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As a reaction to FDR’s New Deal, Repub-

lican Congressman Harold Knutson of Min-
nesota introduced the first version of the 
amendment in 1936. Like many Constitutional 
Amendments, this resolution did not receive a 
hearing or a vote. During President Dwight D. 
Eisenhower’s first term, the Judiciary Com-
mittee of a barely Democratic Senate held its 
first hearing on this amendment. It again did 
not receive a vote. 

After these partial defeats, BBA supporters 
shifted their focus to the states. From 1975 to 
1980, 30 state legislatures passed resolutions 
calling for a constitutional convention to pro-
pose this Amendment directly to the states. 

The election of President Reagan and a Re-
publican Senate in 1980, renewed hopes for 
the Balanced Budget Amendment and pas-
sage by Congress. While the Senate did adopt 
the amendment in 1982, it failed to garner the 
necessary three-fifths majority in the House. 
This failure energized conservative groups 
such as the National Taxpayers Union and the 
National Tax Limitation Committee to refocus 
on state action. 

In 1982 and 1983, the Alaska and Missouri 
legislatures passed resolutions supporting the 
BBA, bringing the total number of these reso-
lutions to 32, two short of the 34 needed for 
a convention. However, a growing concern 
about the scope of a constitutional convention 
led some states to withdraw their resolutions, 
re-shifting focus to Congressional action. 

From 1990 to 1994, Congress would make 
three additional attempts to codify this amend-
ment. All failed to garner the necessary three- 
fifths majority. 

However, the BBA made a comeback when 
it was included in Newt Gingrich’s Contract 
with America. Twenty-six days after taking of-
fice, the newly empowered Republican major-
ity adopted the BBA, giving conservatives their 
first Congressional win in a decade. Dis-
appointment awaited in the Senate, where two 
separate votes fell just short of adoption. This 
failure, along with the balanced budget and 
the Budget surplus at the decade’s end, 
sapped any remaining Congressional support 
for the BBA. 

There was renewed Republican support for 
the amendment in 2000 as it was included in 
party’s platform. The Bush Tax Cuts, wars in 
Afghanistan and Iraq, and the massive deficit 
spending created by them eventually led Re-
publicans to sweep the Balanced Budget 
Amendment black under the rug. By 2004, the 
Republican Party left any mention of a bal-
anced budget out of their platform. 

Again in recent years, with the advent of the 
Tea Party and the return of extreme fiscal 
conservatism in the Republican party, there 
are currently twelve Balanced Budget Amend-
ments in the House and three in the Senate. 

I had my staff double check that for me. 12 
Balanced Budget Amendments in the House. 
They are all basically the same. Some have 
even been offered by members of my own 
party. 

I understand these Members’ frustration, Mr. 
Speaker.—I’ve been trying pass my nine 
Amendments to the Constitution for 10 years 
now and my Amendments are based on 
FDR’s ‘‘2nd Bill of Rights’’ which he proposed 
back in 1944. Today, 67 years later, here we 
are. 

Mr. Speaker, I fundamentally believe that 
conservatives in congress are pushing for this 
amendment, not to force a vote in congress, 
but to rally states to act. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a troubling national 
debt and deficit. But the Balanced Budget 
Amendment is not the solution. 

The argument proponents of Balanced 
Budget Amendment make is as follows: like 
families, businesses, and states, the federal 
government should balance its budget. But 
since it does not, we need a constitutional 
amendment to guarantee that it will do so. 

Nearly every state in this Union has some 
form of a balanced budget requirement. But 
those states are not out of debt. Their amend-
ments have restricted their ability to care for 
their citizens in times of austerity or emer-
gency. 

According to a Forbes analysis of the global 
debt crises in January of 2010, every single 
state in the country is carrying some form of 
debt. These debts range from as little as $17 
per capita in Nebraska to $4,490 in Con-
necticut. 

How can this be, Mr. Speaker? It’s because 
the infrastructure of these states allows them 
to hide debt in Capital Funds. The federal gov-
ernment cannot, and I would argue the federal 
government should not follow this path. 

Congress should never seek to hide the fis-
cal realities from the public that bear the bur-
den of the cost. Nor should we sell the public 
magic beans that a Balanced Budget Amend-
ment will make the national debt and other 
problems go away. Debt will exist just as new 
problems will arise. 

In the fiscal year 2012, approximately 44 
states will face revenue shortfalls. Many are 
desperately looking for ways to declare their 
state bankrupt. Bankrupt, I say it again, Mr. 
Speaker, because this proposed amendment 
would place the federal government in a simi-
lar predicament. The effect in many states is 
calamitous. 

For instance in Rhode Island, judges and 
court workers have cut pay and left 53 posi-
tions unfilled. This is still not enough to bal-
ance their budget. As a desperate last resort, 
the Chief Justice has begun to dispose of 
cases on backlog. Literally, just tossing them 
out. Florida is in the same predicament. 

Mr. Speaker, a Balanced Budget Amend-
ment would force the federal government to 
deny Americans the right to seek redress and 
justice in federal courts, for the sake of bal-
ancing the budget. 

In my home state of Illinois, mental-health 
services have been cut by $91 million. Human 
Service directors are fearful that these cuts 
will cause a real public-health and public safe-
ty crisis. 

Iowa, Idaho, Alabama and Ohio are consid-
ering drastic cuts to education. 

My colleagues across the aisle are so con-
cerned about handing our children and grand-
children any amount of national debt, that they 
have failed to realize we are setting future 
generations up for failure. 

States are already cutting too many services 
that make the American workforce strong and 
competitive. Should the federal government do 
the same, our legacy will be an America that 
is uneducated and ill-equipped to compete on 
a global level. 

Mr. Speaker, as exemplified by its effects on 
the states, this amendment may sound good 
on its face, but it falls flat when examined 
more critically. 

Like an optical illusion whose image 
changes as you draw closer, the Balanced 
Budget Amendment masquerades as the sav-

ior of our budget, yet in reality threatens to 
permanently destroy it. 

According to the Center on Budget and Pol-
icy Priorities, Citizens for Tax Justice, and oth-
ers, a federal Balanced Budget Amendment 
would: Damage our economy by making re-
cessions deeper and more frequent; Heighten 
the risk of default and jeopardize the full faith 
and credit of the U.S. government; Lead to re-
ductions in needed investments for the future; 
favor wealthy Americans over middle- and 
low-income Americans by making it far more 
difficult to raise revenues and easier to cut 
programs; And weaken the principle of major-
ity rule. 

Therefore, passing a Balanced Budget 
Amendment is not a prudent path for the na-
tion to follow. 

f 

FIVE FAULTS OF A BALANCED 
BUDGET AMENDMENT OUTLINED 
BY CENTER ON BUDGET AND 
POLICY PRIORITIES AND CITI-
ZENS FOR TAX JUSTICE 

HON. JESSE L. JACKSON, JR. 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 1, 2011 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, the 
First Fault: a Balanced Budget Amendment 
would damage the economy and make reces-
sions deeper and more frequent. 

Under a Balanced Budget Amendment, 
Congress would be forced to adopt a rigid fis-
cal policy, requiring the budget to be balanced 
or in surplus every year, regardless of the cur-
rent economic situation, or threat to the na-
tion’s security. 

A sluggish economy with less revenue and 
more outgoing expenditures creates a deficit. 
As we’ve seen from recent events, a deficit 
necessitates economic stimulation to reverse 
negative growth. 

That is why in the last session of Congress, 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
invested in roads, bridges, mass transit, and 
other infrastructure, provided 95% of working 
Americans with an immediate tax cut and ex-
tended unemployment insurance and COBRA 
for Americans hurt by the economic downturn 
through no fault of their own. 

If Congress were forced to function under a 
Balanced Budget Amendment, deficit reduc-
tion would be mandated, even more so during 
periods of slow or stalled economic growth, 
which is the opposite of what is needed in 
such a situation. 

This consistently proposed constitutional 
amendment risks making recessions more 
common and more catastrophic for middle 
class families, seniors, veterans and the poor. 
Under such an amendment, Congress is 
stripped of any power to adequately respond. 

The Second Fault: A BBA would risk default 
and jeopardize the full faith and credit of the 
U.S. government while simultaneously chal-
lenging the Separation of Powers. 

A BBA would bar the government from bor-
rowing funds unless a three-fifths vote in both 
houses of Congress permitted a raise in the 
debt limit. Under such a scenario, a budget 
crisis in which a default becomes a threat is 
more likely, and because of the limits placed 
on the fluidity of the debt ceiling, that default 
becomes more likely to occur. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 06:14 Aug 02, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A01AU8.048 E01AUPT1jb
el

l o
n 

D
S

K
D

V
H

8Z
91

P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 R
E

M
A

R
K

S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E1475 August 1, 2011 
After a default of only a few days, long term 

impacts would quickly appear. Confidence in 
ability of the U.S. to meet binding financial ob-
ligations would erode almost immediately. The 
government pays relatively low interest rates 
on its loans because it pays its debts back in 
full and on time. A default would mimic an 
earthquake, shaking confidence in the U.S. on 
a global scale, resulting in exploding interest 
rates and aftershocks felt in our national econ-
omy. 

The international economy would also suc-
cumb to the rumbling of this potential disaster, 
and our deep connection to it would cause 
even further chaos here at home. 

Other BBA proponents argue that since 
states have to balance their budgets, so 
should the federal government. Indeed, many 
states are required to balance their operating 
budgets, but not their total budgets. No such 
distinction is made by a BBA. 

‘‘Rainy-day’’ or reserve funds, which states 
can draw on to balance their budgets, are pro-
hibited by a BBA. Many states operating under 
a BBA require the governor to submit a bal-
anced budget, but do not require actual 
achievement of it. Some states allow gov-
ernors to act unilaterally to cut spending in the 
middle of a fiscal year. This condition of the 
BBA would violate the federal Constitution’s 
separation of powers. 

The Founding Fathers were deliberate in 
their construction of government, and the sep-
aration of powers serves as a cornerstone in 
our democracy. Each branch has certain pow-
ers and limitations. Congress, the Courts, and 
the President work together, but in distinct 
ways, to move America forward. The threat of 
judicial involvement in matters of the budget, 
is real and present under the BBA. 

The BBA would threaten the balance of 
power. It diminishes the authority of Congress, 
as the elected Representatives of the people, 
to have the final say on taxes and spending. 
Mr. Speaker, what purpose does this body 
serve if this amendment passes? Should we 
broaden the scope of Judicial Review granted 
to our federal courts? 

By subverting the balance of power between 
the branches, this body steps on to a slippery 
slope of reassigning authority and moving 
away from the values inherent in our constitu-
tion. 

The Third Fault: A BBA would lead to reduc-
tions in needed investments for the future. 

Since the 1930’s our nation has consistently 
made public investments that improve long- 
term productivity growth: in education, infra-
structure, research and development. These 
efforts encourage increased private sector in-
vestment, leading to budget surplus, and a 
thriving economy. A Balanced Budget Amend-
ment, which requires a balanced budget each 
and every year, would limit the government’s 
ability to make public investments thereby hin-
dering future growth. 

For years, conservatives have abused the 
debt and the deficit as a springboard from 
which to argue for smaller government and 
cuts to programs that serve as social safety 
nets to American families. Although we must 
consider the debt and deficit, the larger and 
more significant issue is the nature of the 
debt—what created it. 

If you invest fifty thousand dollars in a busi-
ness, a house, or an education, you can ex-
pect future returns on your investment. If you 
‘‘invest’’ the same fifty thousand dollars in a 

gun collection and ammunition, what are the 
future investment returns? Both investments 
result in a fifty-thousand-dollar debt, but only 
one results in returns that can transform that 
debt into a long term gain. 

Social investments provide the potential for 
greater returns in the long run, in the same 
fashion as personal investments. Even small 
expenditures on social programs lay a founda-
tion for great wealth in the long term. 

If the nation chose to invest over a five-year 
period, $1.5 trillion in the building of roads, 
bridges, airports, railroads, mass transit, 
schools, housing, and health care, we would 
create a debt. 

But the increased ability of companies to 
interact and ship their goods over well paved 
and planned roads, the new businesses that 
would sprout around a freshly built or newly 
expanded airport, the higher wages of a stu-
dent who was well educated and a le to attend 
college resulting in more tax revenue, the im-
proved productivity of employees at their 
healthiest, would eventually result in greater 
returns for our country. 

The extension of Bush era tax cuts for cor-
porations and the rich, brought about some 
short-term stimulus of consumer spending. 
But, similar to Reagan’s tax cuts which re-
sulted in record government deficits and debt, 
the long term damage outweighs the imme-
diate effects. 

Reagan’s tax cuts for the rich came at the 
expense of investing in our nation’s need for 
long-term balanced economic growth. The 
Reagan administration neglected and cut back 
on our nation’s investment in infrastructure, 
education, health care, housing, job training, 
transportation, energy conservation, and much 
more. 

The inclination of most conservatives in both 
parties, is to cut the debt by cutting programs 
for the most vulnerable among us—our poor, 
our children, our elderly, and minorities. This 
approach, however, has been proven false too 
many times. A Balanced Budget Amendment 
would take us back to this archaic and ineffec-
tive system, permanently. 

The Fourth Fault: A Balanced Budget 
Amendment favors wealthy Americans over 
middle- and low-income Americans by making 
it harder to raise revenues and easier to cut 
programs. 

Again, a BBA ultimately favors wealthy 
Americans over middle- and lower-income 
Americans. Under current law, legislation can 
pass by a majority of those present and voting 
by a recorded vote. The BBA however re-
quires that legislation raising taxes be ap-
proved on a roll call vote by a majority of the 
full membership of both houses. 

Thus, the BBA would make it harder to cut 
the deficit by curbing the special interest tax 
breaks of the oil and gas industries and make 
it easier to reduce programs such as Medi-
care, Medicaid, Social Security, veterans ben-
efits, education, environmental programs, and 
assistance for poor children. 

Wealthy individuals and corporations receive 
most of their government benefits in the form 
of tax entitlements while low income, and mid-
dle income Americans receive most of their 
government benefits through programs. 

As evidenced by the cuts that both parties 
agreed upon recently, its far easier to cut so-
cial welfare programs than to cut spending on 
our military, or to increase taxes. As long as 
spending is a political issue, cuts to those pro-

grams that assist those with the smallest voice 
in government, will always happen first. 

Raising taxes, the only option to address a 
budget deficit aside from cutting programs, is 
already a burdensome political issue. The ad-
ditional requirements of a BBA further com-
plicate the process of raising taxes. This 
means that the richest Americans will likely 
keep the benefits they receive from our gov-
ernment via tax cuts. 

Meanwhile, the poor lose the programs that 
provide them with housing, food, job training, 
health care, and the means to survive. This 
will further reinforce the growing gap between 
the rich, and the rest of our society: middle 
class, working poor, and destitute alike. 

Aside from this already distressing point, 
when the baby boom generation retires, the 
ratio of workers to retirees will fall to low lev-
els. This poses difficulties for Social Security, 
since Social Security has been a pure ‘‘pay- 
as-you-go’’ system, with the payroll taxes of 
current workers paying for the benefits of cur-
rent retirees. 

This was acceptable as long as today’s 
workers could pay for today’s retirees. But, in 
the future, when there are fewer workers to 
pay for more retirees, the system will be out 
of balance. So in 1977 and 1983, the Social 
Security Administration took important and 
prudent steps toward addressing this issue. It 
allowed the accumulation of reserves to be 
used later when needed. These changes were 
akin to what families do by saving for retire-
ment during their working years, and then 
drawing down on their savings after they 
reach retirement. 

The BBA insists that the total government 
expenditures in any year, including those for 
Social Security benefits, not exceed total reve-
nues collected in that same year, including 
revenues from Social Security payroll taxes. 
Thus, the benefits of the baby boomers would 
have to be financed in full by the taxes of 
those working and paying into the system 
then. This undercuts the central reforms of 
1983. 

Drawing down on any part of accumulated 
reserves, required under present law, under a 
BBA would mean the trust funds were spend-
ing more in benefits in those years than they 
were receiving in taxes. Under a BBA, that 
would be impermissible deficit spending. 

The Fifth Fault: A BBA weakens the prin-
ciple of majority rule and makes balancing the 
budget more difficult. 

Most Balanced Budget Amendments require 
that unless three-fifths of the members of Con-
gress agree to raise the debt ceiling, the 
budget must be balanced at all times. They 
also require that legislation raising taxes must 
be approved on a roll call vote by a majority 
of the full membership of both houses, not just 
those present and voting. 

Clearly this provision weakens the current 
principle of majority rule. A three-fifths require-
ment empowers a minority (40 percent, plus 
one). It creates a small group, willing to threat-
en economic turmoil and disruption unless 
they get their way, with the ability to extort 
concessions or exercise unprecedented lever-
age over our national economic and fiscal pol-
icy. 

Mr. Speaker, haven’t the last few weeks 
demonstrated how difficult it already is to 
reach consensus on a budget? This provision 
will make it simply impossible. 

Ezra Klein Argument: There is a final fault, 
which is not on my list, but is significant 
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enough to mention: Ezra Klein, of the Wash-
ington Post, cleverly points out in a recent arti-
cle titled, ‘‘The Worst Idea in Washington’’ that 
under a BBA, not a single budget of the Bush 
or Reagan Administrations would qualify as 
Constitutional. In fact, the only recent Adminis-
tration which would not violate the require-
ments of the Balanced Budget Amendment 
would be President Clinton for only two of his 
budgets. 

Mr. Speaker, if President Reagan’s budget 
wouldn’t qualify, is this really something we 
should even be considering? 

Conclusion: I’ve listed a few, and certainly 
not an exhaustive list, of arguments against 
the Balanced Budget Amendment. The truth is 
the federal budget is quite unlike the fiscal 
practices of businesses, families, and states. 
Contrary to popular myth, except in times of 
war and recessions, the country has a con-
servative record of keeping deficits in line. 

Our government needs the flexibility to re-
spond in times of economic downturn or war, 
in a way that businesses, families and states 
never have to consider. 

I’ve been in the House long enough to 
know, that when my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle came into the majority with 
large deficits and debt, I knew their first re-
sponse would be to cut social spending, weak-
en government regulation, and underfund pro-
tection of workers’ rights, civil rights, environ-
mental protections, you name it. 

I wish I could say I didn’t see this coming. 
But, conservative politicians want to get the 
government ‘‘off the backs’’ of business, fi-
nance and industry. They are willing and 
ready to use the current economic situation to 
do it and they intend to place the burden on 
the backs of middle class families, seniors, 
children, veterans and the poor. 

The Republican budget we voted on today 
does just that. The Balanced Budget Amend-
ment aims to make it a permanent fixture. 

Mr. Speaker, I know we can do better. We 
cannot balance the budget on the backs of 
middle class Americans. We need to achieve 
the America of everyone’s dreams. The bur-
den of that dream must rest squarely on the 
shoulders of every American that can carry it. 

I find it offensive that some of the most prof-
itable corporations in this country pay no taxes 
and some even get a refund. I find it offensive 
that the richest 400 people in the country who 
have more wealth than half of all Americans 
combined have an effective tax rate of only 
16.6%. 

In the words of William Jennings Bryan, 
‘‘When I find a man who is not willing to bear 
his share of the burdens of the government 
which protects him, I find a man who is unwor-
thy to enjoy the blessings of a government like 
ours.’’ With those wise words, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

f 

HONORING ALVIN AURELIANO 
DAVIS 

HON. FREDERICA S. WILSON 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 1, 2011 

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize and honor Alvin Aureliano 
Davis, who was recently named the 2012 
Macy’s Florida Department of Education State 

Teacher of the Year. With this honor, Mr. 
Davis will serve as the Christa McAuliffe Am-
bassador for education, touring Florida as an 
education advocate. Mr. Davis is the band 
teacher at Miramar High School and has been 
a music educator for the past 11 years. By ac-
tively encouraging his students and keeping 
them engaged on obtainable goals, his stu-
dents find success both in and out of the 
classroom. For the past three years, every 
student who was a regular participating mem-
ber of the Miramar High band program has 
gone on to college under his guidance and 
leadership. 

Alvin Davis graduated from Florida A&M 
University with a Bachelor of Science degree 
in Music Education. He began his professional 
career as the band instructor at Crystal Lake 
Middle School, teaching the fundamentals of 
band to 6th thru 8th graders. As the director 
of the Miramar High School band, Mr. Davis, 
has continuously constructed his music pro-
gram and performances with the philosophy of 
developing an award winning, academic-fo-
cused music program on the cutting edge of 
creativity and band pageantry. 

Mr. Davis has a genuine and vested interest 
in his students. Passing on the legacy of 
music appreciation is only part of his greater 
mission of instilling academics and discipline. 
He requires his students to receive one-on- 
one counseling with a member of the band 
staff, and he personally reviews students’ re-
port cards and interim reports. Every school 
band rehearsal includes a one-hour study hall 
where students are tutored. He has imple-
mented guidelines that high school seniors 
can perform only if they have registered to 
take the ACT or SAT college entrance exams, 
and must prove they have applied for admis-
sion to a college or university. 

Over the years he has developed a reputa-
tion as an educator with a heart as big as the 
moon as he is wholeheartedly dedicated to the 
entire educational welfare of students. 

Alvin Davis is the husband of Tiffani Davis 
and the proud father of 16-month-old Caitlyn. 
I proudly acknowledge his achievement as the 
2012 Macy’s Florida Department of Education 
State Teacher of the Year and appreciate his 
commitment to the many students whose lives 
he has positively impacted. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE PRESI-
DENTIAL DOLLAR COIN EFFI-
CIENCY ACT OF 2011 

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 1, 2011 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to introduce the ‘‘Presidential Dollar Coin Effi-
ciency Act of 2011.’’ This bill makes some 
changes to a law I was proud to cosponsor 
back in 2005, the ‘‘Presidential Dollar Coin Act 
of 2005.’’ At the time, the Congressional 
Budget Office estimated that the bill would re-
duce the deficit by $280 million over the life of 
the program. However, since the law has been 
in place, it is clear that demand for the dollar 
coins has not been as high as predicted. The 
Federal Reserve is now spending its re-
sources to house excess coin stock that 
comes back to the reserve banks after they 
have been in circulation. 

The bill I am introducing today will address 
the problems of a lack of coordination be-
tween the Fed and Treasury and will remove 
some of the statutory restrictions in the law 
that keep the two agencies from running the 
program efficiently in an environment of lower 
demand. But the bill will maintain the program 
which numismatists, citizens, and businesses 
have invested in and which should continue. 

The bill seeks to make changes to the pro-
gram that will allow it to function more effi-
ciently with the goal of reducing the number of 
coins that have to be stored at the Fed. It will 
also require the Fed and Treasury to coordi-
nate administration of the Presidential Dollar 
Coin program by: requiring the two agencies 
to come up with a plan to reduce excess re-
serves; eliminating the introductory period for 
unmixed coins; capping the number of coins 
that the Mint can produce based on numis-
matic demand from the year before; removing 
the requirement that the Mint spend money on 
marketing the coin; and moving up the report-
ing requirement under a law passed last year 
that gives the Mint the authority to research 
and develop new metals for coins. 

By removing some of the statutory con-
straints that were placed on the Fed and 
Treasury in the original law, I believe that this 
worthy program can continue in a more limited 
manner which will reduce excess coin stock 
being housed at the Fed. I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation. 

f 

INTRODUCING THE PARENTAL 
CONSENT ACT 

HON. RON PAUL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, August 1, 2011 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to introduce 
the Parental Consent Act. This bill forbids fed-
eral funds from being used for any universal 
or mandatory mental-health screening of stu-
dents without the express, written, voluntary, 
informed consent of their parents or legal 
guardians. This bill protects the fundamental 
right of parents to direct and control the up-
bringing and education of their children. 

The New Freedom Commission on Mental 
Health has recommended that the federal and 
state governments work toward the implemen-
tation of a comprehensive system of mental- 
health screening for all Americans. The com-
mission recommends that universal or manda-
tory mental-health screening first be imple-
mented in public schools as a prelude to ex-
panding it to the general public. However, nei-
ther the commission’s report nor any related 
mental-health screening proposal requires pa-
rental consent before a child is subjected to 
mental-health screening. Federally-funded uni-
versal or mandatory mental-health screening 
in schools without parental consent could lead 
to labeling more children as ‘‘ADD’’ or ‘‘hyper-
active’’ and thus force more children to take 
psychotropic drugs, such as Ritalin, against 
their parents’ wishes. 

Already, too many children are suffering 
from being prescribed psychotropic drugs for 
nothing more than children’s typical rambunc-
tious behavior. According to the article ‘‘Better 
but Not Best: Recent Trends in the Well-Ber-
ing of The Mentally Ill’’ (Health Affairs, May/ 
June 2009) in 2006 more than one in 20 chil-
dren were prescribed medications for mental- 
health conditions! 
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