. The Senate budget resolution asswned deeper 7 year cuts in 
training programs than the House or conference budget resolutions. The Senate 
assumed training programs would be block granted and eut 25 percent (saving $14.6 
billion over seven years), whereas the House and conference budget resolutions 
assumed a 2Q percent cut in such programs (saving $8.2 billion). 

Appropriations. The Senate Appropriations Committee', FY96 Labor-HHS 
appropriations bill provided more funding overall than its House counterpart. but the 
Senate bill provided less flmding than the House for some employment and training 
programs. including One Stop Career Centers and Disadvantaged Adult Training 
Grants. However. the committee bilt never ",'ent to the Senate floor, 

NOTE: While the Budget Resolution is the only official recognition of their 7 
year plans for worker training, it is the case that for FY 1996 tbe Senate is now 
moving close to OUf compromise add back number ~w while the House is still 
substantially below this add back number for training. 

CHILD SUPI'ORT, 

• 	 Child Support Enforcement Fees. The Senate Finan<:c Committee reconciliation 
bill required States to charge parents 1101 re<:elving AFDC a fee equal to 10% of the 
amount of child support collected. No fees could be charged to custodial parents 
below certain income limits, These child support enforcement fees would have 
imposed a $4 billion cost on single-parent families. A Bradley amendment to strike 
the fee; was defeated in committee on a party line vote. But in response to 
criticism. this provision was deleted on the Senate floor by a Nickels~Dole 
amendment. The House and conference bills did not contain this proposaL 

6 




ENVIRONMENT: 


• 	 Total Funding for the Environment. \Vhile the Senate is often perceived as less 
extreme than the House on the environment, the Senate budget resolution assu~ed 
deeper overall cuts in the environment than the House budget resolution. The Senate 
budgec resolution assumed a $10.7 blllion larger cut in environmental protection 
(Budget Function 300) over seven years than the House resolution. The House 
budget resolution may have been perceIved as more extreme because it contained 
more detail, yet the extra $10.7 billion in savings that the Senate culled for would 
have required more severe cuts over seven years. 

• 	 Lifting ~1oratoriunt On NC\\-' Mining Patents. The Senate FY96 interior 
-appropriations 	bill lifted the moratorium on new mining patents, allowing the 
continued giveaway of public treasures under a law signed by U1ysses S. Grant. For 
example, just a couple of months ago, the Interior Department was forced to tum 
over almost $3 billion worth of minerals to a foreign mining company for less than 
$2,000, Neither the House bili nor the vetoed conference bUl included this 
provision, 

• 	 Clcarcutting [n The Tongass National-Forest. The Senate FY96 Interior 
appropriations bill included a rider that would have waived environmental laws and 
expanded dearcutting in Alaska's Tongass ~ational Forest -~ the world's'largest 
temperate rainforest. The House did nm include this provision. but the vetoed· 
coriference hill did 

• 	 Gutting Clean \Vater Programs. The Senate FY96 VA-HUn appropriations hill 
cuI clean warer programs more than the HOUJ't! or the vetoed con/erencl! bin The 
Senate bill cut clean water programs in FY96 by $587 million or 37 percent from 
your r,~quest, These funds go to states for "\'aSte water treatment. helping them 
complY with the Clean Water Act The money is used [0 construct and upgrade 
waste "water treatmerit facilities that keep raw sewage from flowing into our rivers, 
lakes, and streams, By cOlT!parison. the House bill cut clean water programs by 
$362 million or 23 percent. and the vetoed conference bill cut them ,by $462' million 
or 29 percent from yo.u request., ' 
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SECTION II: 

EXTREME PROVISIONS IN BOTH THE HOUSE AND SENATE BILLS 


MEDICARE. 

• 	 Premiums. "me Senate. House, and conference reconciliation bills and the vetoed second 
CR all increased premiums to 31.5%, raising premiums for an elderly couple by $264 in 
1996 alone. Rather than maintaining the traditional 25% premium. their reconclliation 
bills raised premiums for an elderly couple by at least $1.100 over 7 years compared 10 

your proposal, 

MEDICAl[). A.lthough the Senate ).>Iedicaid proposals were generally less extreme than the 
House. many p:ovisions were just as extreme. 

• 	 Coverage Loss. Both the House and Senate reconciliation proposals could have forced 
states to deny coveruge to more than 8 million people in 2002: 

These nearly 8 million people include: 

3.8 million children 
1.3 million people with disabilities 
850.000 elderly 

~ 330.000 nursing home residents -- 75% of them likely to be women 
• l50.000 veterans 

Neither the House. Senate. nor the reconciliation proposal provided a minimum benefits 
pockage, 

• 	 Assistance with :\1edicare Premiums, Copayments and Deductibles for 5 Million 
Low-Income Medicare Recipients. The Senate, House, and conference recondli;J:tion 
bills eliminated the guarantee of assistance to low-income Medicare beneficiaries to 
cover deductibles and copays, and set aside less than half of what is needed to cove:­
premiums for 5 million low~income Medicare beneficiaries. 

• 	 Quality Standards for ICFMRs. The Senate. House. and conference bills repeakd 
entirelY federal quality standards for institutions caring for people \vith mental illnesses 
or mental retardation (ICFMRs). 

• 	 Nursing Home Fees. The Senate. House. and conference bills would have allowed 
nursing homes to charge up-front payments as the price of admission. 
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• 	 ProtectioDs for HomeS and Family Farms. The Senate. House+ and conference bills 
repe~led all federal laws protecting a mirumwn level of income and assets in 
determining Medicaid eligibility. This would have allowed states to count the value on 
one's home, family fann, and car in detennining Medicaid eligibility, which could force 
the sick to scll these assets to qualifY for Medicaid. 

• 	 People whom States: define as no longer "poor enough" to quaJify for medical 
assistance \vould be faced with paying all their medical costs themselves, or 
seeking help from relatives or charity, 

• 	 (n the worst cases, families would have to mortgage or sell their homes to be able 
to pay for care, or elderly people needing long«term care would have no choice but 
to tum to their children for help, 

• 	 Nursing facilities could require additional payments from residents at' their families 
in order to be admitted. or in order to continue living in,the facility, 

• 	 The Republican Medicaid plan would remove all restrictions on how large a share 
of the costs of medical care States can require from eligible individuals. other than 
children and pregnant women, 

• 	 Cuts in the scope of the nursing home benefits could mean that families of poor 
patients will have to pay for services such as personal hygiene. laundry. or various 
therapies, that States now pay. 

• 	 Medicaid Premiums/Cost-sharing. The Senate, House. and conference bills removed 
most financial protections. letting states impose premiums and cost-sharing On most 
Medicaid recipients. 
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• 	 Nursing Home QualitY Standard,. The Senate Finance Conunittee voted as the House 
had to repeal completely federal nursing home standards, but Republicans larer voted on 
the Senate floor to restore them with a provision allowing waivers for states \.vith 
"equivalent or stricter!' standards. However, the Senate BiJI did stHl eliminate 
enforcell!ent of nursing home standards. 

Under The Conference Bill You Vetoed. Federal l:."nforcement mid Key Protections 
Would Have Still Been Repealed: The Conference Bill: 

.. 	 Repealed federal enforcement of nursing home standards. States could turn over 
their survey and enforcement responsibilities to private accreditation organizations 
with no Federal review. thereby reducing accountability and increasing variations 
in quality and enforcement. 

_. 	 NurSing homes would no longer be required to optimize each resident's health and 
wel1~being. The bill repeals the current requirement that nursing homes provide 
services to "attain or maintain the highest practicable physical. menlflt and 
psychosocial well being of each resident." Thus. residents could be denied skHicd 
nursing and rehabilitative services necessary 10 Improve their ability to function. 

~ 	 Residents would no longer be guaranteed the same comprehensive assessment of 
their health" and functional status now required nationally, 

~ 	 Uruform data collection would not be required. making monitoring more difficult. 

• 	 Federal training requirements for hands·on caregivers would be eliminated; each 
State could determine who would be trained and how, 
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• Pension Reversion. While appearing somewhat more moderate than the House 
proposal. the'Senate Finance Conunlttee reconciliation bill i,till gave corporations the 
green light to raid their employees' pensions. However, the Senate voted 94~5 to strike 
the provisions from the bin, with only Helms, Roth. Brown, Grams, and Nickles voting 
to keep it. The vetoed reconciliation bill's proposal was somewhat less egregious than 
the Senate or House proposals. but still would have let corporations reduce pension fund 
assets by about $15 billion. affecting an estimated 3.7 miJIion workers in 5,000 
compani.es. 

• Special Interest Tax Breaks. The Senate and vetoed conference reconciliation bllls 
were riddled with special interest tax breaks. including breaks for certain convenience 
stOres. coal companies, newspaper companies. insurance companies and many others. 
The vetoed reconciliation bill contained over $3 billion in special interest tax breaks. 
While the Senate and conference bills did not completely repeal the corporate 
Alternative Minimwn Tax as the House had. the Senate and conference bins still 
modified the AMT in a way that would allow large profitable corporations to pay no 
income tax. 

• Other Tax bsues." All 3 bills repealed the CDC lax credit and taxed incomes from 
certain damage awards. 
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EDlJCATION VOTES. TIre Senale budget resoiulion assumed asmalier cuI/han (he House 
resolution in lotal funding for education and training programs, but the Senate Majority has 
repeatedly voted against increasing or resroring funding for education programs. 

• 	 During consideration of the Senate budget resolution, the Senate passed a Snowe 
amendment to reduce the cut in student loans by $9.4 billion over seven years by 
eliminating tax breaks, The Majority Leader voted against the amendment and the 
Minority Leader voted for the amendment. 

• 	 During consideration of the Senate bud.get resolution, the Senate defeated four 
amendments affecting education programs on mostly party~Hne votes: 

Harkirv1-lollings amendment 5/22/95 to restore $40 billion to education programs by 
reducing tax cuts. [Defeated on mostly party-line vOle 47-51. R 2.51, 0 45~O. Majority Leader 
voted to defeat the amendment; Minority Leader voted for {he amendment.] 

Simon amendment 5122/95 to strike lang.uage regarding scoring of Direct Student 
Loans. [Defeated on a mostly party-line vote 56-43; R 53-1. D 3-42. Majority Leader voted to 
defeat the amendment; Minority Leader VOted for :he amendment.' 

Kennedy amendment 5/25/95 to restore $28 billion to education programs over 7 
years, (Defea1ed on a mostly party~line vote 54..45; R 52-2, D 2-43. Majority Leader voted to 
defeat the amendment: Minority Leader vored {or the amendment.] 

Kennedy amendment 5/23/95 to increase spending on Pell Grants by $8.8 billion 
over 	seven years. !Defeated on a mostly party-line vote 54·45; R 53-I, D t-44. Majority Leader 
voted iQ defeat tbe amendment: Minority Leader voted for the amendment.1 

• 	 During consideration of the 9th CR in January, the Senate defeated an amendment to 
restore funding for education programs. 

The 	Kennedy·Simon~Snowe-leffords Amendment 1126/96 would have restored $3.1 
billion to education programs for FY 1996. [Defeated on a mostly party.line vote 51·40; R 
6.40, D 45-0, M'ajotity Leader . voted to defeat the amendment; Minority Leader voted (or the 
amendment.] 

• 	 Nott:: On Mareh [2, 1996. in consideration of the current series of continuing. 
resolutions and the Omnibus Appropriations 8i1l for 1996, the Senate passed a Harkin­
Specter Amendment (0 addback $2,6 billion to Education spending for fY1996. The 
House has yet to conSIder this addback. 
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EDUCATION CUTS, Several Senate Education provisions were equally as exrreme as the 
House. 

• 	 Elimination of AmeriCorps. Both the House and Senate Budget Resolutions eliminated 
funding for Nation.l Service, The House and Senate V NHUD Appropriations Bills and 
the Conference Bm you vetoed also eliminated funding for ArneriCorps. 

• 	 Elimination of Summer Jobs. Both the House and Senate Budget Resolutions 
eliminated funding for Summer Jobs. This would deny 3.5 to 4 million summer job 
opportUnities over the seven year period, Both the House~passed and Senatewstalled 
L.boriHHS Appropriations Bills also eliminated funding for the program, [The full 
Senate never voted on the Appropri3tion~ Bm) 

ENVIRONMENT; In general. the House appropriations bills cUI funding for the 
enVironment more than the Senate. The Senafe would have cut EPA's budget by SI. 7 billion 
or 23 percent from your requesl for FY96, while the House would have cUI it by 52,5 billion 
or 33 percent. Still, there are important areas where the Senate W{JS just wi extreme as the 
House, 

• 	 Sbam Hardrock Mining Reform. The Senate reconciliation bill included a sham 
mining reform proposaL It would have allowed the sale of federal mineral rights at their 
"market value" -- defined as the value of the surface land, not the minerals. Moreover. 
the net royalty provision was so riddled v.ith loopholes that eBO estimated it would raise 
just $12 million over seven years for the Treasury from ali federal hardrock mines in 
America. The House proposal was similar to the Senate but imposed a higher net 
royalty, 

• 	 Cut Spending on Superfund. Both the Senate and House FY96 appropriations bills cut 
Superfund funding by $560 million. or 36 percent from your request. This would have 
slowed or halted efforts to help the J in 4 Americans who live near a toxic waste dump. 
The vetoed conference blll included a $382 million cut tn the Superfund program ~~ n 24 
percent cut from your request 

• 	 Opens Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. Both the Senate nnd House reconciliation bilb 
opened to oil and gas drilling the 19 million acre Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 
(ANVlR), home to hundreds of animal species and millions of migratory birds. The 
Senate reconciliation bill included a few more environmental protections than the HOLls,:. 

A Baucus amendment to strike from the Senate bill the provision authorizing oil and £:1;­
development in ANWR was tabled on a mos-tly party-line vote. with the Majority Lcad..:r 
voting to luble the amendment and tbe Minority Leader voting against tabling the 
runendment. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 29. 1996 

MEMORANDUM TO 	THE PRESIDENT 

THROUGH: LAURA TYSON 

. rROM: 	 GENE SPERLING 
JON ORSZAG 

SUBJECT: A Comparison of Your Economic Record With Your Two Predecessors 

There has recently been several articles and analyses by the Joint Economic 
Committee that have compared how the economy has perfonned under our Administration as 
,compared to the previous two Administrations, 

Several of these analyses are flawed. however, by the selective use of statistics from 
select time periods. The main example is that many of these analyses compare the Clinton 
record (or only u year of it) with a portio'n of the Reagan Administnition ~~ starting in late 
1982. at the end of one of the worst recessions since the depression. In other words~ they 
measure the Reagan record by simply ignoring the worst two years. It is like a student who 
got a 'Ie" in a CQurse, claiming they should have gotten an "N' becaus"e their two worst 
exams should have been thrown OuL Certainly. any Administration's reeord would look better 
-- including ours -- if the worst 25% can be ignored. Other times, peopJe do analyses that 
cover the period only from the end of the recession in 1982 to the beginning of the last 
recession in 1990 

_ To cut through these selective studies, we have provided an objective analysis that 
does not seek to uSe selective lime periods. Instead, we compare how the economy has 
perfonned under the entire period of the Clinton Administration. the Bush Administration. the 
Reagan Administration. and the Bush-Reagan Administrations combined. This analysis shows 
quite clearly how strong the economy has perfonned under our Administration as opposed to 
how the economy has perfonned under the prior two Administrations either separately or 
combined, What may be surprising to some, is how welJ the economy has done under our 
Administration as compared to the entire Reagan Administration, 

Of 40 economic indicators. the economy performed better under your Administration 
than under the Reagan Administration in 34 indicators (85% of the indicators). better under 
your Administration than under the Bush Administration in 37 indicators (92.5%), and better 
under your AdIninistration than under the combined Reagan/Bush Administrations in 36 
indicators (90%), (Note: the Chicago Bulls winning record this year is only 88.2%) 
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SUMMARY AND CONTENTS OF ANALYSIS 


TABLE I: COMBINED TABLE: ECONOMY UNDER CLINTON COMPARED TO 
PRESIDENT REAGAN, PRESIDENT IlUSH, AND THE COMBINED REAGAN-BUSH 
A!)MINISTRATIONS. 

-40 Measures of the Economy 

Strom:er Under Clinton Stronger under ReagaQ StroDJ~U under Bush 
82.5% (33 indicators) 12.5% (5 indicators) 5% (2 indicators) 

~OTE: ATTACHl\fENT I: Discussion of Seven Areas \Vhere Economic Indicators were 
Stronger Under Reagan or Bush (5 Pages) 

.TABLE 2: ECONOMY UNDER CLINTON COMPARE!) TO ECONOMY UNDER REAGAN 

40 Measures of the Economy under Clinton and Reagan 

Stronger Under Clinton Stronacr UDder Rcagao 
85% (34 indicators) 15% (6 indicators) 

TABLE 3: ECONOMY UNDER CLINTON COMPARED TO ECONOMY UNDER 
REAGAN/BlJSH 

40 J\<leasures of the Economy under Clinton and Reagan/Bush 

. 	Stronger Under Clinton Slr20ger uDder R ••gaolBush 

90010 (36 indicators) 10"10 (4 indicators) 


TABLE 4: ECONOMY UNDER CLINTON COMPARE!) TO ECONOMY mmER BUSH 

40 Measures of the Economy under Clinton and Bush 

Stronger Under Cliubm Stronger under Bush 
92.5% (37 indicators) 1.5% (3 indicators) 
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TABLE 1 


ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE 

A Comparison Of Your Record vs. Previous Administrations 

Clinton Reagan Bush Reagan/Bush 

Economic Indicators Stronger 
Under President Clinton: 

Job Growth 
/AVilfageArnuai GltMolh; 

2.4% 2.1% 0,6% 1.6% 

Private-Sector 
Job qrowth 
(~ AnhJi11 Grl,rOM) 

2.7% 2.3% 0.4% 1.6% 

Percent of the New 
Jobs In Private Sector 

(A'>'I!<.Ralej 

92.8% 91,3% 53,0% 86.3% 

Manufacturing 
Job Growth 

\M'e'1ili)l! Af1nual G!'O\Oth) 

0.3% -0.5% -l.B% ·0.9% 

Construction 
Job Growth 
(A~A~~) 

6.2% 2.5% 3.4% 0,5% 

Auto JQb Growth 
!AWlra~ Anm.!!1 G:1l'Mh} 

3.0'1. 1.4% 1.4% 0.4% 

Federal Budget Deficit 
(1'll""",,1 Grtl'Mh) 

-43.4% 109.5% 87.1% 291.9% 

Real Private-SectOf 
GOP Growth 

!A"",~!!AnnUl.lI~hl 

3.2%: 3.0% 1.3% 2.4% 

Business Investment 
(A~!II Annu~1 GroWII'lI 

11.0% 4.1% 2.0% 3.4% 

Combined Rate (If 
Unemployment & Inflation 

(A~RIIm) 

3.9 12.2 10.6 11.7 

Combined Rate of 
Unemployment, Inflation, 

and Mortgage Rates 
iA~Rflt"') 

16.5 24.1 20.0 22.7 

Consumer Sentiment 
{!\~Rllle! 

89.3 87.1 82.4 85.5 

Consumer Confidence 
(A\lt'fa:Qe Rate) 

88.2 86.8 84.6 86.1 

Help-Wanted Index 
\A~'II MJl0J31 Gf!;:W~_') 

9.4% 3.3% -10.7% -1.6% 
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Stock Market 

tA¥1It1lQll Annual GfO'MfIj 

30~Year Treasury Bond 
tA~R"h) 

10-¥ear Treasury Bond 
'(A~ulge Rale) 

Average Fixed 
Mortgage Rate 

;A_~RliVJl 

Inflation ICPI-U) 
ll<.wraQe Annual GwM.I!l 

Inflation (PPI) 
!A..-eJ$gCt /IJmuaI GU:!WIh} 

Core Inflation (CPI-U) 
(AYt/104t A~n~ crt..Mi 

Exports (T aial} 
tA-aoeAMW::~Il} 

Exports (Goods) 
{A_Q'II Annual GrtfflIhj 

Industrial Production 
(~AMWIlGn:M'lhl 

Capacity Utilization 
IA\ffIf1tlO'l Ra'~J 

Real Average 

Hourly Earnings 


(PP!IWt! Growth} 

Real Average 

Weekly Earnings 

~n:G~ 

New BUsinHs 
Incorporations 

(AVI!nlge Ann .....1G«>;>1l!j 

Business Failures 
{AvImIoeN.I1u.tl Qrt:I\\th) 

Tola! Bankruptcy 
Filings 

IAVlINIQ$ AI\IMII Gt'<.:lIottI) 

Homeownership Rate 
{Chllnge In l>$U~tll"rlIr1l'l) 

Poverty Rate 
(O'~ In ~~ta;j!! PcirltlI) 

Home Building: Pem1its 
(A..~ ,t,,-,rw/lI GIUWQ';) 

15.3% 

6.9% 

6.5% 

7.8% 

2.70/1) 

1.3% 

%,9% 

9.3% 

10.9% 

3.8% 

83.0 

0.6% 

-0.2% 

5.1% 

-9.7% 

-2.0% 

1.4 

-ll.3 

5.6% 

6.6% 

10.7% 

10.7% 

12.9% 

4.2'l/Q 

2.3% 

5.1% 

6.3% 

2.9% 

2.8% 

79.8 

·2.4% 

-2.5% 

3.2% 

21.9% 

B.O% 

-1.7 

0.0 

2,2% 

5.7% 6.3% 

8.2% 9.9% 

8.0% 9.B% 

9.5% 11.8% 

4.2% 4.2% 

2.9% 2.5% 

4.4% 4.3% 

7.2% 6.6% 

5.9% 5.3% 

0.9% 2.2% 

81.3 80.2 

-4.1% -6.4% 

-4.9% -7.3% 

-0.5% 1.9% 

14.2% 19.2% 

12.1% 9.4% 

-02 -1.9 

1.8 1.8 

·5.3% ·0.3% 

http:AvImIoeN.I1u.tl


-. 

Economic Indicators Stronger 
Under President Reagan: 

Real GOP Growth 
(/I;~aoeAllnuaf GtowIh) 

Real·Median Family 

Income Growth 

i"'~AllI'lI.IaIG~ 

ReaJ Compensation 

Per Hour 


(AlolllOloe Anrnml G~ 

Housing Starts 
{A.....~AM\.~I Rala) 

Housing C~mpletions 
(A\IlIllIile f>.nnual Rr.tj 

EconomIc Indicators Stronger 
Under President Bush: 

Productivity 
("~AI\_(GIl7W:1) 

Trade Balance 
(••• 'toO/GOPI 
~ In ?ercel'~ PomIlj 

2.6% 

0.2% 

0.3% 

1.37 Million 

1,29 Million 

0.7% 

-0.6 

3.0% 

0.8% 

0.6% 

1.54 Million 

1.50 Minion 

1.1% 

-3.3 

1.3% 2.4% 

. -1.1% 0.2% 

0.4% 0.5% 

1.20 Million 1A3 Million 

1 25 Million 1.42 Million 

1,2% 1.1% 

0.6 -2.7 



. , 

ATTACHMENT! 	 DISCUSSION OF SEV.:N AREAS WHERE ECONOMIC 
INDICATORS WERE STRONGER UNDER REAGAN OR BUSH. 

l. 	 Indicator: Real GDP Growth. Since you took office. renl GDP has increased at a 2.6 
percent annual rate. In comparison. real GDP grew at a 3,0 percent annual rate during the 
Reagan Administration. 1 J percent annual rate during the Bush Administration, and a 2,4 
percent annual clip during the 12 Reagan-Bush years, 

• PoilUs Wortlt Noting. 

1. 	 GI)P Has Grown Faster Tban The 12 Reagan~8ush Years. The economy has 
grown Jaster under us than it did during the previous two Administrations 
combined. (2.6 percent per year vs. 2.4 percent per year). 

2. 	 GDP Has Grown Twice As Fast As Under President Hush. Since you took 
office. the economy nas groV.-1\ twice as fast as it did during the previous 
Administration. (2,6 percent per year vs. 1.3 percent per year). 

3. 	 Privatl'-Sector GDP Has Grown Faster Under Us. The only reason GDP grew 
faster under Reagan was because he was so fiscaily irresponsible. If we take the 
government sector out of the calculation and look at the private sector of the 
economy. we find that private-sector GDP has grown at a faster annually under us 
than during the Reagan Administration (3.2 percent per year vs. 3.0 percent per 
year). 



lI. 	 Housing Markel. 

Indicator: Housing Starts and Home Completions. Since you took office, there have been 
1.37 million housing starts annually. This compares to 1.54 million during the Reagan 
Administration. 1.20 million during the Bush Administration, and 1.43 million during the 
prior 12 years. Home completions have averaged 1.29 million at an annual rate since you 
took office, During the Reagan Administration, horne completions averaged i .50 million 
annually and under President Bush. home completions averaged 1.42 minion per year. 
During the combined Reagan-Bush years, home completions increased at an average rate of 
1.42 million annually. 

• 	 Points Worth Noting. 

-1. 	 Housing Market Stronger Today Than During Previous Administration. Both 
housing starts and home completions have increased more rapidly in the fast three 
years than during the Bush Administration. During the previous four years, 
housing starts averaged 1.20 million per year: since you took office. the annual 
average has increased to 1.37 million. 

2. 	 Housing 800m Under President Reagan Was Artificial. The growth in the 
housing market during the Reagan Administration was artificial. spurred on by 
distortionary tax provisions such as depreciation allowances far larger than true 
economic depreciation. And the housing bust that followed this artificial bubble 
contributed to the S&L debacle and 1990-91 recession. 

.. 	 Artificial Housing Expansion Contributed To S&L Debacle and 1990-91 
Recession. As Joe Stiglitz said in his testimony to the loint Economic 
Committee last Friday: "This artiticial expansion could not ~~ and did nol -~ 
last. The collapse contributed in no small measure to the S&L debacle which. 
in tum. was a driving force in the economic recession of 1991, and which cost 
the American tax:payers over $150 billion to resolve." 

. 3. 	 Homeownership Is Up, After Falling Dur~Dg Previous Two Administrations. 
After hQmeownership fell during both the Reagan and Bush Administrations. it is 
up since you took office, reaching its highest level in 15 years. And in 1995. the 
homeownership rate increased 0.9 percentage points ~- [halls the largest annual 
im;rease in 30 years:, . 

4. 	 New Building Permits Are Up At A Faster Rate Than Under Reagan. New 
home building permits have increased 5.6 percent per year since 'you took office, 
after increasing only 2J pen::ent per year under President Reagan and falling 
during President Bush. 



III. 	 Wages. There are a number of different measures of wages. each displaying a slightly 
different trend. We fare better than either of the previous two Administrations in terms of 
average hourly earnings or average weekly earnings. For example. after falling for a 
decade. average hourly earnings have increased somewhat since you took office. Only on 
the area of compensation growth have both Presidents Reagan and Bush had a stronger 
record than we do -- and it is a slim margin, , 

Indicator: ReallUedian Family I"come GrOlvth. Since you took office, real median 
family income has grown 0.19 percent per year. This compares to a 0.8 percent per year 
rate during the Reagan years. a 1.1 percent annual dk&lin~ during: the Bush Administration, 
and a 0.17 percent annual increase during the l2 Reagan-Bush years. 

fr Points Worth Noting. 

I. 	 The median family1 s income has increased slightly faster since you took office 
than it did during the combined Reagan~Bush Administrations (0.19 percent 
per year \'S. 0.11 percent per ,'ear). 

2. 	 After median income fell 4 percent during the previous Administration. it is 
up slightly since you took office. In the tour years before you took office. real 
median family income full 4 percent Real median famiJy income is up from when 
you took office increasing from $38,632 in 1992 to 538,782 in 1994 -- the most 
reeent year data are available. 

3. 	 In the first year following the economic plan, real median family income 
grew 2.3 percent -- that's a far faster annual rate than during the Reagan 
Administration or the "Reagan recuveryfi. 

Indicator: Real Compensation Per Hour Growth. Real compensation per hour has 
increased at a 0.3 percent annual rate. compared to a 0.6 percent rate during the Reagan 
Administration. a 0.4 percent rate during the Bush Administration. and a 0,5 percent rote 
during tne 'Combined Reagan-Bush years. 

• 	 POillis Worth Noting. 

1. 	 Compensation growth has essentially continued at the same pace during the 
last three years as it did during the previous two Administrations. 

2. 	 The main reason why compensation per hour has grown slightly slower 
during your Administration than during the previous 12 years is that health 
iusurance costs have increased at a slower rate since you took office.. 	 . 

* 	 If we look at what workers take home, the story is quite different. Average 
hourly wages have increased slightly since you took office, after declining 79 
cents during the previous two Administrations. 

3. 	 Compensation per hour grew faster during your first three years than during 
President Bush's first three years. 



: 

IV. 	 Indicator: Productivity. Since you took office, productivity has grown at an annual rate of 
0.7 percen:. This compares to a 1.1 percent growth rate during the Reagan Administration. 
a 1.2 percent rate during President Bush's tenn in office, and aLl percent overaH rate 
during the 12 years of Ronald Reagan and George Bush. 

• 	 Poinls Wortll 1Voting. 

1. 	 While productivity growth continues at essentially tbe same pace under your 
Administration as in tbe 19705 and 1980s, there arc'signs that our agenda is 
going to payoff: 

• 	 Business Investment Is Up. Business investment ~- shown to be closely 
associated with productivity gains ~~ has illcreased at double~digit rates for 
three years in a row for the tirst time since the 19605. 

• 	 National Savings Rate Has Increased. As we have -reduced the deficit. the 
national savings rate has risen from 2.5 percent when you took office to 4,6 
percent Increasing nadonal savings is the most important step toward raising 
productiviiY growth. 

• 	 Investing In Our Future. We have put In place critical education structures 
sllch as School-to-Work, Technology Literacy Challenge, direct student loans, 
and national service. We have invested in our people by increasin'g funding 
for education and training, We know our people can't work harder, but they 
can work smarter. By investing in education and traintng, we can help make 
this a reality. 

• 	 Eliminating Thousands Of Pages Of Regulations. We have eliminated 
16.000 pages of rules and regulations. As we get rid of wasteful and 
unproductive regulations, the economy should grow and worker productivity 
should increase, 



V. 	 Indicator: Trade Deficit. During the Reagan Administration. our trade balance went from 
surplus to deficit. increasing from an $8 billion surplus (1.8% of GDP) to an $88 billion 
deficit (-l.S% of GDP). Under. the Bush Administration, the trade deficit improved closing 
from $88 billion (.1.5% ofGDP) to $55 billion (·0.9% ofGDP). Since you took office, 
the trade dd'icit has increased from $55 billion in the first quarter of 1993 (-0.9% of GDP) 
to $94 billion in the fourth quarter of 1995 (.1.5% of GDP) •• that's an increase in the size 
of the trad" deficit of 0.6 percentage points of GDP. 

• 	 Points Wortll Noting. 

1. 	 The rise in the trade deficit since you took office is largely tbe result of the 
fact that the United States economy has 'grown faster than our major trading 
pnrtners. \\!hen this happens, we demand more of their goods than they demand 
of ours and our trade deficit increases. 

• 	 Since yrn1 took office, exports of American goods have grown by $149 
billion ~~ that's a faster annual rate of export growth tban during either 
President Reagan or President Bush. 

• 	 Increased exports have also help create hundreds of thousands of high­
paying American jobs -- jobs that, on average, pay ]5 percent more than 
other jobs. 

2. 	 The improvement in the trade deficit during the Bush Administration, 
however, was at least partly a result of tbe weak economic growth during his 
term in office. And this anemic: growth lowered our demand for imports. 

3. 	 The increase in the trdde deficit during the Reagan era was the result of 
different factors than the rise in tbe trade deficit in the last three years. The 
tmde deficit that resulted during the Reagan Administration was primarily due to 
the explosion of the United States budget deficit during the 19805. 

• 	 Why. budget deficit leads to • trade defieit? An increase in the budget 
deficit raises interest rates which tends to attract foreign capital to America. In 
turn, this raises the exchange rate -- as foreigners demand more dollars -­
driving down the cost of foreign goods to Americans and driving up the cost 
of American goods to foreigners. In this case, a larger trade deficit results. 



TABLE 2 


ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE 

A Comparison Of Your Record vs. President Reagan's 

Economic Indicators Stronger 
Under President Clinton: 

Job Growth 
{Average Annual G!owth} 

Prlvate-Sector 
Job Growth 

(AvemgeAMua/ Growth) 

Percent of the New 

Jobs in Private Sector 


{Average Retei 

Manufacturing 

Job Growth 


(Average A.rurual GIO'Ntn) 

Construction 
Job Growth 

(A:iMl:Ge FonnU1I1 GJow:h} 

Auto JOb Growth 
(Averege Annual Growth) 

Federal Budget Deficit 

{Percent GraM") 


Real Private-Sector 

GDPGrowth 


(Averago Annual Growth) 

Business Investment 
(Average Annual GtNh) 

Combined Rate of 

Unemployment & Inflation 


(Average Rate) 

Clinton 


2.4% 

2.7% 

92.8% 

0.3% 

6.2% 

3.0% 

43.4% 

3.2% 

11.0% 

8.9 

Reagan 


2.1% 

2.3% 

91.3% 

-0.5% 

2.5% 

1.4% 

109.5% 

3.0% 

4.1% 

12.2 



Combined Rate of 
Unemployment, Inflation, 

and Mortgage Rates 
(Average Rate) 

Consumer Sentiment 
(AWIrage Rate) 

Consumer Conlldence 
(Averllge Rate) 

Help·Wanted Index 
{A~ Annua( Gri.JWthj 

Stock Market 
{Avtmge Annual Growth) 

30·Year Treasury Bond 
(Average- Rate) 

10·Year Treasury Bond 
(Avemge Rate) 

Average Fixed 
Mortgage Rate 

(Avetagt Ram:, 

Inflation (CPI·U) 
(Average Annual GIOW'lhr 

Inflation (PPII 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Core Inflallon (CPI.U) 
(A~g8 Annual Growth) 

Exports (Total) 
(Avet'a9& Annual GrOlNth) 

Exports (Goods) 
{Average AMLlat Glowth) 

Trade Balance 
(as a % of GOP) 

(Chimge In ~ Pnintsj 

Industrial Production 
(A¥eI'l:l9O Annual Gfawth) 

Capacity UtlUl.atlon 
(Average Ra«!) 

16.5 24.1 

89.3 87.1 

88.2 86.8 

9.4% 3.3% 

15.3% 6.6% 

6.9% 10.7% 

6.5% 10.7% 

7.8% 12.9% 

2.7% 42% 

1.3% 2.3% 

2.9% 5.1% 

9.3% 6.3% 

10.9% 2.9% 

.(l.S ·3.3 

3.8% 2.8% 

83.0 79.8 
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Real Average 


Hourly Earnings 

(Per<:en! Growth) 

Real Average 

Weekly Earnings 


(P~GrowIh) 

New Business 
Incorporations 

(Ave1age Annulll 0/0\\111) 

Business 
Failures 

lAvel1lg(l Annual Grawth) 

Total Bankruptcy 

Filings 


(Average Anrrual Gnwllh) 

Homeownershlp Rate 
(~hange In Per~ Pomls) 

Poverty Rate 
(Cha!'\gEIln Par;:;entage PoiOI$i 

Home Building Permils 
(Average Annual Growth) 

Economic Indicators Stronger 
Under President Reagan: 

Housing Compielions 
(Average Annual Rete) 

Real GOP Growth 
(Average Ar.nvaI Growth) 

Real Compensation 

Per Hour 


{Average Annuli.! G~) 

Housing Starts 
(Av&I1Ige: Annual Rate) 

Productivity 
(Average Anf'olJei GlUVfth) 

Real Median F,amlly 

Income Growth 

(Average Annual GJl:rMh) 

0.6% -2.4% 

..0.2% -2.5% 

5.1% 3.2% 

·9.7% 21.9% 

·2.0% 8.0% 

1.4 ·1.7 

·0.3 0.0 

5.6% 2.3% 

1.29 Million 1.50 Million 

2.6% 3.0% 

0.3% 0.6% 

1.37 Million 1.54 Million 

0,7% 1.1% 

0.2% 0.8% 



TABLE 3 


ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE 

A Compalison Of Your Record vs. the Previous Two Administrations Combined 

Economic Indicators Stronger 
Under President Clinton: 

Job Growth 
(Average Annual GrQWIh) 

Private-Sector 

Job Growth 


(Average Annual Growth) 

Percent of the New 

Jobs In Private Sector 


(AYe!Bge Rate) 

Manufacturing 

Job Growth 


(Averag~ Annual G/';w,dh} 

Construction 

Job Growth 


(Average AnmlllJ Gr·:Mrih) 

Auto Job Growth 
(AVErage Annual GmwIh} 

Federal Budget Deficit 
(Percent G'O'Mfl) 

Real GOP Growth 
{Averag~ Annual Growth) 

Real Private-Sector 

GOP Growth 


iAverage Annual Growth) 

Business Investment 
(AVtlrago Annl,la! Growth) 

Combined Rate of 

Unemployment ~ Inflation 


(AYlIrage Rate} 

Clinton 


2.4% 

2.7% 

92.8% 

0.3% 

6.2% 

3.0% 

-43.4% 

2.6% 

3.2% 

11.0% 

8.9 

Reagan/Bush 

1.6% 

1.6% 

86.3% 

-Q.g% 

0.5% 

04% 

291.9% 

2.4% , 

2.4% 

3.4% 

11.7 



: 

Combined Rate of 
Unemployment, Inflation, 

and Mortgage Rates 
(Average Rate) 

Consumer Sentiment 
(A~Rate) 

Consumer Confidence 
(Average Rate) 

Help.Wanted Index 
{Average Annual Grov.th) 

Stock Market 
(Average Annual Growth} 

30·Year Treasury Bond 
(Average Rate} 

10· Year Treasury Bond 
(Avmlgtl Rate) 

Average Flx'ed 
Mortgage Rate 

(Allmtgl!! RaUl) 

Inflation (CF'I·U) 
(A",.,..ge AMtI3l GrO'Atll) 

Inflation (PPI) 
(AWlrage Annual Gi'¢Mh) 

Core In!latlon (CF'I·U) 
(Average Anoual Gr(lWlh) 

Exports (Total) 
(Average AII(\\./I)! GrOlNlN 

Exports (Goods) 
(Average Annual Gf"O'Ml'I) 

Trade Balance 
<as a % ofGDP) 

(Change In p~ Point&) 

Industrial Production 
(Average Annual Gt(lwth) 

Capacity Utilization 
(Aver1l1tft Rate) 

16.5 22.7 

89.3 85.5 

88.2 86.1 

9.4% -1.6% 

15.3% 6.3% 

6.9% 9.9% 

6.5% 9.8% 

7.8% 11.8% 

2.7% 4.2% 

1.3% 2,5% 

2.9% 4.8% 

9.3% 6.6% 

10.9% 5.3% 

-0.6 -2.7 

3.8% 2,2% 

83.0 80.2 



Real Average 
Hourly'Earnings 0.6% 

(Percent Grovoth} 

Real Average 
Weekly Earnings -0.2% 

(Pert:Mt Growth) 

Real Median Family 0.19% 
Income Growth 
(AverOIJfi\ Anrrua! Growth) 

New Business 

Incorporations 5.1% 


(AveragB At'IO\.PlI GflW"th) 

Business 
Fallur.s -9.7% 

(Avemge AMual Growth) 

Total Bankruptcy 
Filings -2.0% 

{A\fflrage Annual Gtcwfh} 

Homeownershlp Rate 1.4 
(Cnange In P~e Points) 

Poverty Rate -0.3 
(Change in Percentage Points) 

Home Building Permits 5.6% 
(Ave-rage AnnvaI Grc'NIh) 

Economic Indicators Stronger 

Under Previous Two Administrations Combined: 


Housing Completions 1,29 Million ' 
{Avero.ge Annual R&tet 

Real Compensation 
Per Hour 0,3% 

(Average Annual GrC'Mh) 

Housi ng Starts 1,37 Million 
(AWJf'tIge Annual Rate) 

Productivity' 0,7% 
(Average Annual Growth) 

-6.4% 

-7,3% 

0,17% 

1,9% 

19,2% 

9.4% 

-1,9 

1,8 

-0,3% 

1.42 Million 

0.5% ' 

1.43 MIllion 

1.1% 

http:Avero.ge
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TABLE 4 


ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE 

A Comparison Of Your Record vs. the Previous Administration 

Clinton Bush 

Economic Indicators Stronger 
Under President Clinton; 

Job Growth 
(Average Annual Growth) 

2.4% 0.6% 

Private-5ector 
Job Growth 

IAvetllQe Annual Growth) 

2.7% OA% 

Percent 01 the New 
Jobs in Private Seclor 

(Average Rm&} 

92.8% 53.0% 

Manufacturing 
Job Growth 

(Average Anooa! Growth) 

0.3% -1.8% 

Construction 
Job Growth 

(Avefa9Il AMual Orowth) 

6.2% 3.4% 

Auto Job Growth 
(Averago An.'1U<ri Gtowlh) 

3.0% 1A% 

. 
Federal Budget Deficit 

(Percent OrQ'Mh) 

-43.4% 87.1% 

Real GOP Growth 
iAV«IiIge Annual GrtMth) 

2.6% 1.3% 

Real Private·Sector 
GOP Growth 

{A'tCIntg& AArrt.ial Growth} 

3.2% 1.3% 

Business investment 
{Average Annual GlowIh} 

11.0% 2.0% 

Combined Rate of 
Unemployment & Inflation 

(Average Raie) 

8.9 10.6 



Combined Rate of 
Unemployment, Inflation, 

and Mortgage Rates 
(AverOlge Rate) 

Consumer Sentiment 
(Averag& Rate) 

Consumer Confidence 
(Average Rate) 

Help.Wanted Index· 
(A¥CfD~ Annual GrO'Mh} 

Stock Market 
{Average Arnrual Growth} 

3()"Year Treasury Bond 
iAver!l9c Rate) 

10· Year Treasury Bond 
(AVOOlge Rate) 

Average Fixed 

Mortgage Rate 


(Average flaIl'll 

Inflation ICPI.U) 
(AWlra". Anntl$ GrUWIh) 

Inflation (PPI) 
(Average Annl.ml GroWt.>I} 

Core Inflation ICPI·UI 
(Avoril~ Arlmml Growth) 

Exports (Total) 
(Avetilgil AnnulIl Growth) 

Exports (Goods, 
(Average JlIrmual Growth) 

Industrial Production 
(Average AnnlJ.JI Gn:>wth) 

Capacity Utilization 
(Iwerage Rate) 

Real Average 

Hourly Earnings 


(PlI:fccm GJ'l,:M(h) 

16.5 20.0 

89.3 82.4 

88.2 84.6 

9.4% ·10.7% 

15.3% 5.7% 

6.9% 8.2% 

6.5% 8.0% 

7.8% 95% 

2.7% 4.2% 

1.3% 2.9% 

2.9% 4.4% 

9.3% 7.2% 

10.9% 5.9% 

3.8% 0.9% 

83.0 81.3 

0.6% -4.1% 

http:AnnlJ.JI


; . 
Real AVI!rage 

Weekly Eamings 
(Percert Grow'Ih) 

-0.2% -4.9% 

~eal Median Family 
Income Growth 
(Aver. AnnLmI GwMI1) 

0.2% -1.1% 

New Business 
incorporations 

(Aver8go Annv;!1 Gfowth) 

5.1% -0.5% 

Business 
Failures 

(Avlil'l'l/.g(l MIIU!]] Growth) 

-9.7% 14.2% 

T olal Bankruptcy 
Fllln~ls 

{A~enlge AnnUlil GriM1h} 

-2.0% 12.1% 

Homeownenshlp Rate 
{Chango In Pen:J>!rriagu i"Qin\$j 

lA ·0.2 

Home Building Permlls 
(Aver.go Annual Gn:w4h) 

5.6% -5.3% 

Housing Starts 
(Average Annual Rale) 

1.37 Million 1.20 Million 

Housing Completions 
{Average Aonutil Raloj 

1.29 Miilion 1.25 Million 

Poverty Rate 
(Ctningo In Percentago Points) 

·0.3 1.B 

Economic Indicators Stronger 
Under President Bush: 

Real Compensation 
Per Hour 

(Average Almwl Grow1h) 

0.3% 0.4% 

Productivity 
(AvernQe AnruJllI Growth) 

0.7% 1.2% 

Trade Balance 
(as a % of GDP) 

(Change In Pen:C1'ItaQe Pointa) 

·0.6 0.6 



JUN-e2-t996 18:46 P.0!. 

Statement: There is I1Uln! computer power in your Ford Taurus as you navi~ale to the 
supermarket than there was in Apalia J J when NeU Armstrong took it to the moon. 

Action Needed: rru;t check with Tom Kalil. 

Statement: Just 1() hair~lhin strand!; of optical fiber could transmit the emire conrent$ 
of 'foe Library ofColIJ~,.ess across the United States in le.tll chan a ucond. u 

Action Needed: Fact check with Tom Kalil. 

Statement; The World Wide Weh did nm even exist at the heginning (?f my tenn. 

Action Needed: Fact cheel< with Tom Kalil. 

Statement: By the time (J child born UJdiJY is old enough to read. twa billion people 
;viii be on ihe internet, 

Action Needed: Fact check with Tom Kalil. 

Stateml!nt; When [ took office. Washington was standin$! still illlhe past, The deficit 
.d:yr()ck~!ted; rmemploymenr ciimbt'(/: job growth fdl. and V/ashiIJgum jailed to 
reJpond. 

Activn . Needed: It is true that the deficit had skyrocketed during me previous 
Administration; the unemployment bad climbed. and me rare of job growth had fallen. 
HOWEVER. when President Clinton took offi<e. the unemployment rate was declining 
and the job growth rate wa::: increa~ing. The last phrase sounds very "big government" .­
Wa~hingtoll comtols what happens to unemployment and job growth. 

1 would suggest something like: "''The unemployment rare had climbctj. job growth had 
faUen, and Wa.lOhingt.on had failed to respond to sL"Yfrn.::keting defic.."'1.K" 

Statement: The American people have created nearly 9 million new jobs. 

Action Needed: As of Tuesday, we will have 854S million new jobs (7'<1 111illion in tile 
private sector). "The American people" includes American people working for me 
govetruIle1l' aeuring jobs. 

Statement: Americans bought 3.6 Million new Jwmeowne.rs. 3 Million lUi»> small 
. husinesses. and a recot'rillumber oj Neil-made millionaires. For the third year in a 

row, the Uniled States of America fs the most t:omperiril'e i'cOIlOm}, in rhe world. 

Aetion ·Needed: I would ,ug8"'~ chanfll"ll this roo "We have 3.7 million new 
horneowners. a record number of new small businesses. in each of the la~t thrt:e Y<:IU'S, and 
... just last week ... the United States of Americ.:a was rani:.ed the wUTld~s mOSt 
competitive economy for the third year in a row." 

http:rani:.ed
http:Jwmeowne.rs
http:Wa.lOhingt.on
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Statement: The iru:amc gap bet"'t!t?n those with college degrees amif/tf}Se without is 
nor narrowing, it is not holding steady u if i.~ growing wider and wider, Fijieen years 
ago. the typical worker with a college degree made 36 percent mare than a worker 
with (J. high schooi diploma, Today, the colJrtgtN!dufared worker makes 74 percent 
mort! than thit high school worker. 

Action Needed; The ''ftfteen year:; ago" number is J8 percent, The "today" number 
penains to lW4. Li". Lynch ,hould have the 1995 numbu. We should a1<o ask liS<! ",,0 
Tom Kane how they feel about the statement that the gap h ·'not holding steady ..- it is 
growing wider and wider." There are some wh(l believe that the gap is leveling off at about 
75 percent ( •. g., Larry Mi,he] at EPl). 

Statement: [I! his book "The Road From }{eTt!.~ Bill Gote:, wY(Jle thm the invention 
of the digital chip i:;, leading the way to the Rreare:a revolution in comml.wh'wirws 
sincf! GucenberK priuted tlu! first BU;le in Europe SOnU! 500 years ago, 

Action Needed; I believe the book is titled ''The Road Ahead," 

Statement: I'm pleased to announce ttJday that a partnership of h{gh~teph camprmir!s, 
parents. teacher,. and student.'i. hawl itJunched Netda:? New Jer.rey to connect oller 
1000 ofNew Jersey's schools UJ eM in/ormation Superhighway IJY tJris time ne).l year. 

Action Needed: he, check with Tom Kalil. 

Statement: As (J result, we iutve made college mnre affilrdahle JilT miUiof1s of 
American.• /Prhu..'eton?J while cuttin.g cuSIS lor taxpayers. 

Action Needed! Check with Leslie to see if Princeton is a direl:t-Jending schooL 

Statement: We sl{)Tlf.~d AmeriCorpJ. to give Q hdpiflg ;uJrui wirh t(JUe~e !fJ XX,(J(){) 


JOUIl}! people who un~ helping cheirt'oUnlfY, . is,oOo j.Iw., 

Action Needed: Check with National Service. 'WllOO ........~ r-

Statement: A centu,), ago. millions 0/ new jw::uJrY workers and Immi%!rantS needed to 
read in..nructions or streetcar :,lxns. l"O tIt rhe turn of the cenlury, chi!" pr(}.eress~ 
made the requiremenr that evc:ry child should be in st.'iwol lhe law ofrhlj lalld. ~ 

Action Needed: Check with Educa.tion. ' 

StatE:ment: After World War fl, we decided rhat iO years W(l~" nm enough .~ that all 
Americans should Ro m school/or 12 year:;. --~ C.. I 

. IIl\1lC~ 

Action Needed: Check with Education. 



Statement~ BW ClilllOn. Boh Dole, Colin Powell. Bill Gates, and Ted TUJ'tlfJf all hav't' 
olle fhing ill commo,,: tlu! government helped them go to college. 

Action Needed: Double <:heck these~· it would be pretty cmbaril.~;;:ing (0 screw thi~ one 
up. ~ 

. 

I 
/Statement: When 1 ;.vas Governor of Arkansas, we (feated Academic Challenge 

Scholarships ~~ given ollly to stlltiehts who- make (l good (tI)(!rogc, s.1<Jy in school. !/.lui 
."fay off drugs. 

Action Needed: Check to make "Uft that thCiiC were the conditions of the scholarships. 

j statemeot: This year. HOff sc:Jwlarships arc helping 80.000 Of.orgia .rtudeflt$ *­

incJtuJilt.~ 70% of lhe freshman class, at the Uniwrsiry ofGeorgia. 

Action Needtd: Ched: to make ~ure the~e sta.t.~ are comct. 
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WHAT "CLINTON CRUNCH" ??? 
Tile Facts 0" Tile Economy Under President Clinton 

July 17. 1996 

CLINTON ECONOMY IS STRONGER THAN PREVIOUS REPUBLICAN ADML'\ISTRA TIONS 

• 	 Stronger Job Growth, More than !O miilion new jobs added in J 1/2 years -- a faster nnnual rute of job 
growlh than llny Republican Administration since the 19205. And neariy 8 times more private-se;;:tor jobs per 
month than during the previous Administration -~ 227.000 Jobs per month \'S, 29.000. 

• 	 Lower Combined Upemployment, Infladon. and Mortgage Rates. The combined unemployment. inflation, 
nnd mortgage rate is at its lowelit level in qearly 30 VcnTS, 

• 	 Stronger Private--St'dor E(;OMmic ,Growth. Since President CHnton took office. the private sector has grown 
3.1% annually ~. stronger than cither of the previous two Administrations. 

• 	 Stronger Exports. Exports of American goods have grown by one-third ~~ up $ t50 billion .~ a better record 
than either of thc previous two Administrations. 

• 	 Higher HomC<)wnersbip_ Homeownership is now at its highest level in 15 years. 

• 	 nelich More Than Cut In Half. Both CSO ($)] 5-$130 billion} and OMB ($117 billion) agree that the deficit 
wii! have been cut more than in half \vilhin four years. The deficit is now smaller as a share of GDP than any 
major economy 10 the \\orld. [CBO 7f!6i9b; mm 11'ir, WId OECD, 6/SI61 

WHILE THERE IS STILL ]\!ORE WORK TO BE DONE. PRESIDENT CLINTON'S POLICIES ARE 
HELPING TURN THE CORNER ON 20 YEARS OF WAGE STAGNATION 

• Incrcase In Average Hourly E.arnings. During the last three yeats. real average houriy earnings have 
increased slightly, after dropping 79 centS quring the previous two Administrations. jSollrcc: BtlKtu ofLWor 
Suuinks tmljusted 10 O¢Ctrtl'CItr 1995 tldlru-s !hing. ~"\( ePl-u\.; 

• Business Week, 3/11/96: "Real hourly wages are rising. for the first time in 10 years," 

., Increase in Real Median Family Inwme. After falling 4 percent during the previous Administration, 
real median family income is up since President Clinton took office. Indeed. it increased 2.3 percent in 
1994 alone. !S!'I,1T\:l:: BIl."l:30 of 1!1~ CC«Su$ 1m;"",,,. I'rwUf> ami V"l",,/lo/t oi ,\uncasn 8Em:/iI$,' /99,(1 

• America Is Gfowin~ Togtther. In 1994 ~~ the most re~ent year data are availahle ~~ every family 
income group, from the fichest to the poorest, experienced a real increase in their incomes, far the first 
lime since 19&9. [SolJrce: UIJf(~alJ oj the Cel1'....s. in(cme, PQ~r".." and l"fum,,,,, of Nuncash &:~llu,' /9'N I 

EXPERTS AGREE THAT TilE CLINTON ECONOMY IS STRONG 

Barr(m's, 3/18/96: "In short. Clinton's economic record is remarkable. ,,,Clinton also rightfully boasted 
:hat. ·our economy is the healthiest thut it has been in thirt), years:" 

Majority Leader Robert nole, 2120196: "It is also true. as some have said. that our economy is the 
strongest ifs been in 30 years." 

~ 	 WasJtingron Post. 5/4/96: "Wages are rising at their fastest pace in five years, consumer confidence is 
soaring, n.od business and consumer spending has fueled an unexpectedly strong burst of economic 
growth:' 

~ 	 David \V~'ss. DRtfMcGraw-HiIl. 6/10196: "If you took at the economy during the Clinton 
Administration. you have to sa.y it's been a success, We have low inflation. full employment, and steady 
growth. This is rcaHy just about the best of all macroeconomic worlds." 
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THE ECONOMY UNDER PRESIDENT CLINTON: THE BEST SINCE ... 
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* 	 SmaUcst Deficit As A Share Of The Economy In Over Two Decade. OMS projects the deficit to 
be 1.6 percent of the economy this year ~- smaller than nny year since 1974, 

*" 	 Lowest Combined Rate of Unemployment and Inflation Since 1968. 

* 	 Stronger Job Growth Than Any l~epublican Administration Since the 19205. More than 10 
million new jobs added in 3 112 years -- that's l1 fU.l!lCr annual rate of job growth than any Republican 
Administration since the Roaring 1920s, 

* 	 Highest Share Of Jobs In Private Sector Since Harding. Ninety-three percent of all new jobs 
have been created by the private sector -- t~at's higher than the average during any other 
Administration since Warren G. Harding was President 75 years ago. 

* 	 Lowest Inflation For An Administration Since Kenned~·. Inflation has'averaged just 2.8 percent 
per year ~~ thaCs the lowest rate of inflation for any Administration since JOM r. Kennedy was 
President. 

.. 	 Stronger ~1anufacturing Job Growth Than Any Republican Administration Since Before the 
Great DepressiDn. Since: President Clinton took office. the economy has added 183.000 ne\v 
manufacturing jobs -~ that's a faster annual rate of manufacturing job grO\\'th than nny Republican 
Administration since the before the Great Depression. 

* 	 Strongest Business Investment Growth For An Administration Since Kennedy. Business 
investment has grown 11.0 percent annually v~ that's a faster rate of business investment grov.1:h than 
any other Administration since John F. Kennedy was President 

* 	 Lowest Mongnge Rates In 30 Years. Mortgage rates have averaged just 7.8 percent ~;. that's lower 
than any other Administration since Lyndon Johnson was President in the 19605. 

.. 	 Strongest Stock Alarkct Gruwth Since World \Var JI. The stock market has increased 14.2 percent 
per year. in real tenns -- that's a faster rate than during any other Administration since World War'IL 

* 	 Highest Homeownership Rate In 15 Years. 

.. 	 Strongest Construction .fob Growth Since Truman. In just over 3 years, the economy has added 
890,000 new construction jobs ~- that's tbe fastest annual nue of construction job growth since Harry 
S Truman was President. 

:\fAJORlTY LEADER I)OLE. BARRON'S. AND DRlIMcGRA W-HILL AGREE: 
THE ECONOMl" IS THE HEALTHIEST IT'S BEEN IN .10 l"EARS 

Majority Lcaocr Uohert DOlle. 2l20/96: "it is also true. as some h;J.\'c said. that Out economy is 
the strongest it's been in 30 years." 

Barron!S1 3/18196: "Clinton also rightfully boasted that. 'our economy is the healthiest that it has 
been in thiny years, ... 

DRIIMcGraw-Hili. ,\larch 1996: "[T]he normal economic indicators suggest [the economy] is in 
its best shape in decades." 



CLiNTONOMICS VS. REAGANOMICS 
The Facls A" Tlte Economy Under Presidem Clinton 

July 17. 1996 

I'RESIDENT CLINTON'S ECONOMIC RECORD IS BETTEI~ THAN REAGAN'S ON 
NEARLY EVERY MAJOR ECONOMIC INDICATOR. When Republicans claim ,hat the Reagan 
economy was st:ongcr. they point to what they consider the Reagan "expansion years." 1983 to 1989. 
But. this is classic case of manipulating -data by choosing a selected time period, The Republicans give 
Reaganomics an ",.\" by dropping their two "F's" (1981 and 1982) and by daiming credit !'or someo-ne 
else's work (1989 happens to be Busa's first year in office). 

GittUm Reagan Maior Economic Indicator 

JOB GRO\'t'TH: Since President Clinton took office. [0 million new jobs have been created ~ 

. that's a 2,6% annual rate of job growth vs, a 2.0% annual rate during the Reagan 
Administration, !t took 41 months/or 10 milJianjohs 10 be creau:d under Climon t's. 74 
months under Reagan, ISource: \lase;! (IE a,,1;;! {I\lm the Hurellu of Laoor Statistil;s. Current EmplOyment StaliStics .UITcy.] 

PRlVATE-SECTOR JOB GROWTH: Since President Clinton took office. nearly 9.3 million 
new private-sector jobs have been added -- that's a 2.~1o annual rate of job growth vs, a 2.3% 
annual rate during: the Reagan Administration. fSout(e; £lased on data from SUt(llU {lftnbor SI.:lIislic~, Currenl 
Employment Suuiitic~ survey.} 

[lRIVATE~SECTOR ECONOMIC GROWTH: Since President Clinton look office. the 
private sector of the economy has expanded 3.1% per year compared 103.0% per year during 
the Reagan Administration, {Soww: Based on drua (rom the Dtpartmem of Commeta. Ilwtlu {If Etonomlt Ar.!ly$is.] 

BUDGET DEFICIT: By the end of this year, the deficIl will be less than half what it was four 
years ago: $117 bm~on now V$, $290 billion then. During the Reagan Administration, the 
deficit doubled. exploding from $74 billion to $155 billior;. !SO\Ul;C: OMltl 

MORTGAGE RATES: Since President Clinton look office. fixcd"mortgage rates have 
averaged 7,8% •• compared to an average rate of 12,8% during the Reagan Administration. 
(Source: [kpanmcr,l {lflbe Tlcawry. Office 01 EooMIII«: PQli<;y.\ 

BUSINESS INVESTMENT! Since Presldent CHnmn took office, business investment has 
increased 11.0% unnmll!y vs. 1I 4.1% annually durIng the Reagan Administration, {Scurce: Based ou 
data from !he D~pmment of Commerce. Burellu of Economic Analysls.} 

HOMEOWNERsnIP~ Since President Clinton took ofilce. the homcownership rate has 
increased to a 15-year high. During the Reagan Administration, the homeownership rate/ell 
from 65.6% to 63.9%. (Source: ll;w:d on data Irom dii:. {)(partrm:nt of CorllllltfCiL Boreall of dii:. Censuq 

STOCK MARKET: Since President Clinton took office. fhe stock market has increased 14.2 
percent per yenr. after adjusting for ini1atioo. This is more than t\vice the annual rate during 
tne Reagan Administration: 6.6% per year. (Source: O~pMUT1~r.\ '-'ftllr. Tr~asury, OfT.cc 0: Ecooonw; rclky_l 

INFLATION: Since President Clinton took office. the inBation rate has averaged 2.&% per 
year, During £lle Reagan Administration, the average inOation rate ,vas 4.2%. ISoorce: ilmd {In 
4m from 1M UUN:JU of L~bor S!II\Jl;!ics.l 

WAGE GROWTII: Since President Climon took office. rcal average hourly wages have 
increased slightly. During the Reagan Administration, they Jell 2% -~ or 28 cents. IS{lUf!;e; !law! 
llfl data fmm !he Bu«:lI.I 01 Laber Sta6SIicL (adjusted to Ot=ber 1'995 dol1an 115inll th~ cnu).] 

MANUFACTURING JOB GROWTH: Sinee President Clinton took office. 183.000 new 
manufacturing jobs have been added vs. 778.000 manufacturing jobs lost during the Reagan 
Administration. ISVUfCr.: Based l.m <lata r'tmllne O\JTeau of Lalxlr swisdcs. Current Employment Statistics $urvey.! 

= 




WHAT A DIffERENCE 4 YEARS MAKES 

Tiff! Facts 011 Tlie Economy Under President Clinton 
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WHAT A DIFFERENCE 4 YEARS MAKES: 

I>cficit Cut l\lore Than In Half 

In 	 1992. The deficit was 5290 billlol) ~~ the highest dollar level in history. 

• Today. CBO (SI15-SI30 billion) and OMB lSI17 b"tHion) agree that the deficit will be cut more than in 
half in 4 ye~rs, The deficit is now smaller as a share of GDP than any major economy in the world. ICBO 
-;,96. 0\18 1{,)6. Mid OECD. 61961 

l;nempJovment Is nOW" 

* 	 In 1992. The unemploymem rate \VllS above 7% during every month .. over 75% during 5 months. 
Four years: ago - in June 1992 -- the unemployment rate was 7,8 percent. 

• 	 Today, In June 1996. the unemployment rate is 5.3 percent w_ and has been below 6 percent for 22 
consecutive months. t$out(c: Bmi:Ju cil.Jho: .slUt:sli~s-1 

.Jobs Arc Op 

• 	 In 1992. Job growth was. weak and had suffered rrom one of the worst 4-year periods in history -- worse 
than any Administration since President Hoover during the Great Depression, It look 74 months during 
the Reagan Administralion Jor 10 miilion jobs 10 he created. 

• 	 Today. The economy has created 10 million new jobs under President Clinton ill JUSt 41 months -- that's 
a faster annual rate of job grQwth tban any Republican Administration since the J 9205. ISUUfCC:; fiLS] 

PriYDfC-Scctor {;rowth Is Un 

• 	 1981-1992. Tbe private sector of the ~onomy grew 2.4 percent annually from 1981-1992. 

Today. The private sectOr of the economy has grown .:t! percent annually -- a stronger record of private­
sector growth than either the Bush or Reagan Administrations. !SQutct:: tiMe\! on data lroffi the Dep.uuneru of Commer«. 
DU«'au of EeOO(lffil," An;l!ys.ti 

EXPERTS SAY PRESIDENT CLINTON DESERVES CREDIT FOR A STRONGER ECONOMY 

• F(1rIUne, 1013/94: "Wre5i~en: Climo:(s] economic plan hciped bring interest [3tCS down. spurring 
the recovery," 

• Paul Volcker, Federal Reserve Board Chairman 0979-1987}, in Audacity. fall 199d: ''The deficit 
has come down. and I give dlC Clinton Administration and President Clinton himself a lot of credit 
for thaI. [Hel did something about it. fast. And I think \VC arc seeing some benet1ts." 

• Alan Greens,um. 2120/96: rhe deficit reduction in President CHnton's 1993 Economic Plan was "an 
unquestioned factor in (':orllribu(ing !O lohe improvement in economic activity that occurred thereafter," 

Lehman Brntben. ]/10/94: "Lower deficits. [ower long-term rates and higher reai gro't;1h was the overall 
9romise. With tbe data now roiling in for December 1993. it seems clear that President Clinton delivered 
on al! lhree counts"," 

/.'.\ 

http:An;l!ys.ti
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10 MILLION NEW JOBS 

The Facls 011 Tire Economy Under President Climoll 
July 17. 1996 

WHAT A DIFFEREj\;CE 4 YEARS MAKES: 

10 !'Iillion N'C\\' .Jobs 

In 1992. Job growth was \vcak and had suffered from one of the worst 4-year periods in history -­
worse than any Administration since President Hoover during the Great Depression. It took 7.1 monrhs 
during the Reagan Administration for 10 miilion joh.i: to be created. 

Today. The economy has created 10 million new jobs under President Clinton in just 41 months-­
that's a faster annual rate of job gro\Vlh than any Republican Administration since the 19205. [Source; BLS1 

8 Times More Private-Sector .Iohs Per Monlh 

In 1992. Private-seClor job growth was dismal -- the record on private-sector jobs during the four years 
of President Bush was worse than any Administration since Hoover during the Great Depression. 

Today. Nearly 8 limes more private.scctor jobs per month than during the previous Administration 
(227.000 per month \'s. 29.000 per' month). lSourcc: Uureau or l.abor Statistics] 

Unemplovment Is Down 

In 1992. Four years ago today, thc' unemployment rate was 7.8% -- the highest level in eight years. 
The unemployment rate was above 7% during every month -- above 7.5% in 5 months. lSource: BLS] 

Today. The unemployment rate is now 5.3% .- lowest Je\'eJ in 6 years and the 22nd consecutive 
month below 6%. 

High.Wagc .Iobs Are Up 

In 1992. Just 6 percent of the new jobs created were in high-wagc industries. And the economy lost 
200.000 jobs in high-wage industries during the previous Administration. ISoU/ce: Ikp:uunent ofTrcasury, based' 
on Bureau of Labor Statistics data. I 

Today. So far this year. more than half of all the new jobs have been in high-wage industries. The 
economy has added nearly 4 million jobs in high·wage industries since President Clinton took office, 

.Johs In Basic Industries Arc Back Up 

In 1992. The economy lost jobs in manufacturing and consuuction. ;-.,·tore than two million jobs were 
lost in manufacturing and construction combined during the previous Administration. ]Soutce: BLSI 

Today. The economy has added more than one million new jobs in manufacturing and construction. 

TURNING THE CORNER ON JOB GROWTH 

j New York Times 7/6/96: "The nation·s unemployment rale dropped to 5.3% last month .• its lowest point in six 
years -- as 239,000 new jobs were added to the nation's payrolls l!l June. The unexpected strength in jobs 
suggested that the economy was picking up speed." 

LO!i Angeles Times 716/96: "The latest economic figures are a nmable contrast with those released Ihis week 

four years ago. when Clinton was the challenger against Republican incumbent George Bush and the June 

unemployment report showed an increase in the jobless rate. from i .5%, to 7.8%." 


I 



AMERICA'S ECONOMY IS BACK ON TOP -- #1 IN THE WORLD 
Tire Facts 011 TIre Economy Under President Clintoll 

July i7. :996 

WHAT A DlFFERE!liCE 4 YEARS ~IAKES: 

• 	 1992: Trailed Japan. Germany, Denmark. and Switzerland. In 1992. the World Economi'C forum 
found that Japan, Gcnnany, Denmark. and Switzerland all bad more competitive economics than the 
United States. ­

.. 	 TODAY: .\lost Competitive Economy In Tlte World. For the first rime in ten yea.rs, United States 
was declared. the world's most competitive economy in 1994. The United States was ranked number one 
again in 1995, beating Japan and Germa.ny by an even larger margin than the year before, And in 1996 
~- on a comparable basis as previous reports,-- America was mnked (he world's most competitive 
economy yet again. {Source: WO(j(! £wr.omlG formT'o aile l!\tD,1 

TilE WORLD'S ,Jons LE,\IlE!l 

• 	 1989~1992: Weakcr Job Growth. From /989·1992. the six other major economies of the world created 
over two·and·a·half limes more jobs than the Unilcd States, 

TODAY: Strongest Job Growth. The United States h.as had thc f.'1StcSl rate of job growth among 
major cccnomies since 1992 and created more new jobs than the other six major economies combined. 

Washington Post. 4/2/96: "1T]he U.S. economy has <:teated more new jobs over the past several years than all 
lhe other G- i economies combined."Since January 1993. 8A million new jobs, sweUing the number of job 
holders by i.7 percent. No other G~7 economy comeS dose to matching that performance." 

THE WORLD'S Am'OMoBltE LEADER 

1992: Trailed Japan for 13th Year JIl A H.ow. [n 1992 Japan produced 28 percent more automobiles 
lhan Amenca ~. trailing for the 13th year in a row, 

TOOA Y; III In Auto Produelion. In 1994 the United Sta.tes surpassed Japan as the world leader in 
automobile production ~- the last time the United Slates was mlmbcr one was back in 1979. And in 
1995. America retained lL5" status as the world's largest car producer. 

THt: \VORl,D'$; LF.AD£H ON DEflqT REDUCTto~ 

1992: Bigger Deficit Than Japan. Germany, nnd France. In 1992. the United States had a larger 
budget deficit as a share of the GDP than Japan, Germa.ny, and France, 

TODAY: Lowest Deficit. The United States currently has the lowest deficit as a share.of GOP of any 
major economy in the world. 

THE WORLD'S LEADeR IN Sf:MICOi"D1JCTOR$" 

1992: Trailed Japan for 7th Straigbt Year. In 1992, the United States trailed Japan in semiconductor 
production fo( the sevemh consecutive year. 

• 	 TODAY: #1 in Semiconductors. For the first lime smce 1985. America is leading the world in 
semiconductor production. 

http:share.of
http:Germa.ny
http:Germa.ny


OPENING MARKETS TO EXPAND EXPORTS AND CREATE HIGH·WAGE JOBS 

Tlse Facts 0" Tile Economy Ullder President Clinton 

July 17. 1996 

EXPORTS ARE SUHG[NG ~. CRF,ATING H1GH~WAGE .rOBS 

• 	 Exports Stronger Than Previous Administrations. Under Presidem Clinton. exports of 
American goods bave grown by one-third -- up $150 billion. That's a better record than either 
President Bush or President Reagan. 

• 	 Trade Policies Arc Creating Higb~\Vage Jobs. Since President Clinton took office, over 200 
trade agreements have been concluded. helping to create hundreds of thousands of new high­
wage. expon-related jobs: Jobs related to goods exports pay 13 percent morc than the average 
job. 

• 	 High..Tech Exports Arc Soaring. Exports of semiconductors have grown 113 percent under 
President Clinton's leadership; tele<:ommunications exports have grown 71 percent; and exports 
of f;;omputers and computer-relined goods have grown 38 percent. 

AMERICA Is ONCE AGAlN LEADING THE \VORLD 

• 	 The World's Most Competitive Economy. The United Slales has now been ranked Number 
~ 00 competitiveness for two years in a row -- and up from Number Five in 1992, And in 
1996. America is going to be ranked the world's most competitive economy for a third year in a 
row, 

• 	 The '''orld's Automobile Leader Once Again. The United States is the world's Number One 
producer of automobiles for the first time since the 1970's _M overtaking Japan, 

• 	 The \Vorld's Semiconductor Leader Oncc Again. The United States has regained its position 
as the world's Number One producer of semiconductors -- surpassing Japan. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON STOOD UP fOR AMERICAN WORKERS 

ANIl COMPANIES AGAINST UNFAIR COMPETITION 


.. 	 Stood Up To Tbe Japanese To Open Markets To America Goods. The Clinton 
Adminlstrution has stood up for America's workers and forged 20 trade agreements with the 
Japanese in sectors ranging from cellular telephones to rice. Since President Climon took 
office. expons of American goods to Japan in these sectors have grown 85 percent -- three 
times faster than olner U.S. exports to Japan, 

• 	 Stood Up To ,Jupan To Opcn Thc Car Market. Since the Clinton Administration secured an 
(juto and UUtO pans agreement with Japan. American auto and amo pans expons to Japan have 
increased 35 percent. 

" 	 President Clinton Fought For NA~TA ~~ Opening Markets And Cutting Tariffs. Since 
NAfTA was signed. exports to Mexico and Canada have risen by over 20 percent. and the US. 
share of rv1exico's imports has expanded to 74 percent. And under NAFTA. Mexico has cut its 
tariffs more than twice as much as the United States. 



CUTTl],;G TAXES 
rile Facts On The Economy Under President Clinton 

July 17. 1996 

Tax Cuts 

• 	 President Clinton's Economic Plan Cut Taxes Be-nefitting 40 Million Ame-ricans. Because of the 
President's 1993 economic plan. 40 million Americans (15 million workers and their families) benefit from (he 
expansion of the Working Families Tax Credit. the EITe. [T:easul! !).;pmmenL Oinee 01 ra.~ Policy, 411/1)6! 

• 	 Tax Cuts For Small Businesses. Over 90% of smaJl bysinesscs are eligible for ta.x reductions through the 
increased Small Business Expensing Limit and the Capiial Gains tax cut targeted to .smail business in President 
Clinton's 1993 E~:onomic Plan. JTreMuty I>::pmmem. O:rIC~ ofT« Analy~is.1 

1993 ECONOMIC PLAN CUT TAXES FOR 15 MILLION WORKING FAMILIES ­
WHILE ONLY INCREASING TAX RATES OS TOP 1.2% 

n&R Block Confirms. Income UlX nlies were only raised on the "lOP 1.2% of all taxpayers." There was "no 
income tnx increase for middle~income Ia..xpayers .. .incomc fa...... rates are unchanged on middle incomes - &2.2% 
of all lax payers." '[here is a ta.'( cut for the other "16.6% of all taxpayers {who] benefit from Earned {ncome 
Tax Credit Expansion," {H&R B!!X~ Analy~is ollllHlme [a.... C()IlSe<.l\.l~ntC5 of the Revenue Recoociha{!{!u Bill of 1993, pp. 21-24,1 

• 	 Tax Cuts For Middle-Class Families. President's balanced budget shows that we can balance the budget in 7 
years without devastating culS to Medicare. Medicaid. Education. and the Environment. while slill providing for 
targeted Midd!e~Class Tax Cuts. l"eluding a $500 tax credit for children. a $1,500 tuition tax credit for the first 
two years of college, Ii $10.000 tuition tax deduction, and expanded Individual Retirement Accounts (lRAs). 

Ii!! 	Rates Arc Down 

The average federal income tax rate for the typical four-person family is ~ today than when 
President Clinton cook office. and is lower than in 7 or the 8 years when Ronald Reagan was President. 
The 	average federal personal ir.come tax rate for the typical four·person family will be lower in 1995 than in 
1992 and lower than in 7 oftne 8 years under Ronald Reagan. [Tfeasury Oeparunem. om" afTn Polky, 4/181951 

"nU! Largest Tax illcrease In llistory?" 
THEY'RE NOT TELLING TUE TRUTH: 

Wall Street Journal. 10126194: "Contrary 10 Rcpublica.."l claims, the [993 paCKage",ls not 'the largest tax 
increase in hi~tory.' The 1982 deficit reduction pa(:i.;age of Pres-idCOl Reagan and Sen. Robert Dole in a GOP­
connolled Senatc was a bigger tax btu, boch in 1993-adjusccd dollars and as a percentage or the overaJl 
economy." 

Washillgton Post, 2/1/95: ~The biggest lax increase in histOry did not occur in the OmnIbus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1993. The biggest lax ifH;rease in post-World War II history occurred in 1982 under 
President Ronald Reagan." 

;\'ew i!ork Times. il/3J9S: ·'(1 is not true that the $240 billion tax increase approved by Congress in 1993 at Mr. 
ClImon's behest 15 the largest in American history. When adjusted for inflation •• the only way to make 
comparisons of dollar a."T1ounts from different years .~ a tax increase engineered by Mr. Dole 1n 1982, when he 
was the Chainnan of Senate Finance Committee. was larger:' 

The attached chan from the Wall Sireet Journal (2l!6/96) identifies 4 tax changes that were larger as a 
percentage of the economy than tne 1991 plan ~~ and show~ that Maj<;rlty Leader Dole supported three of these 
(ax changes. 
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Cutting tbe Defidt More Than In Hair 


1981-1992. The deficit quadrupled - growing from $74 billion in 1980 to a record $290 billion in 1992, 

1992, Bill Clio{on promised to "cut the deficit in hatf within four years." [pltllmg ;:"vpi<: FirMI 

Today_ Dl!jlclt more l/lan cut ill half will/in flJur years.' enD projects the- fiscal 1996 deficit wiil be $115-$130 
billion and OMB projects it will be- S 1 J7 billion Cilhc('Way it will be less than half what it was in \992: 5290u 

billion, leBO 7196: ovm 7,Cj1i1 

I'RESIDENT CLINTON'S 1993 £CO~OMIC PLAN 

Deficit will be less lhan half of what it was when President Clinton took cftice-. 

Deficit is ll£'W smallest as a share- of the economy since 1974 and smallest as a share of GDP of 

any major economy in the world. 


President Ginton is the first President since before the Civil War to cut the deficit 4 years in a row. 


• 	 Without President Clinton"$ 1993 cencit reduction plan ~~ which every Republican voted against ~. 
lhe GOP nudge! would not even come c!OSl;L.!9 reaching balance in 2002, ;-hat is why -~ for aU the 
lalk ~~ they have chosen to adopt II. not repeal it 

Cutting Spending 

1992. Spending as a share of the economy increased during the Bush Administration. rising from 22, I percent 
to 23,3 percent of GOP. 

TOtiay. Prcsidenl's 1993 Economic Plan cut spending by $255 billion -- !Jlle of the largest spending cut 
packages in history. Spending as a share of the economy has declined from 23.3% to 21.7% of GDP nnd is 
lower thun at any time during the previous nvo Administrations -- indeed. it's lower than any year since [979. 
10MB. FiicaJ ¥~ar 1997 Buds:e~; S~oplemem ,md JiisloriCi\" f ..bks,l 

Reducing The 51'l.e of Government 

1981~1992. The federal bureaucracy increased from when President Reagan took offiCI! to when President Bush 
left office. And non-defense federal employment reached its higbest level in history in 1992 under President 
Bush. 10MB, fi~al Yt:lf 1991 Gudset: Supplc'menl ;w4 th.ttlocl!l r ..blu.1 

Today_ President Clin!on has more than kept his promise to reduce lhe fedcral workforcc -- bringing it down by 
230,000 workers to the smallest kve! in [hree decades. Closing over 2.000 unneccs'saf)' field offices. eliminating 
16,QOO pages of unneeded regulations. and proposed terminating over 400 programs and projecls. 

rJalaucing The BIHlg\'! In A Way That Prote~ts America's Valut·s. 

President Clinton is the first President in 17 years to submit a Balanced Budget using CDO estimates. 
President CUnton's balanced budget proves that you don't han" to· devAstatc Medicare, Medicaid. 
Educ.ation~ and the EnVironment in order to balance the budget 10 7 ycars. 

"The President"s budget proposes policies that eBO estimates would balance the budget by 2002." 
." T,,:slimany OI'cno Oircc;or June O·Neill. April]7. 1996 
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SPEI'iDl"'G IS LOWF,R TOIlA Y THAN lJNIlER REAGA'" OR BUSH: 

• 	 Lower Tota! Spending Today Than Any Year Since 1979 as a Share of the Economy: Federal 
spending as a share of the economy was lower in 1995 than in any year under the Reagan and Bush 
Administrations -- II'S now toe lowest since i979. IOMU, Fr97 Rudgn', Suppiement and IitPfJr@( Tabkl.j . 

Lower DiSl;fctionary Spending Today Than Any Year on Record as a Share of the Econ'omy ­
While Investing Mure in l'cople: Total discretionary spending was lower in fistal 1995 than any year 
since 1962 _. when officia! records fLrst began heing kept. [OMit FY97 Budl!er liu/oneal T,ICkl, pJ 12,1 

• 	 Lower Domestic Discretionary Spending Today Than 4 of the 6 Years Under the Republican 
CQntroUcd~Senate. and White House as a Share of the E~onom}'; Domestic discretionary spending 
as a share of the economy was lower in fiscal 1995 than in 4 of the 6 years under Ihe Repuhlican.. 
controlled Senate and White House (fiscal years 1982~ 1987). 10MB. FrlfJ? 811118<1: lfiSf{)rka! Tahlu 9.112.) 

SPENDING GROWTH SLOWER TODAY THAN UNIlER REAGAN OR BUSH 

TOTAL SPE:-<OING: 

• 	 Slower Growth Than Under Rcal;an or Bush - While Investing More in People. 

Reagan (FY81·89): Spending Grew by 6,7% 

Bu". (fY89·93): Spending Grew by 5.4% 

Clio••" (FY93·9S): Spending Grew by 3.8% 


ENTlTLE~tf.NT SPENDING: 

• 	 Slower Growth Than Under Reagan or Bush - While Investing in People. 

Reagan (Fyg 1·89): Spending Grew by 6.1 ~o 


B.,. (FY89·9J): Spending Grew by 8.4"h! 

Clinton (FY9l·95): Spending G ..ew by 5.3% 


DISCRETJO~:\RY SPENOI~G: 

• 	 Slowc:r Growth Than Under Reagan or Busb - While Investing in People. 

l!cagan (FY81·89): Spending Grew by 6.0% 
Bu,. (FY89·g31: Spendin~ Grew by 2.6% 
Clinton I FY93·95), Spending Grew by 0.4°(0 (~2.6% in real terms) 

Srt:NPlNG REDUCTIONS $98 BILLION GREATER THAN PRQJF;CfEP IN 1993: 

• 	 The Presidcntls 1993 Economic Plan was projected to cut spending by 5255 billion and cut the 
deficit by $505 billion over 5 years. CBO now projects that spending over the same five years wiil 
be $353 bi1lion lower than projected when President Clinton took office ~~ S98 billion lower 
spending than ex.pected. Over 7 years, CBO projects that spending will be 5598 binion lower. leBO, 
1193 and 4196} tC::\ 

http:ENTlTLE~tf.NT
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Some 	Perspective 011 Recent Movements :'-­

• 	 Stock Market Is Up 66 Percent Under President Clinton. Since 
President Clinton took office. the srock market has increased from 3.242 
on January 20. 1993 to 5.377 (close on 7117196) •. an amazing 66 
percent increase in three and a half years. 

• 	 The Stock Market Has Increased Faster Under President Clinton 
Than Under Any President Since World War n. The stock market 
has increased 14.2 percent per year. in real lerms .. that's a faster rate 
than during any other Administration since World War n. 

• 	 Since The Beginning Of This Year, The Stock Market Is Up More 
Than 5 Percent. Since the beginning of 1996. the stock market has 
increased from 5.Il7 to 5.377 (close on 7117196) •. that's a 5.1 percent 
increase (even after including recent d~clines). 

Stronger Stock Market Growth Than 

Any Administration Since World War II 


Carter 

Johnson 

Kennedy 

fo,d 

Bush 

Reagan 

Eisenhow+)r 

In RnaiTeml$ 

Clinton I
'----_....._ ­
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June 5, 1996 

MEMORANDUM TO DON BAER 
GEORGE S'I'EPHANOPOULOS 
MIKE MCCURRY 
JOHNHlLLEY 
GENE SPERLING /' 

BARRY TOlV -:;;;117 

FROM: LARRY HAAS / ( ­

RE: L.ETTER ON BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 

cc: CHRIS WALKER 

Per this moming's can, attached is. a draft presidential response to the letter from 
Republ.icm lcldc:rs in which they sought his help in convincing Senate Democrats to back the 
balana:d budget=endment. 

. I'm happy to incorporate your comments into a later working draft. I a.m reachable at 
5·7254 or by fax at 5-6818, Someone needs to decide, however, whether we should ha"" a 
letter to begin with -- and when, 



.June xx, ~996 

The Honorable Trent Lett 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear senator Lott: 

i am writing in response to your lat~er of May 29 regardin9 
impending Senate action on a constitutional balanced budget 
alDendmant. 

The American people want a balanced budget. and we can qiVQ 
them one. And we don/t need to amend the constitution to get tbe 
job done. In my negotiations with the··.bipartisan leadership last 
fa11, we found more than enough savings in common to balanca the 
budget. But Republicans walked-away from those negotiations, and 
they have refused my ofter to return. 

In 1993, I worked with the last Congress to enact the 
largest deficit reduction bill in history I which has cut the 
deficit in halL. We did not need a constitutional amendment to 
cut the deficit; what we needed was the political will to make 
difficult choices~ 

Not only is a constitutional amendment unnecessary, it is 
potentially dangerous. The laws to implement it could turn 
bUQget decisions over to tho courts, alloYing judges who are 
appointed for life to make decisions about whether to cut 
pro9rams or raise taxes. If the budge~ fell out of balance in 
the middle of a year. would theso judges decid$ to cut social 
security benefits t raise Medicare premiums, cut student loans f or 
increase tax~$ on working people? 

The budget that ! sent Congress this year would reach 
balance by 2002~ as even the Congressional Budget Office aqrees~ 
We can give the American people the balanced budget they des.rve 
without amending the constitution. I urge the Republican 
leadarship to re~urn to the negotiating table so we can get the 
job done. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July i 9. 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDENF 


FROM: 	 GENE SPERLING 

SUBJECT: 	 ivlaterials For Face the Nation 

!. 	 ECONOMY. 
• Basic Economic Gro\lfth Agenda For Second~Tcnn 
- Vlhat A Difference 4 Years Makes On The Economy 
.. Climon Economic Re<:ord vs, Reagan Economic Record 
• 	 Th-e Economy Under Clinton: The Best Since.... 
• 	 America Is Back On Top -- #1 In The World 
• 	 Q & A On Whether Administration Is Satisified With 2,3% Growth 
• 	 Q & A On Speculation On Dole's Economic Plan 

II. 	 TAXES. 
• 	 Response To Republican Supply-Side Claim That Cutting Taxes 

Will Increase Growth and Revenues, 
• 	 Response to Republican Claim That Americans Arc Paying More 

Taxes Under Clinton 
• 	 Response To Republican Claim On Largest Tax Increase 

III. 	 STOCK MARKET 
• 	 Response To Questions On Rcct!nt Fluctuation of Stock Market 

IV. 	 EDUCAnON 
• FaelS On Dole-Gingrich Ami-Education 1995 Budget 
• Facrs On Dole's 35 Years Of Anti~Education Votes 
• Comoarison Of Dole and Clinton on School Choice 
• Res~nse To Tough Q.' and A. on Private School Vouchers 

V. 	 I'EROT 
Rt!sponsc To Questions On What Administratiml Has 
Done For Perot Constituency 

VI. 	 SOCIAL SECURITY 
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12 
13 
14 

15-17 

18 

Q & A On The President's Commems Un Social Security Privatization 19 
In His MSNBC Interview. lus, News & World Report hos expressed 
il1lereSf in the Presidcnf's commentsl 



VII. BUDGET 
Facts On New OMB and CBO Deficit 20 
Response to Republican Claims That AdrninislratiO/\ Does 21 
Not Deserve Credit For Deficit Reduction 

• Response To Claim On Demagoguing .Medicare 22 


