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INTRODUCTION

I WROTE THIS BOOK BECAUSE I love my country and I’m concerned about our future. As I often said when I first ran for president in 1992, America at its core is an idea—the idea that no matter who you are or where you’re from, if you work hard and play by the rules, you’ll have the freedom and opportunity to pursue your own dreams and leave your kids a country where they can chase theirs.

That belief has a tenuous hold on the more than fifteen million people who are unemployed or who are working part-time when they need full-time jobs to support themselves and their families. And it must seem downright unreal to the growing number of men and women who’ve been out of work for more than six months and can’t even get interviews for job openings, as if they’re somehow to blame for becoming casualties of the worst recession since the Depression.

Work is about more than making a living, as vital as that is. It’s fundamental to human dignity, to our sense of self-worth as useful, independent, free people. I earned my first money mowing lawns when I was twelve. At thirteen, I worked in a small grocery store and set up a used-comic-book stand on the side. By the time I finished college, I’d made a little money doing seven other things. By the end of law school, seven more. Over the last four decades, nine more, not counting my foundation and other philanthropic work. Most of my early jobs didn’t last long. I didn’t like them all. But I learned something in every job—about the work, dealing with people, and giving employers and customers their money’s worth.

I came of age believing that no matter what happened, I would always be able to support myself. It became a crucial part of my identity and drove me to spend a good portion of my adult life trying to give other people the chance to do the same thing. It’s heartbreaking to see so many people trapped in a web of enforced idleness, deep debt, and gnawing self-doubt. We have to change that. And we can.

In these few pages, I’ll try to explain what has happened to our country over the last thirty years, why our political system hasn’t done a better job of meeting our challenges, and why government still matters and what it should do. I’ll do my best to clarify what our choices are to revive the economy and deal with our long-term debt, and I’ll argue that the looming debt is a big problem that can’t be solved unless the economy starts growing again. And I don’t mean the kind of jobless, statistical growth of the first decade of the twenty-first century, with stagnant wages, rising poverty, crippling household debt, and 90 percent of the income growth going to the top 10 percent. I want American Dream growth—lots of new businesses, well-paying jobs, and American leadership in new industries, like clean energy and biotechnology.

Unless we restore robust economic growth, we’ll be stuck in this economy for years, and nothing we do will solve the longer-term debt problem, regardless of how we try to do it.

In short, we’ve got to get America back in the future business.



PART I
Where We Are




CHAPTER 1

Our Thirty-Year
Antigovernment Obsession

I DECIDED TO WRITE THIS BOOK after the 2010 midterm election not because my party took a beating, but because of what the election was about. The bad economy, the high cost of keeping the recession from falling into full-scale depression, the fact that the recovery had not yet begun to improve many lives—all these ensured that anger and anxiety would be at high tide on Election Day, and that’s always bad news for the party in power.

What troubled me is that with so many people hurting and so many challenges to be faced, the election season offered few opportunities for a real discussion of what went wrong, what the president and Congress had actually done or failed to do in the previous two years, what the two parties proposed to do in 2011 and 2012, and what the likely consequences would be in the short and long runs. Nor was there much of substance said on the larger issues on which these questions would have an impact: How do we propose to restore and maintain the American Dream at home? How do we ensure America’s economic, political, and security leadership in the more competitive, complex, fragmented, and fast-changing world of the twenty-first century?

Instead, the election seemed to occur in a parallel universe of inflated rhetoric and ferocious but often inaccurate attacks that shed more heat than light. The Republicans seemed to be saying that the financial crash and the recession that followed, as well as the failure of the United States to fully recover from it less than eighteen months after the economy bottomed out, were caused by too much government taxing, spending, and regulating, and that all would be well once we cut the cancer of government out of our lives and pocketbooks. They portrayed Democratic congressional incumbents and the president as big-government liberals who had brought America to the edge of destruction and, if given two more years, would push us over into the abyss.

The attack proved to be very effective in the election, but I thought it was all wrong. First, the meltdown happened because banks were overleveraged, with too many risky investments, especially in subprime mortgages and the securities and derivatives that were spun out of them, and too little cash to cover the risks. For example, Bear Stearns was leveraged at thirty-five to one when it failed; traditionally, commercial bank lending is leveraged at ten or twelve to one, investment banking a bit more. In other words, there was not enough government oversight or restraint on excessive leverage.

Second, the meltdown did not become a full-scale depression because the government acted to save the financial system from collapse. The Federal Reserve made massive investments of about $1.2 trillion to stop the financial collapse, including buying securities and guaranteeing loans. The often-derided Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP) was originally authorized to spend up to $700 billion and spent a bit over $400 billion. Most of the TARP money has been paid back, with only $104 billion still outstanding. In a July 8, 2011, Washington Post article, Allan Sloan and Doris Burke estimated that the final cost of the TARP program would be just $19 billion and cited an analysis in Fortune magazine concluding that the Federal Reserve’s income on its investments would produce a net profit for the taxpayers on the bailout of between $40 billion and $100 billion.

Third, according to most economic studies, the stimulus, along with the rescue and restructuring of the auto industry, succeeded in keeping unemployment 1.5 to 2 percent lower than it would have been without it. Of course, the stimulus didn’t restore the economy to normal levels. It wasn’t designed to. You can’t fill a several-trillion-dollar hole in the economy with $800 billion. The stimulus was designed to put a floor under the collapse and begin the recovery. More than a third of the money funded a cut of about $800 per family in withholding taxes for 95 percent of American families, whose incomes had increased modestly or not at all in the nearly eight years before the crash. Many people needed the money for necessities. About 30 percent of the money was sent to state and local governments to prevent larger layoffs of teachers, health workers, police officers, and other state and local employees. That part of the stimulus must have worked: After the funding ceased, state and local government payrolls declined by more than half a million people.

Only a third of the stimulus money went into direct jobs projects, mostly roads, bridges, and other infrastructure construction; and into incentives, loans, and grants to increase the manufacturing of new clean-energy products and more energy-efficient technologies. For example, between January 2009, when President Obama was inaugurated, and Election Day 2010, the United States had gained thirty new battery plants, built or under construction, increasing America’s share of the world market for the batteries that power hybrid and all-electric vehicles from 2 percent to 20 percent in less than two years. We’ll have the capacity to fill 40 percent of the market by 2014, if the incentives are maintained.

In other words, the crash occurred because there was too little government oversight of and virtually no restraint on risky loans without sufficient capital to back them up; the recession was prevented from becoming a depression because of a government infusion of cash to shore up the banking system; and the downturn hurt fewer people because of the stimulus, which supplemented wages with a tax cut, saved public jobs, and created jobs through infrastructure projects and incentives to create private-sector jobs, especially in manufacturing.

The success of the Republicans’ antigovernment attack was doubly surprising to me, because of their own record over the previous eight years. They cut taxes and increased spending at roughly twice the rate it had increased during my eight years in office, creating few new jobs but ending four years of balanced budgets and surpluses and doubling the national debt even before the financial meltdown. And, of course, they also regularly voted to raise the debt limit so they could continue to borrow and spend, a practice I had worked hard to end.

When the Democrats regained a majority in Congress in 2007, they inherited an already severe mortgage crisis and very weak job growth. By the time President Obama was inaugurated, we had been in a recession for more than a year, and the financial crash in September 2008 had turned it into the worst downturn since the Depression, sending both the annual deficit and the total national debt even higher. Something had to be done to stop the decline. Immediately, the antigovernment movement reversed course. After eight years in which the Republicans had increased spending at a rapid rate, they opposed spending by the new president and Congress to put a floor under the recession, and they began blaming the Democrats for the explosion of debt caused by their own policies and the crash.

ONE OF THE MOST INTERESTING THINGS to me is how easy it was to persuade so many Americans, even those who rely on government programs, to join in the government-bashing. One congressman was captured on camera looking dumbfounded at a town hall meeting on health-care reform when an angry constituent shouted that he didn’t want the government “messing with my Medicare”! In Arkansas, which has a large agricultural economy, farmers who had always lobbied hard for agricultural supports voted against the first Arkansan ever to chair the Senate Agriculture Committee, Senator Blanche Lincoln, because she was for “too much government.” As far as I could tell, her main contributions to “big government” were sponsoring a big increase in nutrition aid for poor children, which also helped farmers; passing an amendment to the financial reform bill that requires the derivatives sold by traders on Wall Street to be as transparent and financially sound as the agricultural derivatives farmers buy to hedge against losses from yields or prices that are too low; and saving more than a thousand factory jobs by insisting that the federal government enforce the rules against unfair trade practices. And she voted for the health-care bill, which postelection analysis showed cost Democrats in Republican-leaning areas about 6 percent of the vote. I think it was the right vote, especially for a state like Arkansas, with lots of uninsured small businesses and working families who will now be able to afford health insurance. But on Election Day, it looked like too much government.

Now, in 2011, Republicans and Democrats in Congress and in the White House are locked in a pitched battle over how and how much to cut our annual deficit at a time when our economic recovery remains shaky. Republicans say they will tolerate no new taxes, even on upper-income individuals who reaped almost all the income gains of the last decade (90 percent to the top 10 percent; more than 60 percent to the top 1 percent and more than 20 percent to people with incomes over $9 million), with multiple tax cuts, to boot. They opposed the stimulus in part because the tax cuts only went to the bottom 95 percent. For months, they threatened to refuse to raise the debt limit, which allows the government to borrow money to pay bills it has already incurred, a move that would further harm the recovery. If we ever refused to honor our obligations, the government’s credit rating would be downgraded. Americans would pay higher interest rates across the board, on credit card purchases and on small-business, home mortgage, car, and college loans. The government’s annual interest payments on our national debt would also rise, further increasing the deficit.

For reasons that are unclear, the president and the Democratic Congress did not raise the debt ceiling after the election, in November or December 2010, when they still had a majority. Given that fact, as well as the president’s duty to go the extra mile to avoid a default, the last-minute agreement in early August 2011 between the House Speaker, both Senate leaders, and the White House to raise the debt limit in return for $2.5 trillion in budget cuts over a decade and no new revenues could have been a lot worse. It requires $1 trillion in spending cuts over the next decade, followed by an agreement early in 2012 to cut $1.5 trillion more, after Congress gets recommendations from a twelve-member committee of its members, made up of six senators and six representatives, equally divided by party. Democrats won the concession that Medicare, Medicaid, Social Security, and a planned increase in Pell Grants1 would be exempt from the first round of cuts, a mixed blessing. And in the first year, 2012, only $21 billion of the $1 trillion will be cut, a concession to the weakness of the economy.

The whole debt ceiling/deficit reduction debate process was an extreme example of why Mark Twain said the only two things people should never watch being made are sausage and laws. To the outside world, the United States looked weak and confused, completely in the grip of the antigovernment zealots in the House Republican caucus, with Democrats unable to use their Senate majority to pass a bigger, more balanced plan of cuts and taxes, because they hadn’t raised the debt ceiling when they had the chance and the antigovernment ideologues were willing to default on our debt to get their way. Representative Michele Bachmann, a Tea Party favorite, even endorsed a default, describing it as a needed dose of “tough love.”

SHORTLY AFTER THE AGREEMENT WAS ANNOUNCED, one rating agency, Standard & Poor’s (S&P), downgraded America’s long-term credit rating anyway. The decision was criticized in many quarters because no one doubted the ability of the United States to pay its debts. The nation has total assets valued at just under $60 trillion. Progressive commentators blasted the decision as hypocritical, because S&P, along with other rating agencies, consistently gave high ratings to the subprime mortgage securities that were far riskier than U.S. Treasury bonds. Some wondered whether S&P’s double standard was rooted in the fact that the rating agencies are financed by payments from the securities industry. Others said that S&P erred in concluding that the debt deal was too small to “stabilize the government’s medium-term debt dynamics” because the agency overstated the size of the debt by $2 trillion.

S&P stated clearly that what really upset it was the politics of Washington, the slow recovery from the recession, and the fact that over the next few years debt in several wealthy countries is projected to go down as a percentage of GDP but the U.S. debt probably will not do so, mostly because the United States, alone among wealthy nations, has had no effective restraint on health-care costs. Above all, S&P thinks America’s politics have become dysfunctional. Their assessment sounds like Mark Twain’s comparison of lawmaking to sausage-making—on steroids, and without the humor.

I HAVE STARTED AND STOPPED this project several times over the last few months because politics is no longer the center of my working life and I don’t want just to add another stone to the Democratic side of the partisan scale.

I decided to go forward because I think it’s important that all Americans have a clear understanding of the basic economic facts and of the ideas driving the policy proposals under discussion. For example, even though I strongly favor a multiyear plan to bring our budget back into balance, if we cut spending or raise taxes a lot when the economy is still weak, it will slow down economic recovery. Unlike the situation in 1993, when my deficit reduction plan sparked a substantial drop in interest rates and a big increase in private investment, interest rates today are already near zero. So in the short run, a big cut in spending could even increase the annual deficit, because tax revenues might decrease even more than government spending is cut. The problem today is weak demand for new goods, services, and labor, reinforced by the huge drag of the unresolved home mortgage crisis.

I believe the challenges we face, which are tough enough on their own, are made even more difficult by the highly polarized, deeply ideological political climate in Washington. It is an almost alien environment to me now, because what I do today—in my foundation, in the Clinton Global Initiative, and in Haiti—is a world away from Washington’s political wars. We receive support from Democrats, Republicans, independents, and concerned citizens the world over. Instead of focusing on our differences, we come together to build a world of shared opportunities and shared responsibilities. Instead of making speeches, we focus on taking action on our common challenges, and on keeping score, so that we learn what works and what doesn’t. Whenever possible, we collaborate with both government and the private sector to do things better, faster, and at lower costs.

It seems to be working: helping more than four million people with AIDS in developing countries get lifesaving medicine; increasing farmers’ incomes in Latin America and Africa; developing pro-growth approaches to fighting climate change around the world; fighting childhood obesity in the United States by reducing calories in drinks consumed by kids in schools by 88 percent; offering America’s first master’s degree in public service, as opposed to public policy, at the University of Arkansas’s Clinton School of Public Service; and building global networks of givers whose commitments at the Clinton Global Initiative have already helped more than 300 million people in 170 countries.

I’ve been honored to work with both President George H. W. Bush on rebuilding efforts after the tsunami in south Asia and Hurricane Katrina and with President George W. Bush in Haiti to rebuild and diversify the economy there in the aftermath of the earthquake. After the tsunami I worked for two years as the UN secretary-general’s representative to the affected countries, as I have done in Haiti since 2008. Now I also work with the prime minister of Haiti, and with representatives of Haitian society and donor nations, to approve major projects and to assure their transparency and accountability.

Doing this work in America and around the world, after eight years as president and twelve years as governor of Arkansas, has given me a lot of exposure to how the twenty-first-century world functions, the challenges America faces in making the most of it, and the barriers to meeting these challenges that the current debate in Washington has created.

We live in the most interdependent age in history. People are increasingly likely to be affected by actions beyond their borders, and their borders are increasingly open to both positive and negative crossings: travelers, immigrants, money, goods, services, information, communication, and culture; disease, trafficking in drugs, weapons, and people, and acts of terrorism and violent crime.

The modern world has many attractions—scientific advances, technological breakthroughs, instant information-sharing, greater social diversity, and the empowerment of people everywhere through cell phones and the Internet. But as we all know, people everywhere also face severe challenges, most of which can be grouped into three categories. The modern world is too unequal in incomes and in access to jobs, health, and education. It is too unstable, as evidenced by the rapid spreading of the financial crisis, economic insecurity, political upheavals, and our shared vulnerability to terrorism. And the world’s growth pattern is unsustainable, because the way we produce and use energy and deplete natural resources is causing climate change and other environmental problems.

No matter what the naysayers claim, the evidence is overwhelming that the climate is changing because of human activity, and if we don’t change course quickly and sharply, the consequences are going to be terrible. The signs are all around us, in rising temperatures (nine of the hottest ten years on record occurred in the last thirteen years), melting ice caps, rising sea levels, more droughts, fires, floods, and severe storms. My native state of Arkansas is in America’s tornado alley just south of Joplin, Missouri, which was recently devastated by an especially powerful tornado. But in 2010 and 2011, tornadoes also hit in Queens in New York City and in Massachusetts, areas in the Northeast where they’re all but unheard of.

Though these problems are affecting the lives of people in every nation, responding to them effectively presents very different challenges to poor and rich nations. Poor nations have to build systems that those of us in wealthy nations take for granted—economic, financial, education, health-care, energy, environmental, government service, and other systems that make prosperity and security possible and provide predictable rewards to citizens for hard work and honest dealing. Haiti is now trying to build such systems. When poor countries succeed in doing that, their citizens are able to rapidly increase their incomes, as Vietnam, Rwanda, and other developing nations have proven over the last fifteen years.

Wealthy countries have such systems; they were built on the road to prosperity. The challenge is to keep them working, and improving, as times and conditions change, because at some point the people who run them and those who benefit from them inevitably become resistant to change: more committed to holding on to their positions than to advancing the purposes for which they were established in the first place; more interested in holding on to or increasing present advantages than in creating greater opportunities for others and a brighter future for our children. You can see these forces at work in the politics of Washington: The status quo is represented by much more powerful lobbying groups than the future is.

Because the world is still organized around nations, the decisions national leaders make and citizens support today determine tomorrow’s possibilities. For poor countries, that means building systems that give more and more people a chance to have decent jobs and send their kids to school. For rich countries, it means reforming systems that once worked well but no longer do, so people can keep moving forward in an increasingly complex and competitive environment.

That’s what America has to do. We have to get back in the future business. And that’s why politics, with all its frustrations and distractions, is still important. Over the last three decades, whenever we’ve given in to the temptation to blame the government for all our problems, we’ve lost our commitment to shared prosperity, balanced growth, financial responsibility, and investment in the future. That’s really what got us into trouble.

Even before the financial crash, the economy had produced only 2.5 million jobs in the previous seven years and eight months; median family income after inflation was $2,000 lower than it was the day I left office; income in-equality and poverty had increased; and home mortgage foreclosures were exploding. Almost all our economic growth was fueled by home building, consumer spending, and finance, all based on easy credit and heavy leverage. We lost manufacturing jobs every year. Ordinary citizens maxed out their credit cards to keep consumption up as they struggled with flat incomes and rising costs, especially for health care, which increased at three times the rate of inflation.

As the government abandoned balanced budgets in 2001 for big tax cuts and large spending increases, the national debt, which had decreased from 49 percent to 33 percent of national income in the 1990s, soared back to 62 percent in 2010. Consumer debt went from 84 percent of average income in the 1990s to a high of 127 percent in 2007. Since the crash, savings have increased a bit, and some debts have been written off, but our citizens’ debt is still at 112 percent of average income.

This is not the way I wanted the United States to start the twenty-first century. I did my best as president to prepare America for it—to create jobs, raise incomes, and reduce poverty; to improve the quality of our air, food, and water and preserve irreplaceable natural treasures; to increase our competitiveness in the global economy by maintaining our leadership in science, technology, innovation, and access to higher education; to alert the nation to the dangers of climate change and the economic benefits of avoiding them; and to increase our security by promoting peace and prosperity around the world while increasing our ability to deter and prevent security threats, especially from terrorists and the proliferation of and trafficking in nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons.

We pursued that agenda while keeping taxes under 20 percent of GDP and spending under 19 percent. When I left office, the United States was in position to become debt-free within twelve to fifteen years, handle the retirement of the baby boomers, and make the investments required to keep the American Dream alive in the twenty-first century.

I didn’t succeed in every endeavor, and I made some mistakes in trying. But overall, the United States was better off at the dawn of the twenty-first century than we had been eight years earlier. I think one reason is that we began by asking the right questions: How can we build a nation and a world of shared benefits and shared responsibilities? How can we accelerate the spread of the positive and reduce the reach of the negative forces that affect us all? What is the proper role of government? What should America expect from and promote in the private sector? What about civil society, the nongovernmental organizations that have been important to us since our founding? How can we appreciate, cultivate, and profit from our diversity while reaffirming that our common humanity and shared values matter more?

During the campaign of 2010 and for most of the last thirty years, our political debates have not been about answering those questions. Instead, beginning with President Reagan’s campaign in 1980, we have been told that all America’s problems are caused by government, by taxes that are too high, bureaucracies that are too big, regulations that are too costly and intrusive—if we just had less of all that, free people would solve all their problems on their own.

Americans have always had heated debates about what government should and shouldn’t do. Because we were founded in reaction to the unaccountable and overreaching power of British colonialism, we’ve often been of two minds: we don’t want too much government, but we want enough. How much is enough but not too much is the traditional dividing line between liberals and conservatives. The debate changed in 1980. As President Reagan declared in his first inaugural address, “Government is the problem.” If government is the problem, the question is always, “How can we get less of it?” If you ask the right questions, you may not always get the right answers. But if you ask the wrong questions, you can’t get the right answers.

I believe the only way we can keep the American Dream alive for all Americans and continue to be the world’s leading force for freedom and prosperity, peace and security, is to have both a strong, effective private sector and a strong, effective government that work together to promote an economy of good jobs, rising incomes, increasing exports, and greater energy independence. All over the world, the most successful nations, including many with lower unemployment rates, less inequality, and, in this decade, even higher college graduation rates than the United States, have both. And they work together, not always agreeing, but moving toward common goals. In other countries, conservatives and liberals also have arguments about taxes, energy policy, bank regulations, and how much government is healthy and affordable, but they tend to be less ideological and more rooted in evidence and experience. They focus more on what works.

That’s the focus America needs. It’s the only way to get back into the future business. In the modern world, when too few citizens have the time or opportunity to analyze the larger forces shaping our lives, and the lines between news, advocacy, and entertainment are increasingly blurred, ideological conflicts effectively waged may be good politics, and provide fodder for the nightly news, talk shows, and columnists, but they won’t get us to a better future.

Our long antigovernment obsession has proved to be remarkably successful politics, but its policy failures have given us an anemic, increasingly unequal economy, with too few jobs and stagnant incomes; put us at a competitive disadvantage compared with other nations, especially in manufacturing and clean energy; and left us a potentially crippling debt burden just as the baby boomers begin to retire.

By contrast, other nations, as well as states and cities within the United States, with a commitment to building networks of cooperation involving the public, private, and nonprofit sectors, are creating economic opportunity and charging into the future with confidence.

My argument here isn’t that Democrats are always right and Republicans always wrong. It’s that by jamming all issues into the antigovernment, antitax, antiregulation straitjacket, we hog-tie ourselves and keep ourselves from making necessary changes no matter how much evidence exists to support them. The antigovernment paradigm blinds us to possibilities that lie outside its ideological litmus tests and prevents us from creating new networks of cooperation that can restore economic growth, bring economic opportunity to more people and places, and increase our ability to lead the world to a better future.

To develop an effective strategy to get the jobs engine going again and deal with our long-term debt problem, we have to take off the blinders of antigovernment ideology and focus on what role government must play in America’s renewal.




1 Unlike student loans, Pell Grants don’t have to be repaid. The maximum grant is $5,550 for the 2011–12 academic year, with a student’s actual amount determined by financial need, the cost of attending a particular school, and whether the student is full-time or part-time.






End of sample




    To search for additional titles please go to 

    
    http://search.overdrive.com.   


OEBPS/images/Clin_9780307959768_epub_016_r1.jpg
Job creation by term

Number of jobs Number of jobs Number of Annual

beginning of term | conclusion of term | jobs created | average

President Term (in thousands) (in thousands) (inthousands) | increase
Dwight Eisenhower | 1953-1957 49470 52,168 2,698 1.4%
Dwight Eisenhower | 1957-1961 52,168 52,780 612 03%
KennedylJohnson | 1961-1965 52,780 58,561 5,781 27%
Lyndon Johnson 1965-1969 58,561 68,494 9,933 42%
Richard Nixon 1969-1973 68,494 74613 6,119 22%
Nixon/Ford 19731977 74613 79,540 4,927 1.7%
Jimmy Carter 1977-1981 79,540 89,831 10,201 3.2%
Ronald Reagan 1981-1985 89,831 95,029 5198 1.4%
Ronald Reagan 1985-1989 95,029 105,708 10,679 28%
George H.W.Bush | 1989-1993 105,708 108,021 2313 05%
Bill Clinton 1993-1997 108,021 119,269 11,248 26%
Bill Clinton 19972001 119,269 130433 1,164 23%
George W. Bush 2001-2005 130433 130369 64 0.0%
George W. Bush 2005-2009 130,369 131,555 1,186 0.2%

Data reflect the number of people employed at the end of January in the year each president took office through the end
of January when the president's term ended.

Source: Bureau of Labor Empiloyment, Hours. asd Eamings from the Cusrent Employment Statistice survey (National)





OEBPS/images/Clin_9780307959768_epub_015_r1.jpg
Policy changes under two presidents

Figures in Billions

Savings
— $126 Defense
BUSH OBAMA
F.Y. 2002-09 F.Y. 2009-17
(incl. projections)
New costs

Iraq, Afghanistan wars
and defense $1,469

Bush tax cuts $1,812 —

Nondefense discretionary
spending $608

TARP and other
bailouts $224 —

Medicare drug — i
benefit $180

2008 stimulus and —
other changes $773

— $711 Stimulus spending

$278 Nondefense
- discretionary spending

— $425 Stimulus tax cuts

- $152 Health reform and
entitlement changes

Total Cost of New Policies:

BUSH $5.07 TRILLION
OBAMA $1.44 TRILLION

© 2011 New York Times





OEBPS/images/Clin_9780307959768_epub_014_r1.jpg
Budget projections and realities

+80.6 TRILLION —
ACTUAL
SURPLUS
+0.3—
PROJECTIONS
issued in Jan. 2001
SURPLUSES

F.Y.’00 02 ‘04 ‘06 ‘08
CLINTON BUSH

10 12 14 16

Deficits

PROJECTIONS

issued in Jan. 2009
0.3 —
ACTUAL
DEFICIT 28
-0.9—
12—

2009 deficit with policy changes

Obama added $187 billion to the
like the stimulus package. I:

© 2011 New York Times





OEBPS/images/Clin_9780307959768_epub_013_r1.jpg
The debt crisis

How the debt $14.3 Who holds the
was acquired nation’s debt

President Obama The public
Includes $1.1 Includes
trillion in stimulus individuals,

spending and corporations,

tax cuts banks, and local
George W. Bush governments
Includes $1.5

trillion for the wars

—Foreign countries
in Afghanistan and

Largest holders

Lrafq and Otherd_ in trillions:

efense spending, .

plus $1.8 trillion in China ___ _ $1.2

tax cuts Japan $0.9
Britain $0.3

. . 1.6 ——Federal Reserve
Bill Clinton Collateral for
currency and

6 H. W. Bush—B emergency needs
eorge H. W. Bush—3El (46 —u.s. government

trust funds

Ronald Reagan 1.9 Includes surpluses

from Social

Security and other

Prior to programs
Ronald Reagan 1.0

Sources: Department of the Treasury; Financial Management Service; Bureau of
the Public Debt; Federal Reserve Bank of New York; Office of Management and
Budget; Commerce Department; Bipartisan Policy Center.

© 2011 New York Times





OEBPS/images/Clin_9780307959768_epub_012_r1.jpg
Total tax revenue as percentage of GLP

200

toes oS tees @5 20 2 209 proveens
Boguen 3 s M3 w5 wr me w2 o2
o 7 w0 ms s % mo ma
cni o w4 mo ms
G Roputic ws w3 wa me  ws
sy W0 s a1 s o4 w0 w2 w2
e Wi s ks 2o ws as w2 as
umany 36 Wy %1 w2 w2 mo wo w0
Pt We s 25 me Mo w3 ws  ma
gy a3 ws w1 w2
oo @2 w0 w2 w2 w2 w6 me
o 29 2w M7 ms w3 ;s me ;s
oy 25 24 ws an w2 ma w3 s
o W2 me i me ;o w3 m1  na
Lunemboury 7w w4 s owy w7 ms ws
Meso ws w2 we me 20wy
pocens e w07 @4 ws W wr W e
Nowzeanad 1 w7 o mz wme mi mr o a
Howay me %2 ks w5 w6 a8 s w0
pona w2 e ws M3 ne
poruot wo w1 as %s me %2 %2 na
Soumkomsa e w1 w0 me s 25 zme
Swacen B a3 o4 a5 s o4 w3 sk
Swtzons ws me s w7 ;o we @1 W3
Tutay s e ws s m2 a1 w2 s
ntsdngton ;e Mo ;o Mo e w2 T M3
Unted ser w7 2 ms ue :s ;e 1 Mo
Unwsiones e

o o v e b7 ey ot oD st e s
2 Unto omary gy m 1981
3 Tt 580 and e st gt e st o o
e s G o B, ed o
4 St s, ok e e £ 410,50 512,30 520t
PSS —
D T e S





OEBPS/images/Clin_9780307959768_epub_011_r1.jpg
Information Technology & Innovation Foundation
broadband rankings (2008)
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World economic forum quality of overall infrastructure (2011)

Rank  Country las* Rank  Country as*
1. Switzerland 6.7 21. Barbados 58
2. Singapore 6.6 22. Spain 58
3. France 6.5 23. Malaysia 5.7
4. Hong Kong SAR 6.5 24, United States 5.7
5. Denmark 6.4 25. Taiwan China 5.6
6. Finland 6.4 26. Qatar 56
7. lceland 6.4 27. SaudiArabia 5.6
8. Austria 6.3 28. United Kingdom 5.6
9. United Arab Emirates 6.3 29, CzechRepublic 5.6
10. Germany 6.2 30. Cyprus 55
1. Sweden 6.1 31. Estonia 5.5
12 Portugal 6.1 32. Chile 55
13 Japan 6.0 33. Slovenia 53
14, Netherlands 6.0 34, Turkey 5.3
15. Canada 6.0 35. Namibia 53
16, Luxembourg 5.9 36. Croatia 5.2
17. Belgium 5.9 37. Australia 5.2
18, South Korea 5.9 38 Israel 5.1
19, Bahrain 5.9 39. PuertoRico 5.1
20. Oman 5.9 40.  Lithuania 5.1

“Inastructure Guall Score oulof7)
Sowrcs: Warld Economic Forsm. Execuive Colion Survey







OEBPS/images/Clin_9780307959768_epub_cvt_r1.jpg
Back to Work







OEBPS/images/Clin_9780307959768_epub_019_r1.jpg
W 55-64 year-olds

eperols
euisny
® |[1ebiog

fuewon
00019
ewonols

)

puelod

puefeo|
oBeione 0Z9
ewols3
sBelone 4530
ueds

<
<jm AiebunH
a

puejuiy
pueeZIMG
spuejiaLjoN
sejels pepun
= uspams

] wniblog

A 25-34 year-olds

1eeus|

- souesy
a sewuaq
elessny
“ wiopbuiy payun
a 6inoquiaxn
lm pueieaz moN
femioN

444

L ] puefa)
Uone1apa] Uefssny
ueder

epeue

Percentage of population that has attained higher education, by age group

(2009)
%
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Countres are ranked in descending order of the percentage of 25- to 34-year-olds who have attained higher education.

Table A1.3a. (ww.0ecd org/eduleaq2011)
Hitp:/1dx doi.0rg/10.1767/888932459831.

1. Yoar of reference 2002
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High school graduation rates

1. Germany 99.5% 14. Slovakia 84.7%
2. Finland 96.8% 15. Hungary 84.3%
3. Greece 96.2% 16. Poland 83.7%
4. Japan 93% 17. Canada 78.9%
5. Norway 91.9% 18. United States 77.5%
6. South Korea 91.3% 19. Luxembourg 74.6%
7. Ireland 89.6% 20. New Zealand 74.5%
8. Switzerland 89.1% 21. Spain 74.3%
9. United Kingdom  88.7% 22. Sweden 74.1%
10. Czech Republic  88% 23. Portugal 65.1%
11. Iceland 85.9% 24. Turkey 58.4%
12. Denmark 85.4% 25. Mexico 42.6%
13. ltaly 84.9%

No data is provided for: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, France, Netherlands, and the Russian Federation
Source: Education at a Glance 2010: OECD Indicators, www.oecd.org/edu/eag2010
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American shame
How the International Monetary Fund’s “Advanced Economy” countries compare on
various measures.

Best Worst ————
Worst o the worst
e —

Income Food Insecurity “Have there been times in the past 12
Inequality Gallup  months when you did not have enough money to buy food
(GiniIndex) Unem- Global  hat you or your family needed? Percentage answering yes.

Higher  ployment  Level of Wellbeng Student

numbers  Rate  Democ-  Index Prison Performance

represent  Most racy (percentage

Life Pc lati
mora income recent  (Scala of e e Population Math  Science

Expectancy per 100,000 Scale  Scale

inequalty - estimates 110 10)  2010) atBirth ciizens  Score  Score
Australia 305 51 922 62 81727 133 514 527
Canada 324 80 .08 62 8 8120 17 | 527 529
Norway | 1250 a7 98 69 8008 |71 498 500
Nethertands 309 55 899 68 7955 o4 5% 522
Germany | 270 74 838 s 6 7941 85 513 520
Austria | 260 46 849 57 7965 103 496 407
Switzerland 39 9.09 62 4 79 534 517
Denmark 200 42 952 82 3 7 503 499
Finland 205 79 9.19 75 60 541 554
Belgum | 280 81 805 56 o7 515 507
Malta 70 828 40 140
Japan 52 808 7 50 520 530
Sweden 83
Hong Kong 46
Iceland
New Zealand 6.5
Luxembourg 55
United Kingdom 79
Ireland
Singapore
Cyprus
South Korea
Italy

France ) 4

97
Czech Republic ! 3
Slovenia 67 501
Siovakia | 260, | 2 | 185
israel [EEEIR 8086
Spain 320 A 150 |
Greece 798
United States [JIZEXONN

Sources: The CIA's The World Factbook, U.S. unemployment rate from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Economist
Intelligence Unit's Democracy Index 2010, Gallup, UNICEF, King's College London’s World Prison Brief, Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation and Development’s Program for International Student Assessment.

© 2011 New York Times
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GDP growth since 1955 by president

George W. Bush 1.6%
George H. W. Bush 2.1%
Gerald Ford 2.2%
Dwight Eisenhower 2.5%
Richard Nixon 3.0%
Jimmy Carter 3.2%
Ronald Reagan 3.5%

Bill Clinton 3.8%

Lyndon B. Johnson 5.0%

John F. Kennedy 5.4%

Source: New York Times, July 29, 2011
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Job creation by term

Number ofjobs | Numberofjobs |  Numberof | Annual

beginning ofterm | conclusion of term | jobs created | average

President Term (inthousands) | —(inthousands) | (inthousands) | increase.
Dwight Eisenhower_| 19531957 9470 2168 2698 %
Dwigh Eisenhower | 19571861 52168 52780 12 03%
Kennedyldotnson | 19611965 52780 8561 781 27%
Lyndon Jornson | 19651969 58561 G8a0¢ 9533 4z
Rchard Nion 10691073 01 o0 6119 22%
NoonFord 731677 74813 78580 a5 7%
iy Carter To77-1981 79540 89831 10291 375
Ronald Reagan | 10811985 80831 95029 5198 4%
Ronald Reagan | 10851089 95029 105708 10675 28%
Goorge H. W Bush | 19891953 105,708 108,021 2313 05%
i Cinton 19931997 108,021 119269 288 26%
Bl Cinton 10972001 119269 130433 .16 23%
George W_Bush | 20012005 130,433 130369 o 00%
Goorge W Bush | 20052009 130369 131555 [ 0z%

Data rflect th numbar o people amployod at the end of January i the year each president tookoffco through the end
of January when the presdent’s term ended.

Sonice: Bionl 601 ber Emlovment: Vicass. ond Bleninas i 06 Chitrt Bnakouin st Biiucs aromy ot
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Policy changes under two presidents
Figures in Billions

savings
— 126 Defense
BUSH OBAMA
FY.2002-09  F.Y.2009-17
(incl. projections)

New costs
$711 Stimulus spending

$278 Nondefense
Iraq, Afghanistan wars discretionary spending

and defense $1,469 $425 Stimulus tax cuts

$152 Health reform and
entitlement changes.

Bush tax cuts $1,812

Total Cost of New Policies:

BUSH  $5.07 TRILLION
OBAMA $1.44 TRILLION

Nondefense discretionary
spending $608

TARP and other
bailouts $224

Medicare drug

benefit $180

2008 stimulus and
other changes $773

@201 New York Times
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Budget projections and realities

506 TRILLION —
ACTUAL
SURPLUS
03—
PROJECTIONS
issued in Jan. 2001
SURPLUSES

FY.00 |02 04 06 08
CLINTON

Deficits

Obama added $187 billion to the
2009 deficit with policy changes

10 M2 14 16
BUSH

PROJECTIONS

issuedn Jan. 2000
03—

ACTUAL
DEFICIT 'R
09—
A2

like the stimulus package. I:

©2011 New York Times
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The debt crisis

How the debt $14.3 Who holds the
was acquired trillion nation’s debt

President Obama The public
Includes $1.1 Includes
trllion in stimulus individuals,
spending and corporations,

tax cuts banks, and local
George W. Bush governments
Includes $1.5
trllion for the wars Foreign countries
in Afghanistan and Largest holders
Lra'q and D!hELV in trillions:

efense spending,
plus $1.8 trillion in China §1.2

tax cuts

Britain $0.3

——Federal Reserve

16
Bill Clinton Collateral for
currency and
emergency needs

George H. W. Bush

46 —U.S. government
trust funds

Ronald Reagan 19 Includes surpluses

from Social

Security and other

Prior to programs
Ronald Reagan 10

Sources: Depariment of the Treasury; Financial Management Service; Bureau of
Ihe Public Debt; Federal Reserve Bank of New York; Offie of Management and
Budgel; Commerce Department; Bipartisan Polcy Conler

© 2011 New York Times
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Total tax revenue as percentage of GDP

2009
1965 1975 1985 1995 2000 2007 2008  provisional

Australia 205 252 276 280 303 205 271 na.
Austria’ 339 366 408 414 432 421 427 4238
Belgium 311 395 443 43.5 447 438 442 43.2
Canada 257 320 325 356 356 33.0 323 311
Chile 19.0 19.4 24.0 225 18.2¢
Czech Republic 376 353 373 36.0 348
Denmark ' 300 384 461 488 494 490 482 482
Finland 304 366 398 457 472 430 431 431
France ' 341 354 42.8 429 44.4 435 432 419
Germany ? 316 343 361 372 372 360 370 37.0
Greece 17.8 19.4 255 28.9 340 323 326 294
Hungary 413 38.5 397 402 39.1
Iceland 262 300 282 312 372 406 368 34.1
Ireland 249 288 347 325 313 309 288 278
Israel * 37.0 368 363 338 31.4
Italy 255 254 336 40.1 422 434 433 435
Japan 18.2 20.8 271 26.8 270 283 281 na.
Luxembourg 277 328 394 371 39.1 357 355 37.5
Mexico 155 15.2 16.9 17.9 210 17.5°
Netherlands 328 407 424 415 396 38.7 39.1 n.a.
New Zealand 241 287 313 36.2 332 351 337 31.0
Norway 296 392 426 409 426 438 426 41.0
Poland 36.2 32.8 34.8 343
Portugal 159 191 245 309 328 352 352
Slovakia 341 294 293
Slovenia 392 375 378 372
South Korea 149 161 200 226 265 265 256
Spain' 14.7 18.4 276 321 342 373 333 30.7
Sweden 334 413 474 475 51.4 474 463 46.4
Switzerland 17.5 239 255 217 30.0 289 291 30.3
Turkey 106 119 115 168 242 241 24.2 246
United Kingdom 304 349 370 340 364 362 357 34.3
United States 247 256 256 27.8 295 279 26.1 240
Unweighted average:

OECD Total 255 294 325 344 355 354 3438 na.

n.a. indicates not available.
1. The total tax revenues have been reduced by the amount of any capital transfer that represents uncollected taxes.
2. Unified Germany beginning in 1991

3. The data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibilty of the relevant Israel authorities. The use of such
data by the OECD s without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem, and Israeli settiements in
the West Bank under the terms of international law.

4. Secretariat estimate, including expected revenues in the 4100, 4300, 5120, and 5200 categories.

5. Secretariat estimate, including expected revenues collected by state and local governments.

OECD Tax Revenue Statistics
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World economic forum quality of overall infrastructure (2011)

Rank Country 1Qs* Rank Country 1Qs*
1. Switzerland 6.7 21. Barbados 58
2. Singapore 6.6 22.  Spain 5.8
3. France 6.5 23.  Malaysia 5.7
4. Hong Kong SAR 6.5 24. United States 5.7
5. Denmark 6.4 25. Taiwan, China 5.6
6. Finland 6.4 26. Qatar 5.6
7. lIceland 6.4 27.  SaudiArabia 5.6
8. Austria 6.3 28.  United Kingdom 5.6
9. United Arab Emirates 6.3 29. Czech Republic 5.6

10.  Germany 6.2 30. Cyprus 55
11.  Sweden 6.1 31. Estonia 55
12.  Portugal 6.1 32. Chile 55
13.  Japan 6.0 33.  Slovenia 5.3
14.  Netherlands 6.0 34.  Turkey 53
15. Canada 6.0 35.  Namibia 53
16.  Luxembourg 5.9 36. Croatia 5.2
17.  Belgium 5.9 37. Australia 5.2
18.  South Korea 5.9 38. lIsrael 5.1
19.  Bahrain 5.9 39. Puerto Rico 5.1
20. Oman 5.9 40. Lithuania 5.1

“Infrastructure Qualty Score (out of 7)
Source: World Economic Forum, Execulive Opiniion Survey
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Change in the number of poor
children in America from the previous year

— + 1.0 million

|.I 2009

220 -
million

Sources: “The State of America’s Children 2011, Children’s Defense
Fund; U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, “Income,
Poverty and Health Insurance in the United States: 2009,” Table 6.

© 2011 New York Times
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percentage of population that has attained higher education, by age group
(2009)
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High school graduation rates

1. Germany 99.5% 14. Slovakia 84.7%
2. Finland 96.8% 15. Hungary 84.3%
3. Greece 96.2% 16. Poland 83.7%
4. Japan 93% 17. Canada 78.9%
5. Norway 91.9% 18. United States ~ 77.5%
6. South Korea 91.3% 19. Luxembourg 74.6%
7. Ireland 89.6% 20. New Zealand  74.5%
8. Switzerland 89.1% 21. Spain 74.3%
9. United Kingdom  88.7% 22. Sweden 74.1%
10. Czech Republic  88% 23. Portugal 65.1%
11. Iceland 85.9% 24. Turkey 58.4%
12. Denmark 85.4% 25. Mexico 42.6%
13. ltaly 84.9%
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American shame
How the Intermational Monatary Fund's “Advanced Economy” countries compare on
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