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Things to Disagree About

David Boaz observes that inflation-adjusted fedspaindingendsto
increase steadilgven as the political winds fluctuate:

Federal Spending Has Increased Steadily Regardless
of Congressional Leadership

Real annual federal spending has more than gquintupled sinee 1963 and more than
doubled since 1980, Since 2006, lederal spending has increased by nearly $1
trillican

Total Federal Spending in Inflation-Adjusted Dellars (2008)

Repubbcan
Divided

Federnl Spending Chart | = 2009 Federal Revenue and Spending Bool of Chares [ heritage org

But the bottom line islf we have two parties for a reason,
because they believe in different things, why donive
some real differences in the growth of federal spe&ing?

Is this really such a hard question? It's just thatdisagreements
between the parties must be about something edsetiie fake fight
over “spending.” For example, “what should we sperhey on?”
Or, “how should the burden of taxes be distribu”
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But on the spending front, let’s note this. Bar@t¥ama proposed a
deficit-financed extension of some of the Bushdats.
Congressional Republicans calculated, accuratedy,@bama waso
committed to the goal of extending some of the Biagicuts that
they could hold this goal hostage and force conaes®n other
issues. This would have been a golden opportuinityexample, to
say they would only vote for Obama’s precious tats ¢f Obama
agreed to offsetting spending cuts. But they dido’that. Instead
they said they would block Obansaax cuts unless Obama agree
additional “rich people only” tax cuts. That's alemeaningful
disagreement, one that’s typical of our times,itisihot a
disagreement about the quantity of spending.
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Morgan Warstler  Yesterday 12:37 PM

The only meaningful question we see here is this:

How are public employees going to like seeing tbearall compensation being brought down to trendf
1965-20007

It's going to be very ugly. Lets get it over witlheady.

Like Reply

Matt Stevens Yesterday 01:01 PMin reply to Morgan Warstler

The only meaningful question we see hereisthis:
Why you think we give a shit.

3 people liked this. Like Reply

James_Gary Yesterday 01:09 PMin reply to Morgan Warstler
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The only meaningful question we see here is this:

Why hasn't your sorry ass been banned yet?

4 people liked this. Like Reply

Kerry  Yesterday 12:49 PM

This is a somewhat inane comment (although, I"adthe bar for the comment section here isn't taagly),
but...am | the only thinking that Matt's upped péscentage of really good points lately? This mighthe third
or fourth day in a row that I've wanted to take oféis posts and make other people read it. Keep!i

1 person liked this. Like Reply

foosior Yesterday 12:54 PM

Whatever happened to the estate tax?

Like Reply

robertwaldmann Yesterday 12:54 PM

The colors under that graph are a bit odd. Boamsée think that the President doesn't count asalthere was
undivided Republican rule during the low spendinovwgh period 95-2000 and undivided Democratic sifee
2007. That is, he cheated and still lost.

Morgan do you know what fraction of Federal spegdjoes to public employees ? This is out of dateaahdge
monster pdf

http://www.opm.gov/feddata/htm...

but in 2005 total civilian payroll costs (pay plremiums) were $ 203.5 billion. The buddmt 2005 was about
trillion 400 billion (that's an estimatéjtp://www.gpoaccess.gov/usbudCivilian human resources expenses
were about 1/12 of the total.

Cutting the pay of Federal civilian employees wda'the trick. Even if they worked for free, we vastill have
a huge deficit.

2 people liked this. Like Reply

Ban_Everyone Yesterday 12:58 PM

Is there any value in the chart displaying tot&rgping as opposed to spending as a percentagabGioP (or
whatever measure is more appropriate)? The governcoeldbe shrinking relative to the total economy and
chart wouldn't reveal it.

Even then you run into the issue (that | believdatMas mentioned several times before) that whaidvimok
like exploding government spending could just beraic economic growth.

Also, everyone should just ignore the Moronic Warphe's best treated like the spambot that Hehiste is no
value in attempting to consider or respond to tlistights".
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4 people liked this. Like Reply

abbll Yesterday 01:03 PM

I think the reason for two parties is for the pa@tigin to feel that they can hold one party respaadiy electing
the other party. Then the first one again to puttighsecond. And so on. It's a better, more clexgrto control
than with just one party.

3 people liked this. Like Reply

kafkania Yesterday 01:10 PMin reply to abb11

Yeah, that's a perfect rendition of our good caa bop phony "2 party" system. The real beauty lids$
in both parties whoring for the elites, so theeslitlon't give a rat's ass which party wins. It'gatbuki for
the rabble. They just watch and laugh their asffes o

6 people liked this. Like Reply

neilwilson Yesterday 01:11 PM

The chart should be on a logarithmic scale. Thesotiincrease is nowhere near as big apjitears in percenta
terms.

3 people liked this. Like Reply

James_Garny Yesterday 01:12 PMin reply to neilwilson

Logarithms are science, and science is a sosliblist conspiracy plot. I'll stick with good old pé#otic
addition and subtraction. As long as the resugtiith my pre-existing worldview, that is.

1 person liked this. Like Reply

CapitalistRoader Yesterday 04:41 PMin reply to neilwilson

A linear scale is fine; the data fit easily on ttaph. But per capita spending (also in dllars) would be
a better representation:

http://www.usgovernmentspendin...

Like Reply

Tyro Today 12:57 AM in reply to CapitalistRoader

Yep. As would be spending as a % of GDP. The sirfggdending goes up every year" graph that
MattY presents is almost useless.

Like Reply
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JustKarl Yesterda 01:24 P\

Congressional Republicans calculated, accurately, that Obama was so committed to the goal of extending some
of the Bush tax cuts that they could hold this goal hostage and force concessions on other issues.

And the next logical step is for Obama to threateweto any bill that doesn't achieve his goal. Vlbywe keep
skipping this step in negotiations?

2 people liked this. Like Reply

DonxWilliams  Yesterday 01:36 PM

That right end looks like a financial bubble to rd¢hat happens when it pops?

1 person liked this. Like Reply

smilner Yesterday 02:00 PM

Plot spending per GDP, please! The country grovgelaand richer, therefore government spending ldhue
expected to rise even in inflation-adjusted doll@&course the recent spending (since the 20Ghspikes up;
this is the Federal government trying to prevergaBDepression Il (but mostly just filling in theamous hole
left by sharp cuts in state spending).

5 people liked this. Like

Reply
CapitalistRoader Yesterday 05:14 PMin reply to smilner
Here's a spending chart based on GDP (federate)sta
http://www.usgovernmentspendin...
Looks like about a 1% drop in state spending in&200
Like Reply

FGS Yesterda 04:49 P\

Republicans want to cut Federal spending on S&aalrity benefits for retirees. Democrats don't.

All this bickering at the margins over Living Hisyoof Pot Belly Stoves museums and scientific asegyof fish
farts and their effects on lake temperature, ifuatl nonsense.

Like Reply

smilner Yesterday 05:23 PM

Of course, normalized by GDP, government spendogg gip sharply in a severe recession. GDP felbbyta
7% off the trendline prior to the crash. But if ypletted total government spending over the pa&ty2ars, you'
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find that the Federal "stimulus" to first approxiioa cancelled out the cratering of state spendimgummary:
for long-term trends in government spending, ptoadraction of GDP. For short-term behavior sunding a
recession, plot in inflation-adjusted dollars.

Like Reply

robertwaldmann Yesterday 06:47 PM
@kerry | agree that Yglesias has been even momlertthan usual lately.
@Matt_Stevens, James and uhm myself: Don't feettdlis.
@ Morgan Warstler

http://www.washingtonpost.cam
wp-dyn/content/article/2010/12/03/AR201012030316alh

1 person liked this. Like Reply

mikTek Today 12:40 AM in reply to robertwaldmann

Thanks for the WAPO link re: Myths of Fed EmployeReetty interesting. Facts can be helpful. Ban be
too easily dismissed if they don't support want w@nt/need to believe.

Like Reply
Real-time updating isnabled (Pause)
Add New Comment
Required: Please login below to comment.
Type your comment here. -

=~
< | >l

Post as ...

blog comments powered IBISQUS

http:/lyglesias.thinkprogress.org/2010/12/th-to-disagre-about/?utm source=feedbu...

Page6 of 7

12/6/201(



Yglesias» Things to Disagree Abo Page7 of 7

About Wonk Roon] Contact Ug Terms of Usd Privacy Policy(off-
site) | RSS| Donate
© 2005-2008 Center for American Progress Actiond~un

http:/lyglesias.thinkprogress.org/2010/12/th-to-disagre-about/?utm source=feedbu... 12/6/201(



