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The Scripps Howard News 
Service columnist looks at 
the Republican presidential 
campaign of Texas Gov. Rick 
Perry, who calls himself anti-
Washington.
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These are not easy times for 
the Postal Service. With e-
mail, texting, attachments 
and other alternatives to so-

called “snail mail,” the Postal Service 
is suffering. It lost $2.2 billion last 
quarter and will run out of money 
very soon if Congress doesn’t allocate 
some more soon.

To deal with this fiscal reality, the 
Post Office is asking Congress to let it 
lay off 120,000 employees, close many 
offices, and overhaul benefits for its 
employees. Naturally, that’s not well 
received by the unions that represent 
postal workers.

Here’s our solution: The Postal 
Service should be run like any other 
well-operated private sector business. 
The market should dictate what it can 
offer the public and how many em-
ployees it should have.

There is discussion on cutting Sat-
urday postal service. In our opinion, 
that should be only a first step. Why 
not reduce service to the point that 

the Postal Service can stop hemor-
rhaging money? If that requires that 
service be reduced to three or four 
days a week, let it happen. There are 
many, many options to “snail mail.” 
Most bills can be handled electroni-
cally. Often, local stores will allow 
free drop offs of bills. Subscription 
mail, such as magazines, and mail-
order gifts can be mailed on certain 
days to guarantee consistent deliv-
ery. The rise in digital magazines and 
books may substantially reduce these 
types of mailings.

The big “snail mail” service is so-
called junk mail, ads, etc. Even with 
a reduced postal service schedule, we 
can’t see junk mail being stymied. It 
will still have the opportunity to make 
it into our mailboxes several times a 
month.

Change is hard at times, and it’s no 
fun to see the traditional version of 
the Postal Service undergo changes. 
But it’s time. Losing billions of dollars 
a year cannot be tolerated.

Market should dictate postal service

The budget deficit has been the major 
news story for the summer of 2011. 
The eleventh-hour decision to raise 

the debt ceiling, Standard and Poor’s 
downgrade of the U.S. credit rating, and the 
panic in the financial markets have occupied 
the headlines.

To begin to understand the budget 
problem you need to examine the major 
components of the federal budget. Based 
upon numbers compiled by the Office of 
Management and Budget: 20 percent of the 
budget goes to defense, 20 percent goes to 
Social Security, 21 percent goes to Medicare 
and Medicaid, 14 percent goes to “safety 
net” programs, 6 percent goes to interest 
payments on the debt, 7 percent goes to 
benefits for veterans and federal retirees, 
and 12 percent goes to a wide a variety 
of programs ranging from 
transportation to medical 
research.

Here are some dismal 
numbers that lie at the root of 
the budget conundrum. The 
federal budget is estimated 
to be $3.7 trillion. The budget 
deficit is projected to exceed 
$1.6 trillion. This means that 
deficit spending constitutes 
43 percent of the budget. This 
situation cannot continue, but 
finding a way out will not be 
easy.

How do you begin to 
balance the budget? The 
government can’t refuse to 
make interest payments on the debt because 
that would result in a default. Given the 
effect that even a hint of default had on the 
stock market and the nation’s credit rating, 
any reasonable person would take default 
completely off the table. This means an 
across-the-board cut of 46 percent would 
have to be imposed on the remainder of the 
budget to create a balance budget.

Suppose an across-the-board cut is 
unacceptable, and selective cuts are 
preferred. If all spending on transportation, 
“safety net” programs, medical research and 
veterans benefits were cut to zero, this still 
would not balance the budget. To completely 
balance the budget additional cuts would 
be required in either Social Security or 
Medicare or defense.

Clearly, it is unrealistic to assume that 
all spending on transportation, “safety net” 
programs, medical research and veterans 
benefits could be cut. If these programs 
were cut by half, which would be extremely 
drastic, it would still be necessary to extract 
another trillion dollars from Social Security, 
Medicare and defense. Cutting these three 
programs equally would mean that Social 
Security, Medicare and defense spending 
would be reduced by 44 percent. Could 
any politician who voted for such a cut be 
reelected?

How did we get into this mess? The 
answer is the deficit is not a recent 
phenomenon. It has been building for a long 

time.
Based on inflation-adjusted dollars, 

George Herbert Walker Bush increased 
the national debt by 22 percent. His son, 
George W. Bush, added 38 percent to the 
national debt. The biggest spender in the 
past 50 years was Ronald Reagan who more 
than doubled the national debt during his 
presidency. If recent spending patterns 
continue, Obama has the potential to add 
more to the national debt than any other 
president.

The situation is akin to the person who 
steps on the scales to find themselves 100 
pounds overweight. No single cheese burger 
or ice cream sundae caused the weight gain. 
The excess pounds accumulated over many 
years, and it will take months, if not years, to 
lose the extra pounds.

Similarly, the 
federal budget is so 
far out of balance 
that it will take 
time to correct the 
situation. Some 
politicians are 
suggesting that 
drawing a line 
in the sand will 
balance the budget. 
This isn’t the case. 
No amount of 
political posturing 
will create a 
balanced budget in 
the short term.

The formula for 
reducing the deficit is dynamic rather than 
static. The only reasonable way to reduce 
the deficit is to control spending while 
growing the economy. Economic growth 
is fundamentally necessary for deficit 
reduction.

How do you produce economic growth? 
You create a climate where businesses 
hire people because workers spend their 
wages and pay taxes. A clear example of the 
potential for economic growth to reduce the 
deficit is found in the Clinton presidency.

In contrast to other recent 
administrations, Clinton held the percentage 
increase in the deficit to single digits during 
his eight years as president, and flirted with 
budget surpluses during the final years 
of his presidency. Clinton was not a fiscal 
conservative, however; he had the good 
fortune of presiding during prosperous 
economic times.

At the same time, economic growth will 
not remedy the budget situation if spending 
continues to increase. The national debt is 
increasing at double-digit rates. The U.S. 
economy cannot grow rapidly enough to 
fund spending which is increasing at double-
digit rates. It is essential to curtail spending 
increases while simultaneously growing the 
economy.

This means that political leaders need to 
make reasonable decisions. They need make 
cooperative and pragmatic decisions, and it 
is essential to take a long-term perspective.

Dollars and percents
I marvel at what happens 

around me. Individuals, 
groups, even nations, 
proclaim their rights of 
freedom, to be equal, to be 
human. 

They align themselves 
with every kind of belief. 
Whether secular, sectarian, 
and political, each proclaims 
their sovereignty. 

Most seem willing to 
impose their supposed 
rights over the rights of 
others. The Declaration of 
Independence declares the 
sovereignty of our nation, 
also the sovereignty of the 
individual, stating, “We 
hold these truths to be self-
evident, that all men are 
created equal, that they are 
endowed by their creator 
with certain unalienable 
Rights, that among these are 
Life, Liberty  and the pursuit 
of Happiness.”

We are created, or begin 
as equals. Must we remain 
equal?  Have we been 
endowed with the unalienable 
right to become unequal?  
We are equal in our right to 
pursue happiness, to choose 
our life’s path. In each choice 
we become unequal reaping 
the benefits or consequences 
of our choices.  A choice 
to pursue vice will yield a 
different outcome than the 
choice of abstinence.   

Freedom or bondage 

awaits the choices of the 
sovereign self. With freedom 
to choose, we must accept 
the responsibility of choice, 
otherwise, freedom is only a 
myth without any substance. 
Many are exercising their 
supposed freedoms (their 
stated freedom to do as they 
please), making poor choices.   

When life slams them to 
the ground they are the first 
to declare life unfair.  

They demand they be 
treated equal to those who 
are more responsible. Life is 
very fair. We receive exactly 
the happiness we pursue.

There are those who 
advocate equality not in 
our creation, but equality to 
be shared among all of us 
regardless of the choices 
made. They would remove 
any personal responsibility 
from choices that their 
sovereign self makes. 
They wish to guarantee to 
themselves unearned benefits 
which come at the expense of 
other sovereign individuals 
or the sovereign group their 
actions have violated. 

This sense of equality 
seeks to void the truth that 
we are created equal with 
unalienable rights to pursue 
life, liberty and happiness. 
Not every pursuit yields an 
“equal” outcome.

Daniel Smith
Morgan

When are we equal?

I am concerned as to why 
there is so much construction 
in my city. It has so much! It 
is more on the streets then 

anywhere, so it makes it 
harder to go places!

Davian J. Hawkes
Clearfield

Construction on Clearfield streets overwhelming

The editorial of Aug. 
7, “An awesome debt 
responsibility,” at mid-point, 
misses the mark badly; tax 
increases do not lead to 
prosperity.  

Our problem is not that 
we’re taxed too little, but 
that we spend too much. For 
example, your teenage son 
has an allowance of $100 per 
month but spends $200 per 
month; your solution here is 
obvious. 

Using IRS figures, all 
of the “poor” pay no taxes; 
how then can we break their 
backs with more taxes? 
Personal income taxes of the 
so-called “rich” comprise 
the vast majority of IRS 
collections.

Read Marx, Engels, Lenin, 
M. Friedman, Smith, Keynes, 
Sowell; historically, taxes 
have been the “camel with its 
nose in the tent.”  Would you 
be willing to hand over 70 
percent of your paycheck to 
the government?  

Please, lower taxes have 
been proven, ad nauseam, 
to increase personal and 
national prosperity and 
wealth.

But, in these selfish, brutal 
times, I fear that higher 
taxes will be accompanied 
by even more rampant 
spending, and our country 
will evolve into another 
Greece.

L. Kaleo Elia
Kaysville

Lower taxes increase national prosperity, wealth

I would like to complain 
that the Standard-Examiner 
almost always complains about 
the LDS Church or anything or 
anyone that is associated with 
the church. The newspaper 
complained about the church’s 
right to escort off its property, 
people who were behaving 
inappropriately, which the 
church does have the right to 
do. 

Then, the paper complained 
about the church’s stand against 
homosexuality. And, many 
other times, the Standard-
Examiner has complained 
about the church. 

Now the paper is accusing 
Governor Romney, who is 
a member of the church, of 
unethical campaign donations, 
(“Our View: Sleazy campaign 
cash,” Aug. 10) saying of 
course, that it’s not picking on 
just Romney. Well, Romney 
would not be a member of the 
LDS Church very long if the 
church knew he was accepting 
unethical donations.

 The Standard-Examiner 
needs to look into why the 
church does what it does and 
has the values that it has with 
a true open mind before its 
newspaper opens its collective 
mouth and prints anything 
negative about the LDS Church.

Steven N. Redford
Layton

Unedited online reader 
comment to this letter: 

“If you don’t want the paper 
to print anything that may 
seem in any way negative 
about the mormon church, 
then just to be safe, they 
shouldn’t print anything period 
about the church.  No more 
returned missionary notices, 
no more young womanhood 
announcements, no more stories 
about the church in the religion 
section, no more mentions that 
someone belongs to a particular 
ward, etc.  Just in case it 
appears negative to someone.” 
— religious skeptic

Standard’s views negative 
about LDS Church




