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The big news yesterday on the health care polmytfis thathe 11th Circuit case against
the individual mandate is headed to the Supremet®@etore the 2012 election, not after.
This means a decision about the constitutionafithe individual mandate is likely to
come in mid-2012, after the Republicans have chasssminee but well before the
election ramp up. This is good political news fearly everyone in the race on the
Republican side, with one obvious exception: Mitihihey.

Let’'s back up a moment to explain why. There’s lame that Romney used in Florida
during the most recent debate which is still siigkin my craw today, and I'm having a
hard time shaking it. Excerpt — in response to@stjan from Chris Wallace about Perry
referring to Romney’s Massachusetts’ reforms asigdzed medicine”:

“I don’t think [Perry] knows what he was talkingali in that — in that regard. Let me
tell you this about our system in Massachusettgéd2ent of our people were insured
before we put our plan in pladdothing’s changed for therithe system is the same.
They have private market-based insurance. We hmdd®nt of our people that weren’t
insured. And so what we did is we said let’s finday to get them insurance, again,
market-based private insurance. We didn’t come itifp some new government
insurance plan.”

Now, there’s a factual criticism here regarding ldtéer part of his comments, and the
way people get that insurance under Romney’s plaamely, the overwhelming number
of those newly covered are subsidized by otherageqs, and are on Medicaid, not
private market-based insurance. This is directydpposite of Romney’s case for his
plan in 2007 and 2008, where he explicitly framieel matter not as a Massachusetts-
specific solution, but as he said on the day heexighe bill into lawthe “Republican
way of solving a problem which we face as a natidfe’s continued to maintain his
approach ig “Republican way to reform the marketplagdiich ensured personal
responsibility, as opposed to “expecting someose &l pay” for your own care.

This is ironic, given that the effect of his plaashbeen to shift health care costs for the
newly covered (reducing the number of uninsurechfeolittle over 9% to 4.4%) to the
taxpayersOf the 412,000 people added to the insuranceiroNdassachusetts since
2006, 47% are on Medicaid, and only 7,000 of thewetcoverage not subsidized by
other taxpayers.

The same subsidy-driven flaw is at the heart ofrdsa federal law and Romney’s
Massachusetts law — a profound disincentive tcemse your self-sufficiency, to work



more and to earn more, given tlyatl stand to lose out on significant taxpayer fuhde
subsidies:

“For example, a family earning $33,000 pays no puemat all under Commonwealth
Care. But if their pay goes to $46,000, they'ragdted to contribute about $2,400.
That's an effective tax rate of 18.5% on that $08,faise.”

As you can tell, Romney’s policy is inherently rdbutive, disincentivizing success
and placing the overwhelming burden for the newlured onto other taxpayers while
doing little or nothing to leverage market forcesltive competitive costs. As Cato’s
Michael Tanner pointed out in that piece: “It'simation where the entire escalation in
costs is paid by the government, not the peopleivexg the care.”

But let’s put all that aside, because that’s natlyehe line that irks me from Romney’s
statement. It's the “nothing’s changed for themm&li which evokes so much of the
misplaced optimism on Obama’s part that his naticefarm wouldn’t change things for
the majority of Americans who like their insurargians. Because thingmvechanged
for the 92% of insured people in Massachusettherfitre years since Romney’s reform
passed. Namely: everything costs more.

Since Romney’s law went into effethe cost of Massachusetts premiums have increased
dramatically at a much faster rate than the rest of the cguhtday, the health

insurance premium cost for the average family in Massachusettsisthe highest in the
nation. It isdoublethe national average. And yes, that counts as a change.

This gets us back to SCOTUS and the individual mtndVhen Romney originally
passed his reform, he maintained that it — andnithieidual mandate within it — would
become in time a model for the countrs first line in the 2010 edition of his book on
this point was thusonsistent with his past remaréthis solutions in Massachusetts
becoming the basis for a nationwide approach.

But before | looked into this, | had assumed thgiven Romney’s expressed opposition
to the federal individual mandate — he would lotlycsupport its repeal. This is,
surprisingly, not the casé&/hen Romney was asked on his book tour in 2010tabou
whether he’'d repeal the individual mandate, he egyby said “No.”Has he shifted

away from this? Has anyone followed up on this psince he officially began his 2012
campaign? It seems like a rather relevant question.

Here's an interview he gave while on that book tour

NEWSWEEK: Back in February 2007, you said you hogpedMassachusetts plan would
“become a model for the nation.” Would you agres thhas?

ROMNEY: I don't ... You're going to have to get thiote. That's not exactly accurate,
| don't believe.



NEWSWEEK: | can tell you exactly what it says: “I'pmoud of what we’ve done. If
Massachusetts succeeds in implementing it, themiitidoe a model for the nation.”

ROMNEY: It is a model for the states to be abléestrn from. During the campaign, |
was asked if | was proposing that what | did in Behusetts | would do for the nation.
And the answer was absolutely not. Our plan istegilan. It is a model for other
states— you will, the natior—it is a model for them to look at what we’ve acgbished
and to better it or to create their own plans.

One wonders what elements of this “model for oltates — if you will, the nation”
Romney is referring to. Is it the redistributionaafsts? Is it the costly subsidies? Is it the
skyrocketing premiums? Is it the price controls® tee individual mandate?

If the activity of Romney’s campaign is any indioat it seems unlikely that Romney’s
view has shifted on any of these points. Jusiiasek, they took time to basiet another
health care study illustrating how his reforms iaddachusetts raised premium costs and
cost the state jobshe second negative study in as many weeks. Réthe laying out
Romney’s plan for health reform as president, thgg all the indications of still fighting
the last war.

In debates, Romney always cites his intention &mgwaivers to all the states from
Obamacare. That's fine. But waivers are temporamng, do nothing to solve the long
term problems of health care. Romney is essentigilyg the waivers as a substitute for
proposing an actual reform, and should SCOTUSag#nst the individual mandate, his
utility in namechecking waivers will likely dissifga

What really matters — and this is true of all thepBblican candidates — is what he’'d do
next to fix the system. This issue is currentlyuded, but will enter the forefront if
Obamacare is gutted or if the individual mandataantained. Whether Romney’s plan
in Massachusetts is a model for the nation oribt,all we have to go on when it comes
to evaluating his model for reform as presidentd Ars continued defense of his
Massachusetts’ law, including the individual maed#ting past the point where more
honest supporters have backed away slowly fronvélsevident mistakes, indicates that
as much as Romney has shifted over the years atgamut of policy positions, there
is one area where he will not budge: wherever lomisealth policy at the moment you
ask him a question, he is never wrong.
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