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’You Didn’t Build That!’
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 3, 2012)
And lest we forget, the real victims of all these taxpayer-paid entitlements to business are our children—their
education and their future!
“As Companies Seek Tax Deals, Governments Pay High Price” by Louise Story, The New York Times
Dec. 1, 2012, (http://www.nytimes.com/2012/12/02/us/how-local-taxpayers-bankroll-corporations.html?hp&_r=0)

General Motors pushed hard for tax breaks in Ypsilanti Township, Mich.
Some $200 million later, this is what remains. (Fred R. Conrad/The New York Times)

In the end, the money that towns across America gave General Motors did not matter.
When the automaker released a list of factories it was closing during bankruptcy three years ago, communities that
had considered themselves G.M.’s business partners were among the targets.
For years, mayors and governors anxious about local jobs had agreed to G.M.’s demands for cash rewards, free
buildings, worker training and lucrative tax breaks. As late as 2007, the company was telling local officials that
these sorts of incentives would “further G.M.’s strong relationship” with them and be a “win/win situation,”
according to town council notes from one Michigan community.
Yet at least 50 properties on the 2009 liquidation list were in towns and states that had awarded incentives, adding
up to billions in taxpayer dollars, according to data compiled by The New York Times.
Some officials, desperate to keep G.M., offered more. Ohio was proposing a $56 million deal to save its Moraine
plant, and Wisconsin, fighting for its Janesville factory, offered $153 million.
But their overtures were to no avail. G.M. walked away and, thanks to a federal bailout, is once again profitable.
The towns have not been so fortunate, having spent scarce funds in exchange for thousands of jobs that no longer
exist.
One township, Ypsilanti, Mich., is suing over the automaker’s departure. “You can’t just make these promises and
throw them around like they’re spare change in the drawer,” said Doug Winters, the township’s attorney.
Yet across the country, companies have been doing just that. And the giveaways are adding up to a gigantic bill for
taxpayers.
A Times investigation has examined and tallied thousands of local incentives granted nationwide and has found that
states, counties and cities are giving up more than $80 billion each year to companies. The beneficiaries come from
virtually every corner of the corporate world, encompassing oil and coal conglomerates, technology and
entertainment companies, banks and big-box retail chains.
The cost of the awards is certainly far higher. A full accounting, The Times discovered, is not possible because the
incentives are granted by thousands of government agencies and officials, and many do not know the value of all
their awards. Nor do they know if the money was worth it because they rarely track how many jobs are created.
Even where officials do track incentives, they acknowledge that it is impossible to know whether the jobs would
have been created without the aid.
“How can you even talk about rationalizing what you’re doing when you don’t even know what you’re doing?” said
Timothy J. Bartik, a senior economist at the W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research in Kalamazoo, Mich.
The Times analyzed more than 150,000 awards and created a searchable database of incentive spending. The
survey was supplemented by interviews with more than 100 officials in government and business organizations as
well as corporate executives and consultants.
A portrait arises of mayors and governors who are desperate to create jobs, outmatched by multinational
corporations and short on tools to fact-check what companies tell them. Many of the officials said they feared that
companies would move jobs overseas if they did not get subsidies in the United States.
Over the years, corporations have increasingly exploited that fear, creating a high-stakes bazaar where they pit
local officials against one another to get the most lucrative packages. States compete with other states, cities
compete with surrounding suburbs, and even small towns have entered the race with the goal of defeating their
neighbors.
While some jobs have certainly migrated overseas, many companies receiving incentives were not considering
leaving the country, according to interviews and incentive data.

“If you’re looking at the competitiveness of a region, the most important thing a region can do is to focus on
education. And this use of incentives is really transferring money from education to businesses.” Donald J. Hall Jr.,
Hallmark C.E.O.
Despite their scale, state and local incentives have barely been part of the national debate on the economic crisis.
The budget negotiations under way in Washington have not addressed whether the incentives are worth the cost,
even though 20 percent of state and local budgets come from federal spending. Lawmakers in Washington are
battling over possible increases in personal taxes, while both parties have said that lower federal taxes on
corporations are needed for the country to compete globally.
The Times analysis shows that Texas awards more incentives, over $19 billion a year, than any other state. Alaska,
West Virginia and Nebraska give up the most per resident.
For many communities, the payouts add up to a substantial chunk of their overall spending, the analysis found.
Oklahoma and West Virginia give up amounts equal to about one-third of their budgets, and Maine allocates nearly
a fifth.
In a few states, the cost of incentives is not significant. But several of them have low business taxes — or none at
all — which can save companies even more money than tax credits.
Far and away the most incentive money is spent on manufacturing, about $25.5 billion a year, followed by
agriculture. The oil, gas and mining industries come in third, and the film business fourth. Technology is not far
behind, as companies like Twitter and Facebook increasingly seek tax breaks and many localities bet on the
industry’s long-term viability.
Those hopes were once more focused on automakers, which for decades have pushed cities and states to set up
incentive programs, blazing a trail that companies of all sorts followed. Even today, G.M. is the top beneficiary,
public records indicate. It received at least $1.7 billion in local incentives in the last five years, followed closely by
Ford and Chrysler.
A spokesman for General Motors said that almost every major employer applied for incentives because they help
keep companies competitive and retain or create jobs.
“There are many reasons why so many Ford, Chrysler and G.M. plants closed over the last few decades,” said the
G.M. spokesman, James Cain. “But these factors don’t mean that the companies and communities didn’t benefit
while the plants were open, which was often for generations.”
Mr. Cain cited research showing that the company received less money per job than foreign automakers operating
in the United States.
Questioned about incentives, officials at dozens of other large corporations said they owed it to shareholders to
maximize profits. Many emphasized that they employ thousands of Americans who pay taxes and spend money in
the local economy.
(Search our database to see how much your state awards in business incentives:
http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2012/12/01/us/government-incentives.html.)
For government officials like Bobby Hitt of South Carolina, the incentives are a good investment that will raise tax
revenues in the long run.
“I don’t see it as giving up anything,” said Mr. Hitt, who worked at BMW in the 1990s and helped it win $130 million
from South Carolina.
Today, Mr. Hitt is the state’s secretary of commerce. South Carolina recently took on a $218 million debt to assist
Boeing’s expansion there and offered the company tax breaks for 10 years.

Mr. Hitt, like most political officials, has a short-term mandate. It will take years to see whether the state’s bet on
Boeing bears fruit.
In Michigan, Gov. Rick Snyder, a Republican in his first term, has been working to eliminate most business tax
credits but is bound by past awards. The state gave General Motors $779 million in credits in 2009, just a month
after the company received a $50 billion federal bailout and decided to close seven plants in Michigan.
G.M. can use the credits to offset its state tax bill for up to 20 years. “You don’t know who will take a credit or
when,” said Doug Smith, a senior official at the state’s economic development agency. “We may give a credit to
G.M., and they might not take it for three years or 10 years or more.”
One corporate executive, Donald J. Hall Jr. of Hallmark, thinks business subsidies are hurting his hometown, Kansas
City, Mo., by diverting money from public education. “It’s really not creating new jobs,” Mr. Hall said. “It’s motivated
by politicians who want to claim they have brought new jobs into their state.”
For Mr. Hall and others in Kansas City, the futility of free-flowing incentives has been underscored by a border war
between Kansas and Missouri.
Soon after Kansas recruited AMC Entertainment with a $36 million award last year, the state cut its education
budget by $104 million. AMC was moving only a few miles, across the border from Missouri. Workers saw little
change other than in commuting times and office décor. A few months later, Missouri lured Applebee’s headquarters
from Kansas.
“I just shake my head every time it happens, it just gives me a sick feeling in the pit of my stomach,” said Sean
O’Byrne, the vice president of the Downtown Council of Kansas City. “It sounds like I’m talking myself out of a job,
but there ought to be a law against what I’m doing.”
Outgunned by Companies
For local governments, incentives have become the cost of doing business with almost every business. The Times
found that the awards go to companies big and small, those gushing in profits and those sinking in losses, American
companies and foreign companies, and every industry imaginable.
Workers are a vital ingredient in any business, yet companies and government officials increasingly view the
creation of jobs as an expense that should be subsidized by taxpayers, private consultants and local officials said.
Even big retailers and hotels, whose business depends on being in specific locations, bargain for incentives as if
they can move anywhere. The same can be said for many movie productions, which almost never come to town
without local subsidies.
When Oliver Stone made the 2010 sequel to Wall Street, in his mind there was only one place to shoot it: New York
City. Nonetheless, the film, a scathing look at bankers’ greed, received $10 million in tax credits, according to 20th
Century Fox.
In an interview, Mr. Stone criticized subsidies for industries like banking and agriculture but defended them for
Hollywood, saying that many movies can be shot anywhere and that their actors and crew members pay state
income taxes. “It’s good,” Mr. Stone said of the film subsidies. “Or like basically the way business is done. I don’t
understand what the moral qualm is.”
The practical consequences can be easily seen. The Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, a conservative group,
found that the amount New York spends on film credits every year equals the cost of hiring 5,000 public-school
teachers.

Nationwide, billions of dollars in incentives are being awarded as state governments face steep deficits. Last year
alone, states cut public services and raised taxes by a collective $156 billion, according to the Center on Budget and
Policy Priorities, a liberal-leaning advocacy group.
Incentives come in many forms: cash grants and loans; sales tax breaks; income tax credits and exemptions; free
services; and property tax abatements. The income tax breaks add up to $18 billion and sales tax relief around $52
billion of the overall $80 billion in incentives.
Collecting data on property tax abatements is the most difficult because only a handful of states track the amounts
given by cities and counties. Among them is New York, where businesses save an estimated $1.1 billion a year in
property taxes. The American International Group, the insurance company at the center of the 2008 financial crisis,
continued to benefit from a $23.8 million abatement from New York City at the same time it was being bailed out
with $180 billion in federal money.
Since 2000, The New York Times Company has received more than $24 million from the city and state.
“The management owes it to their stockholders to try to get the best economic deal that they can.” Marilyn P. Nix,
former G.M. real estate manager.
In some places, local officials have little choice but to answer the demands of corporations.
“They dictate their terms, and we’re not really in a position to question their deal terms,” Sarah Eckhardt, a
commissioner in Travis County, Tex., said of companies she has dealt with recently, including Apple and HewlettPackard. “We don’t have the sophistication or the resources to negotiate with a company that has the wherewithal
the size of a country. We are just no match in negotiating with that.”
Local officials can find themselves across the table from conglomerates like Shell Oil and Caterpillar, the world’s
largest maker of construction equipment.
Shell has been offered a tax credit worth as much as $1.6 billion over 25 years from Pennsylvania, which competed
with West Virginia and Ohio for an energy production facility. Royal Dutch Shell, the parent company, made $31
billion in profits in 2011 — about $3.5 million every hour. The company’s chief executive made $13.1 million last
year, according to Equilar, an executive compensation firm. Pennsylvania predicts that the plant will create
thousands of long-term jobs, but it did not require them in exchange for the tax credit.
Caterpillar has received more than $196 million in local aid nationwide since 2007, though it has chastised states,
particularly its home base, Illinois, for not being business-friendly. This year, Caterpillar announced a new plant in
Georgia, which offered $44 million in incentives. Local counties chipped in free land and other aid, including $15
million in tax breaks and $8.2 million in road, water and sewer repairs.
The company, whose profits are soaring, recently froze workers’ pay for six years at several locations, arguing that
it needed to remain competitive. A spokesman for the company, Jim Dugan, said it employed more than 50,000
people and invested billions of dollars nationwide.
Local officials typically have scant information about the track record of corporations, like whether they lived up to
job assurances elsewhere. And some officials acknowledged that they did not know to what extent incentives were
a deciding factor for companies.
“I don’t know that there’s a way to know other than talking to the businesses, and the businesses telling us that
that was a factor in creating jobs,” said Ken Striplin, the city manager of Santa Clarita, Calif., which gives tax breaks
in a designated enterprise zone. “There’s no box that says ‘I would have created this job without the enterprise
zone.’ ”
California is one of the few states that have been cutting back on incentives. But that does not mean its cities are
following suit. When Twitter threatened to leave San Francisco last year, officials scrambled to assuage the
company.

Twitter was not short on money — it soon received a $300 million investment from a Saudi prince and $800 million
from a private consortium. The two received Twitter equity, but San Francisco got a different sort of deal.
The city exempted Twitter from what could total $22 million in payroll taxes, and the company agreed to stay put.
The city estimates that Twitter’s work force could grow to 2,600 employees, although the company made no such
promise.
A Twitter spokeswoman said the company was “very happy to have been able to stay in San Francisco.” City
officials did not respond to inquiries.
Like many places, San Francisco has been cutting its budget. Public parks have lost about $12 million in recent
years, though workers at Twitter will not lack for greenery. The company’s plush new office has a rooftop garden
with great views and amenities. Enjoying the perks, one employee sent out a tweet: “Tanned on Twitter’s new roof
deck this morning as some dude served me smoothie shots. This is real life?”
A Zero-Sum Game
It was the company every state had to have. In 1985, General Motors was looking for a spot to manufacture its
Saturn, a new compact car that would compete with Japanese imports and create thousands of American jobs.
Incentives were not in wide use, and several states had only recently begun to allow more of them.
In fact, when G.M. announced the search, its chairman, Roger Smith, said the perks would not be a predominant
factor. “Tax breaks can’t make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear,” Mr. Smith told The Detroit Free Press. He said G.M.
planned to avoid states that had large debts or lackluster schools.
Undeterred, some 30 states stepped forward in what became a full-out competition. One official, Bill Clinton, then
the governor of Arkansas, traveled to Detroit offering income tax credits and sales tax exemptions worth nearly
$200 million.
Mr. Smith essentially kept his word and chose Tennessee, which had put together a relatively small package. Reid
Rundell, a retired G.M. executive, said in a recent interview that it had come down to geography. “The primary
factor was distribution for incoming parts, as well as outgoing vehicles,” Mr. Rundell said.
But the gates had been opened. In 1992, South Carolina lured BMW with a $130 million package; the next year,
Alabama got Mercedes-Benz at a price tag that topped $300 million.
“What the auto incentives did back then was really raise the profile of economic incentives both within companies,
in government and in the public’s eye,” said Mark Sweeney, who worked for the South Carolina Commerce
Department in the 1990s and now advises companies on obtaining government grants.
By 1993, governors were regaling one another at a national conference with stories of deals beyond the auto
industry, including a recent bidding war for United Airlines that drew more than 90 cities. The airline had set up
negotiations in a hotel, and its representatives ran floor to floor comparing bids, said Jim Edgar, then the governor
of Illinois.
Mr. Edgar said he had called for a truce, concerned that the practice was unfair to companies that did not receive
incentives. But many states would not sign on, he said, particularly those in the South, where businesses were
moving.
“If you’ve got some states doing it, it’s hard for the others not to do it,” Mr. Edgar said. “It’s like unilaterally
disarming.”

Soon after, economists at Federal Reserve branches were questioning the use of incentives. One, in Minnesota,
used mathematical proofs and game theory to show that competition between states did not increase overall
economic value. Several other economists have since called the practice a zero-sum game.
A group of taxpayers in Michigan and Ohio went as far as suing DaimlerChrysler after Ohio and the City of Toledo
awarded the automaker $280 million in the late 1990s. The suit argued that it was unfair for one taxpayer to be
given a break at the expense of all others.
The suit made its way to the Supreme Court, and G.M. and Ford signed on to briefs supporting Daimler, as did local
governments. The National Governors Association warned the court that prohibiting incentives could lead to jobs
moving overseas. “This is the economic reality,” the association said in a brief.
The governors offered no hard evidence of the effectiveness of tax credits, but the Supreme Court did not consider
whether they worked anyway. In 2006, the court concluded that the taxpayers did not have the legal standing to
challenge Ohio’s tax actions in federal court.
The tab for auto incentives has grown to $13.9 billion since 1985, according to the Center for Automotive Research,
a nonprofit group in Ann Arbor, Mich. G.M., the top recipient, was awarded $3.3 billion of the aid. Since 1979,
automakers also closed more than 267 plants in the United States, about half of which still sit empty, according to
the center.
The auto industry and some local officials have long argued that auto companies create so many jobs and draw in
so many supporting suppliers that all taxpayers benefit. Even if companies shut down years later, as Saturn did in
Tennessee for a few years, the trade-off is worth it, they said.
“I do believe that if a state ever is going to create incentives,” said Lamar Alexander, who was Tennessee’s
governor in 1985 when Saturn selected the state, “the auto industry would be by far the No. 1 target, because an
auto assembly plant is a money target.”
Still, Mr. Alexander, now a United States senator, said that recruiting a large factory today would be more
expensive. “It has changed a lot,” he said. “It’s almost become a sweepstakes.”
G.M. Gets Into the Act
G.M. may have initially minimized the role of local dollars, but as the company’s financial problems grew, incentives
became a big part of its math.
“These economic development deals with a company just serve to guarantee that the nation’s largest companies
can receive tax breaks wherever they go.” Sarah Eckhardt, county commissioner, Travis County, Texas.
The actions of the company were described in more than two dozen in-depth interviews with former company
officials, tax consultants and governors and mayors who have dealt with G.M.
The automaker’s real estate division, Argonaut Realty, oversaw the hunt for the most lucrative deals. Up and down
the corporate ladder, employees were encouraged to push governments for more, according to transcripts of public
meetings and interviews. Even G.M. plant managers knew that the future of their facilities depended in part on their
ability to send word of big discounts back to Detroit.
Union representatives were enlisted to attend local hearings, putting a human face on the jobs at stake. G.M.’s
regional tax managers often showed up, armed with tax abatement wish lists and highlighting the company’s gifts
to local charities.
“We knew what our investment of X amount meant to the community, and we knew we needed to partner with the
community to be successful,” said Marilyn P. Nix, who worked as a real estate executive at G.M. for 31 years until
retiring in 2005.

At the top of G.M., executives reviewed the proposals from various locations and went where the numbers added
up.
“I know people like to blame the industry for taking advantage of the incentives, but you go back to what your
fiduciary responsibility is to the stockholders,” Ms. Nix said. “As long as you’ve got people that are willing to better
the deals, the management owes it to their stockholders to try to get the best economic deal that they can.”
For towns, it became a game of survival, even if the competition turned out to be a mirage.
Moraine, Ohio, was already home to a G.M. plant in 1997 when the company pushed hard for additional incentives.
G.M. said it was looking for a place to accommodate more manufacturing.
Wayne Barfels, the city manager at the time, said a G.M. representative had told officials that Moraine was
competing with Shreveport, La., and Linden, N.J. After the local school board approved property tax breaks, The
Dayton Daily News reported that the other towns had not been in discussions with G.M.
The school board considered rescinding the deal, but allowed G.M. to keep it after a company official apologized. In
2008, G.M. shut the Moraine facility.
In towns where General Motors remains, local officials praised the company. “I can say they have been a great
partner to us,” said Virg Bernero, the mayor of Lansing, Mich. “It would do something to the psyche of this
community if they were not here. I mean, I just praise God every day.”
Looking to lure businesses beyond automakers, states have routinely bolstered their incentive tool kits. In 2010
alone, states created or expanded about 40 tax credits and exemptions, according to the National Conference of
State Legislatures.
The nature of the credits has also changed. New ones are geared toward attracting technology and green energy
companies, but it is hard to know whether 15 years down the road they will thrive or wind up stumbling like the
automakers. And many modern companies, like those in digital technology, can easily pack up and leave.
“I don’t see anything that suggests that Twitter and Facebook are better bets in the long run,” said Laura A. Reese,
the director of the Global Urban Studies Program at Michigan State University. Ms. Reese advises local governments
to invest in residents through education and training rather than in companies where “it’s hard to pick winners.”
Yet states try to do it all the time. In 2010, Rhode Island, which has the nation’s second-highest unemployment
rate, recruited Curt Schilling, a former Red Sox pitcher, to move his video game company from Massachusetts. The
company, 38 Studios, had never released a game and was not making money, but the governor at the time had the
state guarantee $75 million in loans.
The company failed and dismissed all of its roughly 400 workers this May. Rhode Island taxpayers are now on the
hook for the loans.
Officials said part of the difficulty was that communities do not get much say in a company’s business strategy.
“We, as communities, stake our futures with these people who are supposed to know what they’re doing, and
sometimes they don’t,” said Arthur Walker, a businessman in Shreveport and former chairman of the city’s chamber
of commerce.
Mr. Walker and other officials in Shreveport know firsthand. In 2000, they were worried that G.M. would close a
plant in their area and responded with a generous proposal: the city would cut the company’s gas bill and provide
work force training grants. In addition, G.M. would benefit by a recent increase in one of the state’s income tax
credits.
Eager to encourage innovation, Shreveport officials suggested ways the city could assist G.M. in building electric
cars. “We wanted to be part of the future,” said Mr. Walker, whose brother worked at the plant.

G.M. took the city’s incentives but not its business advice and began building the giant Hummer there.
“We knew they needed to build green cars — I mean, who builds a Hummer for the 21st century?” Mr. Walker said.
“It was a losing proposition that we found ourselves in. We couldn’t win because those people weren’t making the
correct business decisions, in my view. When it didn’t work, we’re the ones left holding the bag.”
The Hummer was discontinued in 2010, and the Shreveport factory closed this August, the final victim of G.M.’s
bankruptcy.
Ypsilanti’s Losing Battle
For much of the last 20 years, Doug Winters has been agitating for General Motors to be held accountable.
Mr. Winters, the attorney for Ypsilanti Township and several other places around Ann Arbor, has lived in Ypsilanti all
his life. His grandmother labored at the local plant, Willow Run, during World War II, when it made bomber planes.
People in town still proudly point out that a woman known as Rosie the Riveter worked there as well. After the war,
when G.M. moved into the plant to manufacture its automatic transmission system, his father got a job.
Mr. Winters loves the history of Willow Run but hates what he views as corporate hypocrisy: G.M. asked for
government help on the one hand and then appealed to free-market rationales for closing shop.
Over the years, Ypsilanti granted G.M. more than $200 million in incentives for two factories at Willow Run, Mr.
Winters said. “They had put basically a stranglehold on the entire state of Michigan and other places across the
country by just grabbing these tax abatements by the billions,” he said. “They were doing it with a very thinly
disguised threat that if you don’t give us these tax abatements, then we’ll have to go somewhere else.”
“We’re their own private ATM. When they need money, they come begging, but when they don’t want oversight,
they say ‘get out of the way.’” Doug Winters, attorney for Ypsilanti Township, Mich.
Ypsilanti first sued G.M. in the 1990s to prevent the company from closing the factory at Willow Run that made the
Chevrolet Caprice.
The town had granted the company tax incentives after the factory manager argued that G.M.’s ability to compete
with other carmakers was at stake, documents in the lawsuit show. The tax break and “favorable market demand,”
said the plant manager, Harvey Williams, would allow the automaker to “maintain continuous employment.”
Nevertheless, G.M. shut the factory. A lower court found in favor of Ypsilanti, but the ruling was reversed on appeal.
The judge said that a company’s job assurances “cannot be evidence of a promise.”
In 2010, when the company closed the remaining factory at Willow Run, Mr. Winters sued again. This time,
Ypsilanti argued that the automaker should have been forced to close overseas factories instead, especially since
American taxpayers had bailed out G.M. In addition, Ypsilanti sought to recover money from G.M., saying the
company had agreed to reimburse the town for some incentives if it left.
So far, Ypsilanti’s claims have not been addressed. They were complicated by G.M.’s bankruptcy, which allowed the
carmaker to emerge as a new company and leave some of its liabilities and contractual obligations behind.
When asked whether the new G.M. has civic responsibilities to its former factory towns, Mr. Cain, the company
spokesman, said: “Our obligation to the communities where we do business is to run a successful business. And
when we prosper, it allows us to do more than just turn the lights on and make cars.”
He also said that since the bailout, “G.M. has invested more than $7.3 billion in its U.S. facilities, and we’ve created
or retained almost 19,000 jobs in communities all over the country.”

Matthew P. Cullen, who oversaw real estate and economic development for G.M. until he left the company in 2008,
said the automaker was aware of its impact on communities. He said that what happened with G.M. was the result
of an entire industry changing and that there had been no bad intentions.
“If you go forward in good faith doing everything you can and make the investment, then you’re partners,” Mr.
Cullen said. “Sometimes partnerships in business work, and they work for 60 years. And in some cases, they don’t,
and it doesn’t make you a bad partner.”
Some towns that are still dealing with the fallout of plant closings might disagree. In Pontiac, Mich., tax revenues
have fallen 40 percent since 2009 after the old G.M. knocked down buildings on its property, resulting in lower tax
assessments, according to the city’s emergency manager.
In Ypsilanti, an entity set up to sell off G.M. property is marketing the plant as valuable. At the same time, it has
been arguing for lower property taxes on the grounds that its plant is not worth much.
Ypsilanti’s supervisor, Brenda Stumbo, said the township would be stung hard by further revenue cuts. Ypsilanti has
already slimmed down its Fire Department, and city workers are juggling multiple jobs. There are seven to 10 home
foreclosures a week, giving the township the highest foreclosure rate in the county, Ms. Stumbo said.
“Can all of it be traced back to General Motors?” she said, listing auto suppliers that closed after G.M. did. “No, but
a great deal of it can.”
Nonetheless, Ms. Stumbo said that if G.M. would bring jobs back to town, she would be willing to grant the
company more incentives.
But Mr. Winters is not so sure. He said he would never support more incentives without stronger protections for
Ypsilanti. “They’ve done a lot of damage to a lot of people and a lot of communities, and they’ve basically been
given a clean slate,” he said. “It’s a ‘get out of jail free’ card.”
(Lisa Schwartz and Ramsey Merritt contributed research.)

Unfortunately, the “little” guy with the big ears is actually more correct.
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James

Re: Is the GOP Lost? (reply to SteveB, F0tM Newsletter #281)

The fact is the Democrats had to cheat to win and now they are blowing their horn. Stuffing the ballot box is not a
stunning victory.
Republicans stand by no new taxes for everybody and we don't like class warfare. You would think the blacks
would understand that, and you, Brad, should understand it too. I simplified it: teachers should not have to pay
more than anyone else. It is that simple.
Raped women, you got to be kidding me. One candidate spouts off with his hair-brained idea and you try to label it
on all of us. Speaks volumes about your party. Distortions and lies make good talking points for the Democrats, or
so you think.
We don't want war, but we do want to be so strong no one will try to take us over. We need to keep updating and
staying with the times.
We need to make jobs, not lose 936,000 jobs in a month.
20121130-04

12:20

SteveB

Re: Is the GOP Lost? (reply to James, above)

I appreciate your taking the time to communicate. You sound like a reasonable man to me, though we may differ
on certain specifics. I think we both want what’s best for our country as a whole. You make me think that
communications across the barriers between us is possible. I will always keep trying.
One month from now, when our FotM Newsletter takes a hiatus, maybe until 2016 or so, I will still be right in there,
exchanging emails, arguing my views, contacting politicians, signing petitions, contributing a little where it does the
most good, keeping informed, and helping to keep others informed, especially of the truth, but also warning of the
lies that circulate and are broadcast masquerading as truth. Perhaps you agree with me, James, that knowingly
disseminating lies in a democracy to achieve personal agendas in public matters is the ultimate act of treason?
So, in the interest of understanding one another, please allow me to react to your response to my above-mentioned
comments:
1. “Democrats (including Mr. Obama, I assume) cheated to win the 2012 elections.”
I’m going to assume you don’t mean things like stuffing the ballot box, voter fraud, etc., which
clearly did not happen in anything like significant numbers. Even Republicans, who were at all
precinct polling places, seem to agree. If you are saying that Obama’s supporters turned out to vote
(unexpectedly to Romney’s inept team), but Romney’s supporters did not (also unexpectedly to
Romney’s inept team), well, in what way does that constitute cheating? Something so completely
unexpected might well seem like cheating or magic, but the unexpectedness is simply the ineptness
of the Romney camp and the Republican media. A surprise does not constitute cheating, in and of
itself.
But if you are talking about the issue Romney himself raised after the election, when he accused
President Obama and the Democrats of buying votes with government doles, I believe the facts
would counter your argument. (Though voters receiving such lavish government “hand-outs” as
Social Security, disability, aid to children, Veteran’s benefits, Medicare, Medicaid, student loans and
scholarships, public education, and unemployment benefits—all very largely paid for by the very
taxpayers themselves (with little help from the rich, by the way)—well, yes, these people were
afraid of Republican hatchets and voted as their pocketbooks dictated, for the safer Democrats. So?
This hardly constitutes cheating. The largest recipients of public largess, by far, are the billionaires
and giant corporations. Go back and read the history of the Great Recession. How many $trillions
did they get? Do we have the answer to that question even now? Yet those Wall Street crooks are

all Republican heroes. And, believe me, they all vote as their pocketbooks dictate, so why shouldn’t
everyone, at least to some extent? And when it comes to protecting things like education, I’ll trust
American families over large corporations to do the right thing every time. That’s why we have
locally-controlled public education to begin with. That’s what made us great—egalitarian public
education.
2. “Republicans stand by no new taxes.”
This is simply a paradox. When I was an engineer, we had a sort of true joke that we might tell
clients in certain situations. It goes something like this: any engineering project has three factors
involved, three goals that are most desirable. The end result should be:
1. Inexpensive.
2. High quality.
3. Rapidly completed.
The clients would always nod their heads, “Ya, that’s what we want, those three things’” Then we’d
say, “OK, pick two out of three, because all three, at once, are impossible.”
It’s really the same thing with government. You can’t have it all. We all want the following:
1. No new taxes.
2. No wars.
3. Pay down the deficit.
You can’t have all three things at once. That was Bush’s mistake (except he obviously didn’t try too
hard on the last two).
The constituents of the GOP, the millionaires and billionaires, are simply going to have to step up to
the plate and pay their fair share (easily measured). Upper income tax rates are at historic lows and
are obviously hurting us. And despite whatever it was these rich constituents lost $1 billion on
Romney alone to achieve, the budget is not going to be balanced on the backs of the middle class
and poor again. It will simply not be permitted. Not after the bail-outs of the billionaires, not after
their bubbles and scams, not after the suffering the people have already endured. Those are the
political facts, whether you subscribe to them or not. Romney and his team tried to hide their heads
in the sand. It didn’t work.
3. “Democrats lie when they say the GOP is not the party of women, even that it is anti-women.”
When a minority (the evangelicals) try to impose their contraception and abortion hang-ups on the
rest of society, women are going to run in the opposite direction. They aren’t stupid, despite what
some of the Republican Neanderthals might think. We’re talking here about a pervasive pattern, not
just one man’s gaffe (There were actually two incredible ones that actually cost Senate seats!
Expensive mistakes!) Read the 2012 GOP Platform. Listen to Mitt Romney try to figure out what he
stands for on women’s issues.
All this worried women. Read the exit polling.
Exactly what “distortions and lies” are you referring to?
At least you admit that Akin and Mourdock had “hair-brained” ideas. Maybe we can build on that. I
agree with you!
4. “We need a strong defense.”

We have one. It’s time to tone it down a notch. I’m not too worried about anyone “trying to take us
over” except conservative radicals.
5. “We need to make jobs not lose 936,000 jobs in a month.”
I agree with the first part. And, thanks to the President, we’re gaining jobs every month, not losing
them as you imply by dragging out the worst of the post-Bush jobs numbers. Ultimately, when
we’ve made small business competitive again with the huge monopolies, even more jobs will start
returning to American workers. I think you would agree that this is better than government jobs,
though not all government jobs are a bad thing per se, right?
The people have spoken. The people of the Constitution. It’s time for Republicans and Democrats to move beyond
the stupid non-compromising and get their work done. We need dialogue. We need communications. We need
action. We need cooperation, not more Republican obstruction in the name of billionaires.
20121130-02
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Art

“Cry Babies & Sore Losers”

Good one…
“Cry Babies And Sore Losers” by Samuel Warde, Liberals Unite
Nov. 8, 2012,`(http://samuel-warde.com/2012/11/cry-babies-and-sore-losers/)

I’m seeing Americans post photos of our Flag hung upside down because the President won reelection. They’re
defending this action as a “Naval sign of distress”. Let me tell you something: you are not on a battleship, you are a
manager at McDonalds in Follansbee, WV, and you are in fact, a lunatic.

I’ve avoided “spiking the football” over a great night for the President and for common sense in the Senate –
Richard Murdock and Todd Akin deserved more than a loss. But I’ve held off, because I respect, am friends with,
and on certain issues agree with, many patriotic Republicans who work hard to make this country a better place
and simply disagreed with who should be Commander in Chief. That’s fair and healthy.
And, I also didn’t spike the football because I’ve lost elections before and I know how terrible it feels.
It’s called maturity and not enough people in either party have it.
The following jaw punch is not directed at common sense Republicans, nor does it condone radicals on the Left. It
is directed at the right wing fanatics who put party before country, conspiracy before reality, and ideology before
science and intellect.
To Tea Party Patriots and Hardcore Religious Engineers:
Republicans lost because their party leadership and most candidates feared you, listened to you, and looked
the other way on important issues as you picked the dumbest, craziest nominees in key primaries (Murdock
and Akin), or converted otherwise sensible, experienced candidates to Crazy Town (Romney).
There’s nothing wrong with wanting limited government. I do. There’s nothing wrong with believing in God,
the Golden Rule, or wanting to reduce abortions. I do, too. But you’ve taken it too damn far and scare the
shit out of people you could otherwise persuade.
Yes, the message and messenger matter (you’re failing at both, BTW), but no Madison Avenue P.R. firm, K
Street lobbying firm, Fox News “analyst”, or local chapter of “Freedom Works” can sell the flaming dung
you’re slinging.
Smart people can lose. But smart people always learn.
You didn’t lose because you “weren’t conservative enough” or because the country has become full of lazy
“takers” who don’t want to earn a living or just want America to “turn into Europe”.
You didn’t lose because of Hurricane Sandy or because Chris Christie hugged the President on TV – they
were both doing their jobs.
You didn’t lose because of a liberal media, liberal college campuses, liberal polls that were “weighted to
Democrats” (mostly because they were accurate), or because of “election fraud”… actually, that probably
benefited you this time.

No. You lost because your policies, tone, conspiracies, rigid inflexibility and irrational rhetoric helped align
enough moderates, swing voters, and minority groups whom otherwise could be persuaded by Republicans,
to align with Democrats and a beatable incumbent.
It’s not that you didn’t get your message out, it’s that we all actually heard it and threw up a little in our
mouths.
There isn’t a mandate for Democrats in this election. Liberalism wasn’t rewarded in this election. However,
calm pragmatism, compassion, working together, compromise, and sincerity were rewarded. People may
not have agreed with President Obama, but more felt he was sincere and that he understood their daily
problems, fears, and dreams. If you don’t trust what the polls say, take a look at who is sworn in on
January 20th. I thought you’d at least believe in Math when it came to counting to 270.
Sincerity is the only thing in politics you can’t fake. You can’t teach it. No matter how shiny a candidate’s bio
is, how smooth he is, or how perfect the gray hairs rest on his temples — any average Joe on the street can
spot a bullshitter.
Mitt is a generous and good man, but he didn’t know who he was or “needed” to be at any given time in
that campaign. That’s largely his fault for lacking core convictions or personal toughness (Ronald Reagan
and George W. Bush possessed both traits – that’s why they won).
But you, the right wing base of the party, who drove so many of us moderate republicans out the door
years ago, were the main catalyst. Your inability to reason, compromise, or let new facts and evidence
challenge your predetermined outcomes led millions of moderates to no longer be able to stand on stage
with you.
Frankly, you’re embarrassing – more so than a crazy family member at dinner, or having your mom drop
you off at a high school dance.
You say stupid shit and look stupid saying it.
You pass amendments to ban flag burning and then hang it upside down and post it on Facebook when you
lose.
You preach limited government in the economy when Democrats are in charge and then look the other way
when you’re in charge.
You want a government small enough to stay out of corporations and banks but big enough for bedrooms
and hospital respirators (see Schiavo, Terri).
There’s a hatred inside of you that burns in a way that scares normal people.
You made unlikely allies in large corporations who are more interested in tax breaks and loopholes even if
the government has to cut your Medicare and Social Security or cut education to a point where states and
local governments have no financial choice but to educate your children in portable trailer classrooms with
35 other students.
Would these corporations do this just to help pad their quarterly earnings reports with certain tax and
regulatory policies? You bet your sweet ass they do. And you better believe they’re happy to have you make
the “freedom” argument as “concerned citizen patriots” on their behalf.
Yet, after those corporations spent billions on TV adds and herded you like sheep over the last half decade
to discredit Barack Obama for everything from being a “Godless communist” — to his “being born in Kenya
and hatching a secret plot to take down America” — to Obamacare’s “death panels and job killing
regulations” -- YOU still lost.

After having a Senate Republican Leader state that his party’s top priority in Congress was to make “Obama
a one term President” and a House of Representatives that blocked everything he tried to do and then had
the brass to criticize him for “not getting anything done” -- YOU still lost.
After attacking gay people who want equal protection under the law (BTW, I’m referring to the 14th
amendment to the constitution, I know you forget most of the amendments after the 2nd one) -- YOU still
lost.
After attacking the Hispanic community who’s tired of being spoken “at” like criminals, attacking low income
women who rely on Planned Parenthood for services of which 98% have nothing to do with abortion, and
attacking relatively trivial things like PBS that children and adults enjoy as “1″ damn television channel that
doesn’t include Honey Boo Boo or a “Fox News Breaking Alert” announcing Obama’s latest “Czar”
appointment -- YOU still lost.
And after throwing all the red meat in your warped political base out to the rest of the country to eat, the
majority of Americans weren’t hungry for it and didn’t trust ordering from your unhealthy, de-regulated
menu -- YOU still lost.
You can read me the constitution, but you clearly don’t have a practical understanding of what you’ve read,
heard on television, or forwarded to your entire email list of like minded xenophobes.
This country is great because our founders were smart enough to limit the government’s power and give the
people enough freedom and authority to correct their own mistakes in pursuit of a “more perfect union” (it’s
in the first damn line of the Preamble, in case you can’t find it in your Tea Party Constitution Cliffs Notes).
Our founders were utterly brilliant and sophisticated. I don’t like to speak for them, but I doubt they would
have been friends with Glenn Beck or Rush Limbaugh or Sarah Palin. Nah, they wouldn’t have made the
guest list at Mt. Vernon or Monticello.
But let’s be clear, our founders weren’t perfect. They owned slaves. Only White male property owners had a
say in things. Women, blacks, Native Americans, and other constituencies had to wait for an American
dream and in many cases, are still waiting and working for it. Speaking of work, children were working 1216 hour days with zero safety protections in statute. Zero.
The constitution, subsequent amendments and Supreme Court rulings and opinions since 1800 aren’t
perfectly clear (those who think they are tend to have had a healthy serving of Kool-Aid and have never
watched oral arguments at the Supreme Court).
The founders knew that they, and the constitution they drafted, weren’t perfect. This is why they added a
Bill of Rights and why they created a Supreme Court and a process that has allowed us to add 27
amendments to their work of art.
Their imperfection is what led to a Civil War to prove that human and civil rights aren’t a “states’ rights
issue” – they’re endowed by our creator, not by legislatures in Mississippi or Alabama, and they’re protected
equally in our constitution, but also in our democratically passed laws.
I run from the Capitol steps to the Lincoln Memorial most mornings that I’m in Washington. I may not be
fast or smart, but I can read what’s carved in stone.
Please. I welcome a challenge to what I’ve said. If you think because I voted for President Obama that I’m
a socialist or that I don’t want a better America, I’m happy to take time from running a business I’ve cofounded and time from money I’m trying to raise for Big Brothers Big Sisters of America to pause and give
you a fresh one. At no charge.
But I do ask this: be a real Patriot. Look at that flag you’ve hung upside down. Look at what you’ve done to
it and what that means. Thousands of our bravest men and women, braver than me, just lost limbs and in
many cases their lives so that Iraqis and Afghanis could vote however they see fit. I did that on Tuesday

and so did you. That’s what that flag stands for – equal access to a process, not a guarantee for any of our
desired outcomes.
A country that defeated Hitler, Mussolini, and bin Laden won’t crumble because the guy you wanted to be
President got beat.
You lost. Now learn from it.
Sincerely, Guest Contributor, Rob Ellsworth, “A Proud American”

20121130-03
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Pam

15:12

SteveB

Re: “Cry Babies & Sore Losers” (reply to Art, above)

Love it!
20121130-05

Announcing FotM PDF eBook #13

Dear FotM Members and Readers,
Our newest PDF eBook — containing all the November, 2012 issues of the FotM Newsletter has been published and
is available online for download or reading at:
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/2012-newsletters/201211-FotM-Newsletters.pdf.
It contains 434 pages out of a total of 7129 pages in all 13 eBooks.
I also regretfully have to announce that this iteration, at least, of the FotM Newsletter will only operate for one
more month—December, 2012 will be our last month of publication. There will be 19 more issues, with #300
coming out on Dec. 31, 2012, with the final December eBook #14 compilation.
The Bolivian bakery biz is keeping me very busy, plus I have my normal writing. Next year, we plan to travel a lot
more, including three months in the U.S. to, hopefully, visit a bunch of you folks, among other things.
But I’m not going to stop reading and writing about these issues. We’ll still keep sending around emails. I’ll be
saving them for the future.

In the meantime, if there is anything you have left unsaid here in the last five years, NOW IS THE TIME TO WRITE.
Your grandchildren and great grandchildren will want to know who you were, will want to know all about you. This
may be your last chance to get it into a book. I hope you will.
The letter below shows, I think, why our work is important.
Thank you, everyone, for making all this possible. You’ve taught me so much! No one ever had a better bunch of
friends!
20121130-06
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Pam

Re: Announcing FotM PDF eBook #13 (reply to SteveB, above)

I was afraid this might be coming. You have every right to step back and devote your energies to other things, but
FotM will be missed by this avid reader. This forum has gotten me through tough political times and helped me
navigate some turbulent personal times as well. Sometimes I think it's about the only thing that kept me sane.
Knowing I was not alone was worth its weight in gold. So thank you, dear Steve, for all you've done. Don't be a
stranger.
20121202-05

15:43

SteveB

Re: Announcing FotM PDF eBook #13 (reply to Pam, above)

Thank you so much, Pam. You are truly a treasure. Am so happy about your Thanksgiving!

20121130-07
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Art

Re: Announcing FotM PDF eBook #13 (reply to SteveB, above) & Re:
Beautiful Swords (reply to Tom & SteveB, FotM Newsletter #280)

Hi, Steve. We are all sorry to hear you are going out of business but fully understand. I marvel at your continued
perseverance, especially when dealing with people like James, above…
Speaking of that, you were talking about swords the other day... Here's a picture of one I picked up in Omdurman
a few years ago. I can't swear it was used by one of the Mahdi's foot soldiers to attack Kitchener's boys but I think
maybe it was. Also a couple of pictures of my real hobby:

20121202-04

15:41

SteveB

Re: Beautiful Swords (reply to Art, above)

I love the sword pictures, especially. Looks like a real beauty!
I always wanted to model a big small-scale train layout, but I never could come up with the time or the space. It
remains one of my minor unrealized dreams.
I’ve surmised that these “making small things” urges come from a long but unknown lineage of voodoo witch
doctors used to crafting their little spell dolls. I know, when I was a kid, I was fascinated both by the plastic models
we’d build, but also by those realistic shrunken heads they used to like to sell. Mmmmm…
…and I’ll never forget my Fort Apache and our wars with little plastic “men” and firecrackers…where I practiced all
kinds of war things…
Thanks for the pictures and, as always, the encouragement, my friend!
20121130-08

20:32

SteveG

“After Criticism, GOP Adds Woman to Chair House Committee”

For some reason I continue to be amazed at the stupidity of the Republicans. They certainly do not have a clue
about reality.
“After Criticism, GOP Adds Woman to Chair House Committee” by Luke Russert, NBC News
Nov. 30, 2012, (http://firstread.nbcnews.com/_news/2012/11/30/15574035-after-criticism-gop-adds-woman-tochair-house-committee?lite)
After enduring negative headlines that all of the House Republican committee chairmanships will be filled by men in
the next Congress, Republicans have found their woman.
NBC News has learned that Rep. Candice Miller (R-Mich.) will be named chair of the House Administration
Committee. Miller did not serve on the committee during the 112th Congress.

Lack of diversity has been an issue for the GOP, and many strategists believe that the party’s problems with women
and minorities led to President Obama’s re-election.
Miller has been in Congress since 2003, and her highest committee level post is on the House Homeland Security
Committee.
The House Administration Committee deals with the pertinent administrative business of the House. The committee
can decide such mundane things as whether or not the House cafeterias will use paper or Styrofoam plates -- or
more serious matters such as benefit packages for congressional workers and how the Library of Congress
operates. The Committee also monitors the expense accounts of House members.
House Speaker John Boehner issued this statement:
From ensuring the House runs efficiently and smoothly, to making Congress more open and accessible,
Candice has a big job ahead as chairman of the House Administration Committee. In her new post, Candice
will provide the leadership needed to keep operating costs down, save taxpayer dollars, and help lawmakers
use new technology to better engage with their constituents. And her experience as Michigan secretary of
state will be invaluable given the committee’s oversight of campaign finance and election laws.

20121130-09

20:39

Dennis

Re: “After Criticism, GOP Adds Woman to Chair House Committee” (reply
to SteveG, above)

Well, if you're going to add a token woman, do it after all the other appointments to make sure it's obvious.

20121130-10
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SteveG

Re: “After Criticism, GOP Adds Woman to Chair House Committee” (reply
to Dennis, above)

And make certain most of the duties are token.

20121201-04

14:08

Dennis

Re: “After Criticism, GOP Adds Woman to Chair House Committee” (reply
to SteveG, above)

Before running for Congress, Miller was Michigan's Secretary of State, which means she ran the DMV.

20121201-05

16:29

Pam

Re: “After Criticism, GOP Adds Woman to Chair House Committee” (reply
to Dennis & SteveG, above)

I guess she'll be up to setting the calendar then. She's probably a perfectly nice woman, and here we are all
dumping on her. I blame the GOP.

20121201-08

17:10

SteveG

Re: “After Criticism, GOP Adds Woman to Chair House Committee” (reply
to Pam, above)

I don’t believe we are dumping on her, but Bonehead and the GOP.

20121201-01

05:18

MarthaH

“Facing Facts on Fiscal Cliff”

“Facing Facts on Fiscal Cliff” by Eugene Kiely, Robert Farley, and D’Angelo Gore, FactCheck.org
Nov. 30, 2012, (http://factcheck.org/2012/11/facing-facts-on-fiscal-cliff/)
(How did the U.S. reach a 'fiscal cliff' and what does it mean? Here are the facts.)
The U.S. faces the possibility of another recession — the third in 11 years — if President Obama and Congress
cannot find a way to avoid the so-called fiscal cliff. The one-two combination of massive tax increases and spending
cuts scheduled to take effect, beginning Jan. 1, would push the unemployment rate back above 9 percent,
according to the Congressional Budget Office.
There’s a growing consensus in Washington that some combination of spending cuts and increased revenues is
needed to reduce annual deficits and slow the federal debt — without going over the fiscal cliff. The disagreement
is over the details, particularly over how and how much to increase tax revenues and where to cut spending.
Some Republicans, including House Speaker John Boehner, say the president’s tax proposals would “destroy nearly
700,000 jobs,” which is an exaggeration. Many Democrats would prefer not to cut entitlement programs as part of
the negotiations, even though the three largest entitlement programs — Medicare, Medicaid and Social Security —
would consume 55 percent of all federal spending by 2022, compared with 43 percent in 2011, according to the
CBO.
We take no position on what Congress should do. But we can offer some factual context to help understand the
scope of what the CBO calls the nation’s “fundamental budgetary challenges.”
Some facts to consider:
• The scheduled tax increases, if allowed to take effect, would net an additional $536 billion in fiscal year
2013, according to the nonpartisan Tax Policy Center, raising more than $5 trillion in 10 years. Nearly 90
percent of Americans would pay more in taxes, TPC says, with the average increase being nearly $3,500.
• The automatic spending cuts scheduled to take effect would cut $1.2 trillion over 10 years, split roughly in
half between domestic and military spending.
• Obama’s plan calls for increasing revenue by $1.6 trillion over 10 years. Republican congressional leaders
have not proposed a counter offer for revenues, but during the so-called “grand bargain” negotiations in the
summer of 2011, Boehner reportedly had agreed to $800 billion worth of increased revenue.
• As a percentage of the nation’s economy, the federal government now spends 22.7 percent and collects in
revenue 15.7 percent — a large gap that has persisted for years and has contributed to four straight years
of $1 trillion deficits.
• A bipartisan fiscal commission created by Obama has proposed capping revenues at 21 percent by the
year 2022, and getting spending below 22 percent.
The Analysis below provides details on these and other facts.
Analysis
The fiscal cliff was created by a series of actions by Congress, beginning with the approval of the Bush-era tax cuts
in 2001 and 2003.
The Bush tax cuts were extended by the Tax Relief Unemployment Insurance Reauthorization and Job Creation Act
of 2010. But the 2010 tax legislation did more than that. It also extended some of the tax breaks in President
Obama’s 2009 stimulus bill and temporarily reduced the Social Security payroll taxes.

A year later, Congress passed the Budget Control Act of 2011, which Obama signed into law. That law imposed
spending caps on discretionary spending through 2021 that are supposed to save $917 billion over 10 years,
according to an August 2011 analysis by the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office.
The law also created a special bipartisan congressional committee charged with reducing the deficit by at least $1.5
trillion over 10 years. But the so-called super committee failed to agree on a deficit-reduction plan and, under the
Budget Control Act, $1.2 trillion in automatic budget cuts over 10 years are now scheduled to take effect, beginning
in January. At the same time, the temporary tax cuts approved under both Bush and Obama are due to expire.
Tax Increases Looming
In an Oct. 1 report on the fiscal cliff, the nonpartisan Tax Policy Center estimates that the scheduled tax increases,
if allowed to take effect, would net an additional $536 billion in fiscal 2013. How significant is that? Federal
revenues were about $2.45 trillion in the fiscal year that ended Sept. 30 — meaning the scheduled tax increases
alone would raise revenues by about 22 percent.
In its report, TPC lists six reasons why taxes are scheduled to increase by so much:
• The Bush-era tax cuts enacted in 2001 and 2003 and extended for two years at the end of 2010 are set to
expire. Cost: $254 billion.
• Temporary tax breaks that were part of Obama’s stimulus law and extended at the end of 2010 will
expire. Cost: $27 billion.
• Congress has yet to act on short-term tax breaks, mostly for businesses, that are routinely extended but
have yet to be approved. Cost: $75 billion.
• A temporary payroll tax cut enacted for 2011 was extended through 2012, but is now set to expire at the
end of this year. Cost: $115 billion.
• Tax increases contained in the Affordable Care Act on upper-income taxpayers will go into effect: a 3.8
percent tax on unearned income, 0.9 percent increase in Medicare payroll taxes and a higher income
threshold for deducting medical expenses. Cost: $24 billion.
• The Alternative Minimum Tax, which was designed to make sure wealthy Americans pay a minimum tax,
was never indexed to inflation on a permanent basis. As a result, Congress must fix this problem — as it has
every year since 2001 — or 28 million more taxpayers will pay higher taxes. Cost: $40 billion.
If all that happened, taxes would increase an average of $3,466 per household, according to the TPC. Middleincome households — those earning nearly $40,000 to about $64,500 a year — would see an average increase of
$1,984.
The chart below from the Tax Policy Center shows the impact on average tax rates for taxpayers in different income
groups (as defined in a footnote on the last page of the report):

Congressional leaders say they are confident that they will negotiate a deal that will avoid some if not most of these
tax increases from taking effect.
What is likely to happen?
Congress is widely expected to “patch” the AMT. In its report on the fiscal cliff, the TPC ranked the AMT tax the
least likely to increase among nine categories of pending tax increases. In urging Congress to pass an AMT “patch,”
the IRS said 28 million taxpayers, “many of them middle-class families,” would pay more in taxes if Congress fails to
act.
On the other hand, the tax increases contained in the Affordable Care Act are expected to take effect next year now
that Obama has won reelection. Those taxes would fall most heavily on upper-income taxpayers. TPC says
taxpayers earning more than $108,266 would see an average increase of $1,141 a year.
There is less certainty about the other scheduled tax increases — particularly the Bush-era tax cuts, which reduced
tax liability on earned income, capital gains and dividends, and the estate tax.
Under current law, the marginal individual income tax rates would all snap back to pre-2001 levels. As the TPC
explains, the 10 percent tax bracket will disappear, making the lowest bracket 15 percent, and the “25 percent, 28
percent, 33 percent, and 35 percent rates will revert to 28 percent, 31 percent, 36 percent, and 39.6 percent
respectively.”
Allowing the Bush-era tax cuts to expire for individuals earning less than $200,000 and married couples earning less
than $250,000 would cost those taxpayers $171 billion, or nearly a third of the total $536 billion “cliff,” according to
the TPC.
If Congress does extend the Bush tax cuts for those taxpayers, as the president has proposed, then the total
average tax increase for middle-income taxpayers would drop from $1,984 to $1,096, according to the Tax Policy
Center. The AMT “patch” would reduce the potential tax hike for those same taxpayers another $104 a year on
average — dropping the average tax increase for middle-income taxpayers to less than $1,000 by virtue of those
two actions.

The Bush-era tax cuts for the upper-income taxpayers appear to be at a greater risk of expiring — unless the
parties can negotiate an agreement to raise revenue elsewhere to keep the lower tax rates in place. TPC estimates
that the income tax changes would raise $44 billion from individual taxpayers who earn $200,000 and couples
earning $250,000.
In addition to the individual income tax changes, other major changes slated to take place that will affect the
wealthy include these:
• The estate tax: The current $5.1 million per-person exclusion from the federal estate tax is scheduled to
fall to $1 million, and the top tax rate is scheduled to rise to 55 percent in 2013. That would raise an
estimated $31 billion in 2013.
• Capital gains and dividends: The tax rate is 15 percent on long-term capital gains (assets held at least
one year) and qualified dividends for taxpayers in the top four tax brackets (currently ranging from 25
percent to 35 percent). The capital gains rate is scheduled to increase to 20 percent for those taxpayers,
while dividends would return to being taxed at regular income tax rates. Estimated impact: $8 billion.
There’s uncertainty for low- and middle-income taxpayers, too.
As we mentioned earlier, the 2010 tax legislation cut the employee portion of the Social Security payroll tax. The
rate fell from 6.2 percent to 4.2 percent in 2011 and 2012.
Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner testified before the election that he did not support extending the payroll tax
cut again. The New York Times quoted him as saying: “This has to be a temporary tax cut. I don’t see any reason
to consider supporting its extension.” Now, however, the administration is negotiating to “include an extension of
the payroll tax cut or an equivalent policy aimed at working-class families,” the Times reported on Nov. 29.
The expiration of the payroll tax cut would mean that middle-income taxpayers would see an average tax increase
of $672 per year, according to the TPC.
In addition to the expiration of the payroll tax cut, there were a host of tax credits in the president’s 2009 stimulus
legislation that were extended in 2010 and are now due to expire. Obama expanded the earned income tax credit,
increased the value of the child tax credit for low-income families, and expanded and increased the college tuition
credit.
The Tax Policy Center says the credits benefit about 152 million taxpayers, and more than half of them earn less
than $50,000 a year. For example, a taxpayer earning $20,113 or less would pay an average of $209 more in taxes
if the credits expire, the TPC analysis shows (Table 6). That’s about half of what that taxpayer’s total increased tax
liability would be — $412 — if all of the fiscal cliff tax changes went into effect as scheduled.
Closing the Gap
There is a growing consensus in Washington that there needs to be a combination of increased revenues and
spending cuts to close the big gap that has developed in recent years between revenues and outlays.
As a percentage of the nation’s economy, the gap between what Washington spends (22.7 percent) and collects in
revenues (15.7 percent) narrowed slightly in the last fiscal year. But the federal government is still a long way from
the times when revenues more closely matched spending — as you can see from the chart below. We created the
chart using historical budget data from the federal Office of Management and Budget, updated with Treasury
Department figures for the fiscal year ending Sept. 30, 2012.

Since fiscal year 1946, a post-World War II federal government has run surpluses in 12 of 68 years — most recently
for a period of four straight years, beginning in 1998 under President Bill Clinton.
The government’s checkbook benefited in the Clinton years from the effects of a large tax increase pushed by the
Democratic president in 1993, his first year in office. That tax increase fell most heavily on those making more than
$200,000 — which is why the tax rates under Clinton are cited frequently (but not entirely accurately) by Obama in
his push to allow the marginal individual tax rates to rise in the top two brackets. (We’ll get to Obama’s plan later.)
Clinton’s fiscal 1994 budget also contained limits on spending, particularly in the military following the collapse of
the Soviet Union at the end of 1991. When the House passed that budget, the New York Times reported that there
was roughly a 1-for-1 ratio between spending reductions and tax increases over a five-year period.
The surpluses evaporated as the nation went through two wars and two recessions — the first triggered by the dotcom bust, which began in mid-2000. Deficit spending returned in fiscal 2002 and worsened after the second
recession. The federal government has now posted four straight years of $1 trillion deficits.
In March, the Congressional Budget Office projected that under the president’s proposed budget for 2013, spending
would equal 23.4 percent of GDP while revenues would be 17.2 percent. The deficit, CBO said, would equal 6.1
percent of the economy that year and average 3.2 percent over the 10-year period ending in 2022. But the CBO
currently projects that a continuation of current policies — including the Bush-era tax cuts and an AMT “patch” —
would push the deficit to 6.5 percent of GDP in 2013, with spending and revenues equal to 22.8 percent and 16.3
percent, respectively.
In an op-ed piece, Warren Buffett, the chairman and chief executive of Berkshire Hathaway, wrote that the
government should aim to raise revenues to 18.5 percent of GDP while keeping spending to around 21 percent.
Acknowledging that this wouldn’t eliminate deficits, he wrote that “this ratio of revenue to spending will keep
America’s debt stable in relation to the country’s economic output.”
The president’s bipartisan fiscal commission, on the other hand, called for more revenues in a report issued back in
December 2010. As part of its “six-part plan to put our nation back on a path to fiscal health, promote economic
growth, and protect the most vulnerable among us,” the commission proposed capping revenues at 21 percent by
the year 2022, and getting spending below 22 percent and eventually to 21 percent by 2035.
And the CBO issued a report in November saying that there are many options for reducing our deficits. But
continuing on the current path, CBO said, was not one of them.

The Opening Proposals
Both Democrats and Republicans have been talking about the need to compromise on the fiscal cliff. But what is
their starting position in these negotiations?
Obama laid out his vision in his 2013 budget proposal
(http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/budget/fy2013/assets/budget.pdf). Overall, his plan calls for
increasing revenues by $1.6 trillion over 10 years. (During the “grand bargain” negotiations between Obama and
House Speaker Boehner in the summer of 2011, Boehner had agreed to $800 billion worth of increased revenue.)
There are a number of corporate tax implications in Obama’s plan, but here are the major parts affecting individual
taxpayers:
• Allow the Bush tax cuts to expire for couples making over $250,000. Specifically, that would increase the
top tax rate from 35 to 39.6 percent. That’s expected to generate $442 billion over 10 years. (page 219)
• Reduce the value of itemized deductions and other tax preferences to 28 percent for families with incomes
over $250,000. That is expected to generate $584 billion over 10 years. (page 220)
• Increase capital gains tax rates from 15 percent to 20 percent, raising $36 billion over 10 years.
• Increase taxes on dividends from 15 percent to 39.6 percent. That’s expected to raise $206 billion over 10
years.
That’s the meat of Obama’s plan, but as he said in a news conference on Nov. 9, “I’m not wedded to every
detail of my plan. I’m open to compromise. I’m open to new ideas.”
There has been no consensus plan yet proffered by Republicans, though last year the House passed a bill to extend
the Bush tax cuts for everyone for another year.
More recently a number of Republican leaders have floated the idea of capping itemized deductions as a way to
raise revenue without raising tax rates.
For example, on ABC’s “This Week” on Nov. 25, Sen. Lindsey Graham said:
Graham, Nov. 25: I’m willing to generate revenue. It’s fair to ask my party to put revenue on the table.
We’re below historic averages. I will not raise tax rates to do it. I will cap deductions. If you cap deductions
around the $30,000, $40,000 range, you can raise $1 trillion in revenue, and the people who lose their
deductions are the upper-income Americans.
During the presidential campaign, GOP nominee Mitt Romney floated a proposal during the second debate to cap
itemized deductions at $25,000.
Romney, Oct. 16: And so, in terms of bringing down deductions, one way of doing that would be to say
everybody gets — I’ll pick a number — $25,000 of deductions and credits. And you can decide which ones
to use, your home mortgage interest deduction, charity, child tax credit and so forth.
The Tax Foundation analyzed a $25,000 cap and concluded it would raise about $1.3 trillion over 10 years.
So why do some Republicans prefer caps on itemized deductions to higher tax rates? Mark Duggan, professor of
business economics and public policy at the Wharton School of Business at the University of Pennsylvania, said a
higher rate “hurts incentive to work.” Second, he said to us in an email, “when you exclude some things from the
tax base you introduce distortions. By excluding health insurance, mortgage interest, etc. you subsidize certain
goods (health care and housing) but not others. Furthermore the subsidies are bigger for those with high incomes
where rates are highest.”

One option not being considered is doing nothing — thus allowing the spending cuts and the tax increases to take
effect. What’s the consequence of that? CBO projects that the nation will most likely slide into a recession and the
unemployment rate, which was 7.9 percent in October, would rise to 9.1 percent.
But short-term pain would be followed by long-term gain, the CBO says.
CBO, Nov. 8: CBO projects that the significant tax increases and spending cuts that are due to occur in
January will probably cause the economy to fall back into a recession next year, but they will make the
economy stronger later in the decade and beyond. In contrast, continuing current policies would lead to
faster economic growth in the near term but a weaker economy in later years.
On the spending side of the equation, Obama’s position has not budged much from the position he outlined in
September 2011 in his President’s Plan for Economic Growth and Deficit Reduction
(http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/budget/fy2012/assets/jointcommitteereport.pdf).
The president’s plan boasts of $4 trillion in “savings” from spending over 10 years. To get to that figure, the
president included roughly $1 trillion in spending cuts that he had already signed into law in the Budget Control Act;
savings from drawing down the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan; and $580 billion in “cuts and reforms” to an array of
mandatory programs — everything from agricultural subsidies to federal civilian worker retirement plans. Also
included in that figure is $248 billion in reduced spending on Medicare and $73 billion on Medicaid.
The Spin
There are an awful lot of numbers and scenarios being thrown around by politicians regarding the fiscal cliff. We
find that some are false and misleading, while others are accurate, but show an incomplete picture.
For example, Obama several times has stated that if the Bush tax cuts are not extended for families making under
$250,000, “A typical middle-class family of four would see its taxes rise by $2,200.” The White House has even
launched a campaign asking Americans to, “Tell us what $2,000 means to you and your family.” The White House is
also encouraging people to “keep the conversation going online” on Facebook and Twitter using the hashtag
#My2K.
The White House construction is accurate, but very specific. Note that in the online appeal, Obama is pictured at a
table with two parents and their two children. According to a White House fact sheet, a married couple with two
children with income between about $50,000 and $85,000 would see a tax increase of $1,000 because of a Child
Tax Credit reduction; a tax increase of $890 due to the merging of the 10 percent tax bracket into the 15 percent
tax bracket; and a tax increase of $310 because of the expiration of marriage penalty relief that provides a larger
standard deduction for married couples. In total, that comes to $2,200.
As this breakdown makes clear, the biggest part of the tax increase comes from the fact that they are married and
have two kids. The tax impact is much less for unmarried people without children, or even married people with one
or no children.
According to calculations by the Tax Policy Center, those in the middle-income quintile, who earn roughly between
$40,000 and $64,000 would see — on average — a $961 tax increase next year if the Bush tax cuts are not
extended. (It comes to about $1,100 for those earning between $50,000 and $75,000 — which is closer to Obama’s
parameters.)
The Tax Policy Center has created a tax calculator with which taxpayers can determine how much various fiscal cliff
scenarios may affect them.
Other claims from politicians include:
• Raising taxes on upper-income earners would “destroy nearly 700,000 jobs in our country.” We looked at
this when Boehner said it recently. It’s based on a report from the accounting firm Ernst & Young that

assumed revenue from the taxes would be used “to finance a higher level of government spending,” even
though Obama would use the added revenue to reduce the deficit.
• Among wealthy taxpayers who would be hit with an increase under Obama’s proposal, Boehner said,
“more than half of them are small-business owners.” According to a 2011 report from the Treasury
Department’s Office of Tax Analysis, more than 90 percent of small-business owners wouldn’t be affected by
Obama’s proposal. But upper-income taxpayers do account for 57 percent of the income of small-business
owners, which is what Boehner’s spokesman says he meant to say.
• “Social Security does not add one penny to our debt.” We fact-checked that claim when Democratic Sen.
Richard Durbin said it on ABC’s “This Week” on Nov. 25. It’s false. The federal government for the first time
in its history had to borrow money in 2010 to cover Social Security benefits to retired and disabled workers
— a trend that worsened in 2011 and will not change at any point in the future unless changes are made.
Sources: Continue reading at FactCheck.org…
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Re: “Facing Facts on Fiscal Cliff” (reply to MarthaH, above)

Really excellent article, Martha. Thank you!
Hope Larry’s leg (and your running legs) are doing well. :-)
20121202-07
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MarthaH

Re: “Facing Facts on Fiscal Cliff” (reply to SteveB, above)

Thanks. He is without the ortho boot and in laced hiking shoes now. It swells when down too long, and he will have
to work to regain strength. No one says it will be a quick trip to normal. Live and learn! Thanks for asking. Warm
here today--got hot walking the dogs. Colts 21, Detroit 23, 3d quarter and 4:45 left in it yet. SI has a new article
(cover) on Luck
[Wow! The Colts ended-up winning 35-33, must have been a good game to watch! –SteveB]
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“Joan Rivers’ Best Insults (w/Videos)”

Are they the “best” or the “worst” insults? Regardless, they are very funny and irreverent…
“Joan Rivers’ Best Insults (w/Videos)” by Kevin Fallon, The Daily Beast
Nov. 30, 2012, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/11/30/joan-rivers-s-best-insults-video.html)
(As “Fashion Police” hits its 100th episode, The Daily Beast looks at its host’s shockingly unfiltered barbs. From
Oprah to Sarah Palin, here’s a retrospective of the comedienne’s most outrageous moments.)
Joan Rivers turns 100 today!
Rather, the vaunted comedienne’s E! channel talk show, “Fashion Police”, airs its 100th episode Friday,
commemorating countless barbs about emaciated fashionistas, ceaseless ribbing on frumpy fashion fails, and years
of her signature mixing of sartorial criticism with tell-it-like-it-is wit. As viewers of the show—which is co-hosted by
Kelly Osbourne, Giuliana Rancic, and George Kotsiopoulos—and as fans can confirm, you come for the best-dressed
lists, but stay for Rivers’s notoriously devastating barbs ridiculing the rich and famous.
As such, the “Fashion Police” milestone is a fitting occasion to look back at the trailblazing funnylady’s long career,
revisit a few of the 79-year-old’s most offensive moments—fashion-related or otherwise. (Her uncouth joke about

Princess Diana, for example: “If you ever want to go to Paris, fly. Don’t take the tunnel.”) Here’s a sampling of
Rivers at her most outrageous:
Costco Is Like ‘Nazi Germany’
“Attention, Costco buyers … ” Rivers bellowed through a bullhorn at the Burbank, Calif., location of the superstore
chain. Irked that the franchise refused to carry her memoir, I Hate Everything… Starting with Me, she told
customers, “This is like the beginning of Nazi Germany,” before handcuffing herself to a shopping cart in protest. A
sampling of the book’s racy content: “I hate Houston ... it’s crawling with bugs. Oh wait, that’s Whitney Houston;
I’m sorry, my bad. (Can I just mention that Whitney looked fabulous at the Grammys? She was in mahogany from
head to toe.)” For context, Houston had died just months before.
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=7FgGQNJBjDs.
Michelle Obama Is ‘Blackie O’
Not sure this counts, Joan. Rivers appeared on Howard Stern’s radio show in 2011 and told an anecdote about how
she once ditched a joke because she feared she’d be accused of racism. But then she told Stern the joke. The
punchline, which Rivers argued was complimentary, concerned the first lady: “We used to have Jackie O, now we
have Blackie O!” Even Stern’s sidekick Robyn Quivers questioned the joke’s taste: “Where’s the compliment in that?
I’m looking and looking, I’m trying to find it.”
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=NOBj2vloQMY.
Oprah Needs to Lose Weight
In 1985, Oprah Winfrey—rocking some fierce shoulder pads, bedazzled fringe, white leggings, an electric-shock
updo, and some extra weight—appeared on Rivers’s short-lived late-night talk show. She regaled her glory days as
a beauty-pageant winter “50 pounds ago.” Rivers then went on the attack. “You shouldn’t let that happen to you!”
Rivers chastised. “You’re a pretty girl, and you’re single. You need to lose the weight!”
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=JMwX2Ikjkes.
Sarah Palin Is ‘Stupid and a Threat’
Things started off surprisingly cordial when TMZ asked Rivers about Sarah Palin in 2011. “I think she’s everything a
strong woman should be,” Rivers began. “And she should go to another planet and show them, and get out of our
face.” She also blamed Palin for the mass shooting in Arizona that killed six and injured Rep. Gabby Giffords and
dozens more, calling her “stupid and a threat.” Rivers’s scheduled appearance on Fox & Friends was mysteriously
canceled after her comments went viral.
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=JMwX2Ikjkes.
Tommy Lee Jones, Worse than Hitler?
Over the years, Rivers and her daughter, Melissa, have gabbed with an endless parade of celebrities. When asked
on HDNet’s Naughty But Nice With Rob show who was the nastiest of all the A-listers they’ve talked to, both Rivers
girls unequivocally said Tommy Lee Jones. “He makes Hitler look warm and fuzzy,” Mom Rivers said.
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=OdZeoKH9eps.
Elizabeth Taylor Is Fat
With Lifetime’s risible Liz and Dick movie earning reviews that read more like humor pieces than film criticism—and
star Lindsay Lohan barreling her way back into late-night monologues with her recent arrest—it’s hard to remember

that it used to be the film’s subject, Elizabeth Taylor, that was once the butt of everyone’s jokes. This 1983 clip
mocking Taylor’s hard-to-ignore weight gain is a prudent reminder.
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=bfAkB64HaKk.
Chelsea Handler Is a ‘Whore’
Most female comedians working today are effusive in their reverence for Rivers, who paved the way for women in
the industry and made it acceptable for them to be as raunchy as the boys. Chelsea Handler is not one of them.
Handler told Howard Stern, “What the fuck do I care about Joan Rivers? I don’t think about her ever.” Appearing on
Stern’s show soon after, Rivers ripped Handler a new one, saying she slept her way to the top (referring to exboyfriend, E! head honcho Ted Harbert) and for having no respect. “No. 1, the girl made it on her back fucking the
president, we all know that, of the network,” Rivers ranted. “No. 2, she’s fine, she’s ordinary. She’s not a genius.”
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=X6yQSM3tMvc.
Stars Are Insufferable
Not all of Rivers’s most brutal lines have been captured on camera. There’s her thoughts on Britney Spears: “I can’t
wait for her career to be over so she can serve me coffee at 7-Eleven. She’s such white trash.” On Christina
Aguilera: “Fatso … with that no-neck look.” And Madonna’s fashion sense: “… like a disco ball that had sex with a
quilt.” In this clip, Rivers does lighting-round riffing on Lindsay Lohan (“she and the other car were smashed”),
Justin Bieber (“a little lesbian”), and more.
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=IkVI47bVQSo.
Roasting the Roasters
Last year, Rivers threw herself to the comedic wolves and allowed herself to be the honoree of a Comedy Central
roast. Semi-stars took her to task, including Kathy Griffin, Robin Quivers, and Brad Garrett. But taking the stage for
her seven-minute rebuttal, Rivers had the last laugh, skewering comedian Greg Giraldo (“When I heard Greg
Giraldo was going to be on the dais, I said ‘Who the fuck is Greg Giraldo?’ So I went and I Googled him and you
know what it said? ‘Who the fuck is Greg Giraldo?’ “) and telling Gilbert Gottfried that he was so ashamed to be
Jewish that he was “going to go to Malibu and give Mel Gibson a blow job!”
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=8_ITBg023KU.
An Early Ed Sullivan Appearance
As deliciously unfiltered as Rivers has been over the decades and as many pampered celebrities as she has burned,
it’s best to conclude this roast retrospective with proof the comedienne earned her place at the top of the industry
by being genuinely funny, not just mean. This vintage clip of Rivers performing standup on a 1967 episode of “The
Ed Sullivan Show” illustrates just that.
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=EpPCFoXXhF0.
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“Told You So”

“Told You So” by Andrew Sullivan, The Daily Beast
Nov. 26, 2012, (http://andrewsullivan.thedailybeast.com/2012/11/told-you-so.html)

Bruce Bartlett takes a tiny bit of pleasure - after years of grief - at being proven right about the GOP's suicidal
trajectory since the early Bush-Cheney years. But what's striking to me about the piece, published in the best
conservative magazine in America, The American Conservative, is his account of what generally happens to
intellectual honesty in today's polarized Washington.
It is actively punished.
Bruce had three intellectual crises, as he calls them. He was shocked, as I was, by the Bush administration's
shameless bribery of the voters and utter contempt for fiscal balance or parliamentary procedure, as Medicare D
proved. He was shocked when two costly- incompetently run wars were not even budgeted. He was shocked again
when he observed that not only were criticisms of such recklessness not allowed, they were not even heard
because the right had created its own media chamber, which kept any dissidence or intellectual challenge firmly out
of earshot. So Bruce wrote a book, explaining Bush's attack on core conservative principles: balanced budgets, just
wars, individual liberty and states' rights. The result? He was swiftly fired from his think-tank job, banned from Fox
News, and turned into a non-person like an airbrushed-out member of an intellectual Politburo. (Bush tools,
mediocrities and war criminals, on the other hand, were gladly ushered into AEI and the op-ed pages of the
Washington Post.)
I endured the same kind of thing, although I was much less polite than Bruce and had an independent platform.
But it's still remarkable to me that I have not been invited on Fox for a decade - even to discuss or debate my book
on, er, conservatism and fundamentalism. My book, The Conservative Soul, was not reviewed in the Wall Street

Journal, and given a formal excommunication/evisceration by National Review's Jonah Goldberg. Compare this with
my first book, Virtually Normal, which was reviewed positively in the Wall Street Journal and got a review in
National Review that any writer would die for by a distinguished professor of political theory, Kenneth Minogue. So

a radically conservative book about homosexuality was admissible, even welcome, in conservative media in 1995,
but a critique of modern conservatism's decline was verboten in 2006. No links to this blog were allowed at National
Review's Corner. No mention of my name ever crossed the lips of a Republican loyalist.
What Bruce and I shared was a belief that the conservatism of the 1980s, while defensible in its time with a few
obvious exceptions, was irrelevant for the world that Reaganism had created. He puts it this way:
I had written an op-ed for the New York Times in 2007 suggesting that it was time to retire "supply-side
economics" as a school of thought. Having been deeply involved in its development, I felt that everything
important the supply-siders had to say had now been fully incorporated into mainstream economics. All that
was left was nutty stuff like the Laffer Curve that alienated academic economists who were otherwise
sympathetic to the supply-side view. I said the supply-siders should declare victory and go home.
That was also my theory about tax rates and the more socially liberal society that economic freedom had helped
accelerate. Taxes were way lower than they had historically been, and conservatives should be glad about this but
vigilant about debt and spending - not eager to cut taxes even more, especially in wartime. America was more
multicultural, and one minority, gay citizens, was actively seeking greater responsibility and inclusion. But by the
new millennium, low taxes were unbreakable theological truths on the right and gays were Biblically repellent and
had to be re-ostracized - by amending the federal constitution no less. Then came the crash of 2008 and a whole
set of ideas about self-regulating markets and risk had to be re-thought (as intellectually honest libertarians like
Alan Greenspan and Richard Posner conceded). Facing this reality, Bartlett rediscovered Keynes as he actually was
and recognized the salience of Keynesianism for a new crisis that was an almost textbook case for government
intervention:
Annoyingly, I found myself joined at the hip to Paul Krugman, whose analysis was identical to my own. I
had previously viewed Krugman as an intellectual enemy and attacked him rather colorfully in an old column
that he still remembers. For the record, no one has been more correct in his analysis and prescriptions for
the economy’s problems than Paul Krugman. The blind hatred for him on the right simply pushed me further
away from my old allies and comrades... The economy continues to conform to textbook Keynesianism. We
still need more aggregate demand, and the Republican idea that tax cuts for the rich will save us becomes
more ridiculous by the day.
We can easily become cynical about Washington. It contains a hundred times more schmoozers and social climbers
and lobbyists and parasites than it does individuals genuinely committed to the common good in different ways.
And of those earnest individuals, only a few are ballsy enough to follow their own reason doggedly enough to suffer
social ostracism, removal from all conservative media outlets, and loss of a job - because their mind is not for sale
or rent.
Bruce Bartlett is that kind of guy. We need so many more. But I'm thankful for one. And a legacy and example that
will live on.
(Chart from TPM: http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2011/05/chart-bush-policies-dominant-cause-of-debt.php.)
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Fw: Citizen.org Petition: President Obama, Tell Corporate America Your
Inauguration is NOT for Sale!

from Citizen.org:
Wow.
In just three days, more than 20,000 activists like you have joined our campaign encouraging President Obama to
keep corporate money out of his inauguration.

That’s more than 6,600 signatures every day, 275 signatures every hour, four signatures every minute — or one
signature every 15 seconds.
Help keep up the momentum.
Forward this message TODAY to five friends, family members, neighbors and colleagues.
Ask them to sign the petition urging President Obama to refuse corporate funding for his inauguration. (There’s
more information about our campaign in my previous email, copied below.)
In order for the president to carry out the will of the people, the people must push the president in the direction
they want him to go. As a newly elected Franklin Roosevelt said in 1932 to fighters for progress when they
presented him with a list of their priorities for him: “I agree with you, I want to do it, now make me do it.”
Based on his past actions President Obama probably agrees that refusing corporate money for his inauguration is
the right thing to do.
But still, we have to make him do it. Thanks, Rick
If corporate stooges close to the Obama campaign get their way, President Obama will spend the first day of his
second term at lavish parties sponsored by multinational corporations like Bank of America, General Electric and
Coca-Cola.*
Why would President Obama want to start his second term by cozying up to these profit-hoarding, progressthwarting corporate antagonists and the same CEO hucksters that are daily distorting our democracy with legions of
lobbyists and million-dollar propaganda campaigns?
President Obama should start his second and final term as a fighter for the people — NOT as panderer-in-chief.
Urge President Obama to refuse corporate contributions for his inauguration.
Corporate contributions are being considered, according to The Wall Street Journal, because the political megadonors that politicians typically hit up to help pay for inauguration day fanfare are feeling “drained” after spending
so much during this year’s record-breaking, $6 billion election.
But the fact is, an inauguration without excess fanfare and without funding from corporations or the ultra-rich will
do just fine.
A corporate-sponsored inauguration — which, coincidentally, will fall on the third anniversary of the U.S. Supreme
Court’s infamous Citizens United ruling — would fundamentally undermine the Obama administration’s efforts to
rein in the damage caused by that decision.
Public Citizen’s Craig Holman, a longtime expert on the corrupting influence of corporate money in politics, warned
in The Wall Street Journal that allowing corporations to pay for Obama’s inauguration would “essentially codify this
idea that corporations should be financing politics.”
To his credit, President Obama refused corporate money for his first inauguration back in 2008.
It was the right decision then. And it’s the right decision now.
Tell Obama: Don’t allow your inauguration to be bought by Corporate America:
Action: http://action.citizen.org/p/dia/action/public/?action_KEY=11996.

Letter: http://www.citizen.org/documents/obama-second-term-inauguration-weissman-letter.pdf.
Thanks for all you do, Rick Claypool, Public Citizen’s Online Action Team (action@citizen.org)
*Bank of America, General Electric and Coca-Cola were among the corporate contributors to the Democratic
National Convention, according to Bloomberg News; The Wall Street Journal recported last week that corporate
funding is being considered for the inauguration, to be held on January 21, 2013.
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Fw: Sum of Us Petition: Tell Harry Reid to Put Elizabeth Warren on the
Senate Banking Committee!

The gall of these people!
from Sum of Us:
For years now, Wall Street has held sway over the Senate Banking Committee. The committee is stacked with
industry-friendly Republicans and Democrats whose largest donors are big banks. Through this cozy influence, Wall
Street has managed to ride out scandal after scandal relatively unscathed.
Which is exactly why Wall Street is terrified of Elizabeth Warren. After spending millions to defeat Senator-elect
Warren, Wall Street is opening its purse again in a frantic attempt to block her from the Senate Banking Committee
and prevent themselves from being held accountable for their greed. On this decision, Senate Majority Leader Harry
Reid has the final say, which is why we need to get him to stand strong. Americans finally have someone in the
Senate who will stand up to Wall Street, but first we need to make a stand for her.
Tell Majority Leader Harry Reid: Don’t block Elizabeth Warren from the Senate Banking Committee.
Senator-elect Warren is incredibly qualified for the position. She is a bankruptcy law expert, has served as Congress'
lead watchdog overseeing the $700 billion bank bailout from 2008 to 2010, and she conceived of and helped launch
the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB). In the words of hedge fund manager Shah Gilani, "At exactly the
time that big banks don't want more oversight—or another potentially activist regulator—that's what they're
getting."
Currently, the Senate Banking Committee is chaired by Senator Tim Johnson, whose two biggest donors have been
Citigroup and JP Morgan, and is stacked with a number of Republicans that are in big banks' back pocket. Together,
we can let Harry Reid know that we voted for financial oversight, not for more of the same politicians bought out by
Wall Street.
Sign our petition to ensure that Wall Street won't block Elizabeth Warren from the Senate Banking Committee:
http://action.sumofus.org/a/warren-senate-banking-committee/69/173/.
Thank you, Claiborne, Kaytee and the rest of us
Further information:

Forbes: “Elizabeth Warren's Big Win Is A Crushing Defeat For Big Banks,” Nov. 7, 2012,
(http://act.sumofus.org/go/986?t=5&akid=1074.25700.HfAB1c).

Mother Jones: “Big Banks v. Elizabeth Warren: It's On (Again!)”, Nov. 19, 2012,
(http://act.sumofus.org/go/987?t=6&akid=1074.25700.HfAB1c).
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Re: Sum of Us Petition: Tell Harry Reid to Put Elizabeth Warren on the
Senate Banking Committee! (reply to SteveG, above)

I'm pinning a lot of my hopes on her.
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“How to Stop Psychopath CEOs from Looting & Destroying Their Own
Companies”

“How to Stop Psychopath CEOs from Looting and Destroying Their Own Companies” by Mitchell Anderson, AlterNet
Nov. 26, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/corporate-accountability-and-workplace/how-stop-psychopath-ceoslooting-and-destroying-their-own)
(There are ways to weed them out.)
Have bankers gone psycho? It seems hardly a week passes without another example of corporate fraud, rogue
traders, rate fixing, and money laundering. Five years after the 2007 economic meltdown that wiped out $14 trillion
of U.S. household wealth, the world's financiers seem to be behaving badly as ever and don't care who knows it.
Perhaps expecting normal human behavior from many of these individuals is unrealistic because they are not
normal -- they are psychopaths.
Corporate corruption linked to personal psychopathy presents both a problem and an opportunity. Rather than
further futile efforts at regulation, solving the creditability crisis of global financial institutions may instead involve
psychological screening to exclude certain individuals from occupying positions of trust they are medically
unqualified for. And if so, cleansing of the capitalist Star Chamber will not be lead by government, but by the
private insurance industry -- guided by the invisible hand of Adam Smith.
Let's start with the fascinating and frightening subject of psychopathy. This condition is neither insanity nor a
treatable mental illness. It is instead linked to physical abnormalities in the amygdala region of the brain and is
perhaps best described by experts as "emotional deafness." While psychopaths can often convincingly feign normal
human reactions in order to manipulate others, inside they feel nothing but shark-like self-interest.
This ancient scourge has likely plagued humankind since the dawn of time, undermining our ability to trust each
other and build cohesive societies. While sometimes glamourized by Hollywood as a super power, psychopathy
shows little evidence of evolutionary advantage even though the condition has a strong genetic signature. After
100,000 years of human history, only one percent of the general population exhibits this affliction -- indicating that
it is more parasitic than powerful.
A threat that can be screened
Only recently have scientists developed reliable screening methods to reveal people with this emotional disability,
and such tests have been widely adopted in the criminal justice system. And while our jails are filled with people
exhibiting this frightening trait, Dr. Robert Hare, a leading researcher in the field warns, "not all psychopaths are in
prison. Some are in the boardroom."
Some researchers have directly linked the global financial crisis of 2007 to a growing prevalence of psychopaths in
senior management of the financial sector. Dr. Clive Boddy believes that increasingly fluid corporate career paths
have helped psychopaths conceal their disruptive workplace behavior and ascend to previously unattainable levels
of authority. Boddy points out psychopaths are primarily attracted to money, status and power -- currently found in
unparalleled abundance in the global banking sector. As if to prove the point, many of the world's money traders
self identify as the "masters of the universe."
What little research has been done in field indicates that individuals with psychopathic traits are five times more
common in senior management than the general population. And while psychopaths are tireless self-promoters,
they are in fact poor performers and toxic managers. A study by Dr. Paul Babiak of 203 senior managers found

those with psychopathic scores on screening tests scored lower on leadership, team building, performance and
effective management. They are also 25 times more likely to engage in workplace bullying than normal humans.
How psychopaths get in
In spite of evidence to the contrary, employers often misjudge psychopaths as having strong characters that are
"cool under fire." Babiak's study concluded, "our finding that some companies viewed psychopathic executives as
having leadership potential, despite having negative performance reviews and low ratings on leadership and
management by subordinates, is evidence of the ability of these individuals to manipulate decision makers. Their
excellent communication and convincing lying skills, which together would have made them attractive hiring
candidates in the first place, apparently continued to serve them well in furthering their careers."
Most importantly, besides being lousy leaders prone to risky or criminal behavior psychopaths fundamentally lack
the ability to act in the interests of anyone but themselves. So how can they credibly act on behalf of their clients?
Why do we tolerate a disproportionate number of people with this pathology being in charge of large aspects of
global financial systems?
The banking sector has done little to address this issue, and may actively be making it worse. According to a first
hand account by Brian Basham of The Independent, a banking colleague once confided to him, "At one major
investment bank for which I worked, we used psychometric testing to recruit social psychopaths because their
characteristics exactly suited them to senior corporate finance roles."
An accumulation of psychopaths in upper management would go a long way to explain the rash of reckless behavior
and corporate fraud in the last decade. It also indicates that efforts by regulators to impose normal morality and
lawfulness on the financial sector will continue to be futile.
Likewise, the legal tools available to shareholders or internal HR departments are also largely useless. Refusing to
hire someone on the basis of psychopathic screening would be considered "prohibited discrimination" since it is
unlawful to presume in advance that someone will commit a crime. Few companies would dare to internally screen
senior managers for psychopathy, especially if there is no legal recourse to fire them.
A risk insurers can't afford
Which brings us to the insurance industry. Every company requires a variety of underwriting policies including, for
directors and officers, liability insurance or fidelity coverage. Insurers are rightly fixated on risk management since
they (and their shareholders) are on the hook when executives they underwrite go the way of Gordon Gekko.
Senior managers of financial companies have what is called "fiduciary duty" -- a legal obligation to act in the best
interests of their clients and investors rather than themselves. Here's the rub: psychopaths simply cannot do that.
They are medically impaired from acting in good faith on behalf of others.
Why isn't the insurance industry already insisting on psychopathic screening of senior managers for the companies
they are covering? The rationale would be straightforward: psychopathy is a leading indicator of illegal or reckless
behavior. Psychopaths should be excluded from positions that legally require fiduciary responsibility in the same
way that blind people are not allowed to be airline pilots.
Insurance companies taking the lead on weeding out corporate psychopaths would also avoid a number of thorny
legal issues that would face shareholders, employers or regulators seeking the same goal.
Any psychopaths identified through insurance pre-screening would not be denied employment, they would simply
be deemed uninsurable. The result would be the same -- these dangerous individuals would need to find another,
less influential line of work. But since insurance policies are simple legal contracts between two parties, there would
be no recourse for psychopaths to launch costly legal challenges against employers based on wrongful dismissal.
Free capitalism to function rationally

This solution would also negate the need for government intervention -- a nightmarish scenario by anyone's
yardstick. No right-thinking person would support regulation based on aberrant brain chemistry. That said, if
psychopaths were weeded out of critically important roles in the global banking sector, governments and taxpayers
would be a primary beneficiary. Public institutions the world-over have been mopping up the mess made by reckless
bankers since 2007, and beyond. These massive bailouts have crippled the real economy and inflicted untold
economic hardship on those that actually create wealth, not merely accumulate it.
Rather than regulation, insurance screening would be guided by free market capitalism. Insurers have a strong selfinterest to limit risk, and a clear legal obligation to act in the interests of their investors. Shareholders of insurance
companies should be demanding answers as to why the companies they are investing in are not using the most upto-date science to limit exposure to costly risk.
A 2012 study by the Association of Certified Fraud Examiners found that companies lose fully five per cent of
revenues to employee fraud each year, totaling $400 billion in the U.S. and $3.5 trillion worldwide. Scams
perpetrated by executives or owners were three times more costly than those by managers, and nine times more
than employees. Fraud in the banking and financial sector was more common than any other industry surveyed.
These rates are also rising. A survey of 500 Certified Fraud Examiners found that between 2008 and 2009,
workplace fraud incidents increased by 55 per cent, and losses by 49 per cent. Almost 90 per cent of these experts
felt that fraud levels would continue to rise in the future.
There will of course be inertia within the insurance industry to address this issue, especially amongst early adopters
who do not want to be put at a competitive disadvantage. Yet until psychopathic screening becomes the industry
standard we will continue to build our global financial house on sand -- an obvious risk to the world at large and
insurers in particular.
They say there's no free lunch in this world. Yet a small number of abnormal individuals feigning free market ideals
have racked up a towering tab that future generations will struggle to pay off for decades to come. This is both
unacceptable and unsustainable. We have the tools to start excluding people incapable of behaving responsibly
from some of the most powerful positions in the world.
We need to stop ignoring this problem and start solving it. The world will be a far better place for it.
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“It’s a Close Call on Susan Rice”

“It’s a Close Call on Susan Rice” by David Ignatius, The Washington Post
Nov. 30, 2012, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/david-ignatius-a-close-call-on-susanrice/2012/11/30/fbcd3316-3b23-11e2-8a97-363b0f9a0ab3_story.html)
The Republican assault on Susan Rice is a fabricated scandal, attacking her for repeating CIA talking points, almost
verbatim, to explain the Benghazi attacks. The U.N. ambassador’s version, even with its omissions, may turn out to
be closer to the truth than some of the inflammatory GOP rhetoric.
But just because Rice is being unfairly pilloried, this doesn’t mean she would be a good secretary of state. And it’s a
close call on the merits: Given her friendship with President Obama, she would be uniquely able to speak as his
emissary. But she would also carry some baggage — not least from the political fight that would follow her
nomination.
Rice would be a high-risk, high- reward nominee for secretary of state. She would represent a gambler’s choice for
Obama, a sign that his second term really would be different from the cautious style of the first. Her appointment
would signal that Obama will play a stronger personal role in foreign policy and that he’s ready to break some
crockery to get things done.

Rice’s problem, to be blunt, is that some people don’t like her. They find her abrasive, self-promoting, mercurial.
Some have argued that this critique is sexist, but Rice’s defects are similar to those of the abrasive, self-promoting
Richard Holbrooke, an immensely talented diplomat who never became secretary of state.
Given the political inflammation over Rice, the White House should let the issue cool for a week or two: Wait for the
official investigation of Benghazi, which will make Rice’s television statements look better and show that they were
a blip in the tragedy of what happened. Wait for Obama to assemble a full national security team in which Rice
would be a key player, rather than a lone wolf. Wait for the president to consider if he wants a special envoy for
Israeli-Palestinian peace talks (did anyone say Bill Clinton?) to assist the secretary of state.
If State Department officials could select their own boss, they would probably pick Sen. John Kerry. He presents
himself (as has Hillary Clinton) in the practiced, reassuring way that a seasoned politician can. And to a surprising
extent, Kerry thinks outside the box. He was early to understand the importance of engaging America’s adversaries
in Iran, Syria and even Hamas. He has operated as Obama’s private emissary in Pakistan, Afghanistan and
elsewhere, and has been loyal and discreet.
But picking a secretary of state isn’t anyone’s choice but the president’s (with the “advice and consent” of the
Senate). And if Obama concludes after a period of reflection that he wants to roll the dice with Rice — and gain the
potential rewards — then he should go for it. She probably wouldn’t be a bad secretary, and she might be an
outstanding one.
To get a sense of Rice’s strengths and weaknesses, I talked last week to many people who worked for her at the
United Nations and alongside her in the administration. The pluses far outweigh the minuses, but I’ll offer a
selection of both.
Rice’s strengths are that she’s smart, strategic and forthright. She has been a deft negotiator at the United Nations,
with a subtle sense of the Chinese and Russians, and perhaps even played them against each other on occasion.
She strengthened Security Council resolutions on Iran and North Korea. And for all her reputation as a tough boss,
her staff generally likes her, especially the younger members.
Rice’s biggest advantage is her closeness to the president. She understands his vision of a changing world better
than anyone else in government. Her instincts match his on the Arab revolutions, the need to engage Iran, the
importance of Africa, Asia, and Latin America. She understood that her job at the United Nations was to reset
America’s relations with the world, after the George W. Bush years, and she did it.
The negatives with Rice are mostly matters of style. She’s pushy and profane and sometimes seems to shoot from
the hip (a mistaken impression, since she, like the president, tends to read all the briefing papers). She was
standoffish toward Hillary Clinton, prizing her special relationship with Obama and her Cabinet status. That offended
some people.
Rice did two things at the United Nations that demonstrated her “A” game. First, she was tough enough to stand up
against Russia’s sometimes bullying diplomats. Second, she provided a secret back channel for communicating
urgent messages with Iran. As secretary, Rice would be Obama’s young, dynamic face to the world and a good, if
also risky, choice.
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“Tax Burden for Most Americans Is Lower Than in the 1980’s”

“Tax Burden for Most Americans Is Lower Than in the 1980’s” by Binyamin Appelbaum and Robert Gebeloff, The

New York Times

Nov. 29, 2012, (http://www.nytimes.com/2012/11/30/us/most-americans-face-lower-tax-burden-than-in-the80s.html?src=twr&pagewanted=all)
(What Is a Fair Tax Code?: Taxes are still a hot topic after the presidential election. But as a country that spends
more than it collects in taxes, are we asking the right taxpayers to pay the right amounts?)

(BELLEVILLE, IL) Alan Hicks divides long days between the insurance business he started in the late 1970s and the
barbecue restaurant he opened with his sons three years ago. He earned more than $250,000 last year and said
taxes took more than 40 percent. What’s worse, in his view, is that others — the wealthy, hiding in loopholes; the
poor, living on government benefits — are not paying their fair share.
“It feels like the harder we work, the more they take from us,” said Mr. Hicks, 55, as he waited for a meat truck one
recent afternoon. “And it seems like there’s an awful lot of people in the United States who don’t pay any taxes.”
These are common sentiments in the eastern suburbs of St. Louis, a region of fading factory towns fringed by new
subdivisions. Here, as across the country, people like Mr. Hicks are pained by the conviction that they are paying
ever more to finance the expansion of government.
But in fact, most Americans in 2010 paid far less in total taxes — federal, state and local — than they would have
paid 30 years ago. According to an analysis by The New York Times, the combination of all income taxes, sales
taxes and property taxes took a smaller share of their income than it took from households with the same inflationadjusted income in 1980.
Households earning more than $200,000 benefited from the largest percentage declines in total taxation as a share
of income. Middle-income households benefited, too. More than 85 percent of households with earnings above
$25,000 paid less in total taxes than comparable households in 1980.
Lower-income households, however, saved little or nothing. Many pay no federal income taxes, but they do pay a
range of other levies, like federal payroll taxes, state sales taxes and local property taxes. Only about half of
taxpaying households with incomes below $25,000 paid less in 2010.
The uneven decline is a result of two trends. Congress cut federal taxation at every income level over the last 30
years. State and local taxes, meanwhile, increased for most Americans. Those taxes generally take a larger share of
income from those who make less, so the increases offset more and more of the federal savings at lower levels of
income.
In a half-dozen states, including Connecticut, Florida and New Jersey, the increases were large enough to offset the
federal savings for most households, not just the poorer ones.
Now an era of tax cuts may be reaching its end. The federal government depends increasingly on borrowed money
to pay its bills, and many state and local governments are similarly confronting the reality that they are spending
more money than they collect. In Washington, debates about tax cuts have yielded to debates about who should
pay more.
President Obama campaigned for re-election on a promise to take a larger share of taxable income above roughly
$250,000 a year. The White House is now negotiating with Congressional Republicans, who instead want to raise
some money by reducing tax deductions. Federal spending cuts also are at issue.
If a deal is not struck by year’s end, a wide range of federal tax cuts passed since 2000 will expire and taxes will
rise for roughly 90 percent of Americans, according to the independent Tax Policy Center. For lower-income
households, taxation would spike well above 1980 levels. Upper-income households would lose some but not all of
the benefits of tax cuts over the last three decades.
Public debate over taxes has typically focused on the federal income tax, but that now accounts for less than a third
of the total tax revenues collected by federal, state and local governments. To analyze the total burden, The Times
created a model, in consultation with experts, which estimated total tax bills for each taxpayer in each year from
1980, when the election of President Ronald Reagan opened an era of tax cutting, up to 2010, the most recent year
for which relevant data is available.

The analysis shows that the overall burden of taxation declined as a share of income in the 1980s, rose to a new
peak in the 1990s and fell again in the 2000s. Tax rates at most income levels were lower in 2010 than at any point
during the 1980s.
Governments still collected the same share of total income in 2010 as in 1980 — 31 cents from every dollar —
because people with higher incomes pay taxes at higher rates, and household incomes rose over the last three
decades, particularly at the top.
There are now many more millionaires, in other words, paying more than they did in 1980, but they are paying less
than they would have if tax laws had remained unchanged. And while they still pay a larger share of income in
taxes than the rest of the population, the difference has narrowed significantly.
The trend can be seen by comparing three examples:
• A household making $350,000 in 2010, roughly the cutoff for the top 1 percent, on average paid 42.1
percent of its income in taxes, compared with 49 percent for a household with the same inflation-adjusted
income in 1980 — a savings of about $24,100.
• A household making $52,000 in 2010, roughly the median income, on average paid 27.7 percent of its
income in taxes, compared with 30.5 percent in 1980, saving $1,500.
• A household making $22,000 in 2010 — roughly the federal poverty line for a family of four — on average
paid 19.4 percent in taxes, compared with 20.2 percent, saving $200.
Jared Bernstein, who served as chief economist to Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr., said the Times analysis
highlighted the need to raise taxes on the affluent and cut taxes for the poor. He cautioned that the middle class
most likely would need to pay more, too.
“When you look at these numbers, you understand why we’re not collecting the revenue we need to support the
spending we want,” said Mr. Bernstein, a senior fellow at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, a liberal
research group. “We’ve really gutted the system.”
But Douglas Holtz-Eakin, a prominent conservative economist, said the changes in taxation over the last three
decades reflected a conscious and successful strategy to encourage economic growth that should be reinforced, not
reversed.
Mr. Holtz-Eakin, a former director of the Congressional Budget Office who is the president of the American Action
Forum, said government should reduce deficits primarily through spending cuts, particularly to Medicare and
Medicaid, the health programs that are the largest source of projected increases in the federal debt.
“We can’t grow our way out of it, and we can’t tax our way out of it,” he said of the government’s fiscal
predicament. “We have a spending problem, period.”
Mr. Hicks, like many residents of Belleville, views this debate with unhappiness. He would like the government to
cut spending but not reduce services. He is certain that the government should not raise taxes on the middle class,
a group in which he includes himself, but he is ambivalent about asking anyone to pay more. Higher taxes would
hurt his businesses, he said, so raising taxes on those who make more money seems likely to hurt their businesses,
too.
“At this point, I guess it’s inevitable in order to get us out of this hole,” Mr. Hicks said of higher taxes. “Illinois is in
bad shape, along with a lot of the nation. But I don’t feel like we should tax the middle class any more than we are
right now. There’s going to come a point where they take the incentive out of working hard.”
If the government cut his taxes, Mr. Hicks said, he would use the money to put a roof over the picnic tables outside
the restaurant, expanding the year-round seating area. He already employs 14 people; then he could hire more.

And if taxes rose? Would Mr. Hicks, who started working when tax rates were higher, really choose to slow down?
He smiled. “No,” he said. “I like it. What else would I do with my time?”
Cutting from Both Ends
The federal income tax, which will turn 100 next year, is in decline.
Congressional Republicans and Democrats have repeatedly voted to reduce the share of income that people must
pay. Over the last decade, annual revenues from federal taxation of individual and corporate income averaged just
9.2 percent of the nation’s gross domestic product, the lowest level for any 10-year period since World War II.
The recession and new rounds of tax cuts further reduced revenues, to 7.6 percent of economic output in the 2009
and 2010 fiscal years. Stronger economic growth has produced a modest increase in tax collections, but the White
House budget office estimates that collections for the fiscal year that ended in September will total 9 percent of
economic output, still less than before the financial crisis.
Federal spending, meanwhile, grew faster than the economy over the last decade — particularly during the
recession. To pay those bills, the government borrowed more money than it collected in income taxes in each of the
last three fiscal years, something it had not done in even a single year since World War II, federal data show.
Congress could have eliminated those deficits by cutting spending. It might also have averted those deficits by
leaving the tax code unchanged. The government on average would have collected an additional $800 billion in
each year from 2006 to 2010 if the 1980 code had remained in effect and economic activity had continued at the
same pace, the Times analysis found. The annual federal deficits during those years averaged $714 billion.
Leaving the tax code as it was in 1980, however, would not have solved the nation’s long-term fiscal problems.
Increases in federal spending, driven primarily by the rising cost of health care, are projected to outstrip even the
revenue-raising capacity of the 1980 tax code in the coming decades, necessitating some combination of spending
cuts and tax increases.
The income tax stands apart from other forms of taxation. It is the reason that upper-income households pay a
larger share of their income in taxes than the rest of the population. The combined burden of all other federal, state
and local taxes takes roughly the same share from all taxpayers. And many Americans — even in a middle-class,
Democratic stronghold like Belleville — have misgivings about imposing higher tax rates on the affluent, an
important reason that income taxation has declined.
The share of Americans who said high-income households paid too little in taxes fell from 77 percent in 1992 to 62
percent in 2012, according to Gallup, even as income inequality rose to the highest levels since the Great
Depression.
Some people in Belleville subscribe to the argument that higher tax rates impede economic growth by discouraging
investment. For others, it is a matter of fairness.
Anita Thole, a middle-income safety supervisor for a utility contractor, is not wealthy. She does not expect that she
ever will be. She is a single mother with a daughter in college, and she said she regarded the wealthy with a
mixture of envy and admiration. But she does not want them to pay higher taxes.
“They work their butt off to get what they got,” she said. “I wouldn’t want them to pay more so that I can pay
less.”
Do they work harder than you?
“What? No. I work my butt off,” Ms. Thole, 46, said. “But you got to believe in the American dream. You got to love
them for what they did, for what they made of themselves and for being more aggressive than me.”

Ms. Thole, like many in Belleville, is also convinced that governments could avoid raising taxes by adopting more
frugal habits.
“There’s some days we stay home and we eat peanut butter,” she said.
What would she like governments to cut?
“I really like it when they cut the weeds along the highway,” she said. “I like it when there’s good roads to drive on.
The schools, I don’t know, I don’t want to pull back from the schools. I don’t have the answer of where to pull
back.
“I want the state parks to stay open. I want, I want, I want. I want Big Bird. I think it’s beautiful. What don’t I
want? I don’t know.”
To Tax or Not to Tax?
William L. Enyart is a rarity in Belleville: he wants to raise his own taxes.
Mr. Enyart and his wife are lawyers, although for the last five years he led the Illinois National Guard. The couple
made $380,587 in 2011 and paid $104,864 in federal taxes. His conviction that they should have paid more may not
be shared by many of the area’s higher-income residents. But as the newly elected Democratic congressman for
southwestern Illinois, Mr. Enyart, 63, is also the only man in town with a direct vote on federal tax policy.
Mr. Enyart, who won the seat of a retiring Democratic congressman, campaigned in part on his support for Mr.
Obama’s tax plan. He defeated a Republican candidate who opposed it, 52 percent to 43 percent. But Mr. Enyart
said he heard little enthusiasm for tax increases in his district. What has changed, he said, is that people are
increasingly concerned about cuts to government benefits and services.
“Nobody likes to pay taxes. Nobody wants to raise taxes on anybody,” Mr. Enyart said. “But nobody wants to cut
veterans services, nobody wants to give up that Interstate highway, nobody wants — pick the service that you like.
These are necessary services, and they need to be paid for.”
The tax increase proposed by Mr. Obama, on taxable income — income after deductions and other adjustments —
above $250,000 a year, would pay for only a small part of those services. It would reduce the projected deficit over
the next decade by a little less than 10 percent, according to the Congressional Budget Office.
Nonetheless, Mr. Enyart said that he did not support broader tax increases. The focus, he said, should be on
requiring the rich to pay more.
“We have the greatest disproportion of wealth since 1928, and I don’t think that’s a healthy thing,” he said. “How
much money is enough? Do hedge fund traders really need to make a billion dollars a year and pay only 15 percent
in taxes when we have teachers making $50,000 and paying 20 percent?”
John Siemens, who did not vote for Mr. Enyart, said that kind of “raise taxes” talk was a crowd-pleasing distraction
from the need for painful spending cuts.
Mr. Siemens and his wife, Jan, both 59, own a company with a pair of factories in southwestern Illinois where
workers assemble dollar-bill scanners for vending machines, dashboard lights for automobiles, magnetic probes for
hospitals and other electronic equipment. They earned about $250,000 last year, so Mr. Obama’s plan would not
have increased their income taxes. But it would raise the estate taxes they would have to pay to pass the company
to their children someday.
Like many opponents of the president’s plan, Mr. Siemens thinks higher taxes will discourage investment and slow
economic growth.

“There’s some tax rates that probably do need to be raised,” he said. “There are some that need to be lowered. But
the politicians are not having an honest discussion. Is it fair or not fair is not the question. The question is, If you
want to raise revenues, does that make sense or not?”
He noted as an example that interest on municipal bonds is tax-exempt, which encourages the wealthy to lend to
local governments.
“Those lower tax rates were put into place for a reason,” he said. “It’s not just, let’s give the wealthy a break.”
Mr. Siemens does have a concern about fairness. He believes that lower-income households are not paying enough
in taxes.
“By any measure, the wealthy are still paying a disproportionate amount of their income in taxes,” he said. “Is that
fair or not fair? I don’t know, but I have an issue with the dramatic reduction of taxes at the low end because I
think everybody needs some skin in the game.”
The debate is no longer theoretical here in Illinois. Facing perhaps the deepest budget crisis of any state, the Illinois
legislature last year raised the state income tax rate to 5 percent from 3 percent. Unlike the federal income tax,
Illinois taxes all income at the same rate.
Mr. Enyart said that the state needed more revenue, but that it should move to a tax system that imposed a heavier
burden on high-income households. Mr. Siemens said the state should have cut spending.
The higher taxes have increased his costs and given an advantage to competitors in other states. And there are
broader ripples, too: he said he was planning to buy some used machines, rather than new ones, to save money.
“We feel the burden of that, but it hasn’t gotten to the threshold of pain yet where we would move,” Mr. Siemens
said. “There’s a lot of expense that would be incurred in moving, including a disruption of the work force, which you
are always loath to do.”
View From the Lower End
Taylor McCallister, 20, works the front window at Mr. Hicks’s barbecue restaurant, taking orders from customers.
She also works a second job and attends Southwestern Illinois College. She earned about $30,000 last year and,
like her boss, she wishes the government would take less of that money.
“When I see my check it’s like, damn, that’s a huge chunk that was taken out,” she said. “I could have been making
$450 instead of $378.”
Mitt Romney’s remarks about the “47 percent” focused public attention on the rising share of Americans who do not
pay federal income taxes, a trend that has encouraged the public perception that lower-income households are
getting a sweetheart deal. The share of Americans who think lower-income households pay too little in taxes
increased to 24 percent in 2012 from 8 percent in 1992, according to Gallup.
But low-wage workers like Ms. McCallister still pay federal payroll taxes, which provide financing for Social Security
and Medicare. They still pay sales taxes. Even if they are renters, they still bear the cost of property taxes in the
form of higher rents.
And those taxes have climbed most quickly in recent decades.
The average American in 2010 paid 30 percent more of income in payroll taxes than in 1980, even while paying 27
percent less in federal income taxes. As a result, revenue from the payroll tax almost equaled income tax revenue
before a temporary payroll tax cut took effect in 2011. The cut is scheduled to expire at the end of this year.

The rise of the payroll tax reflects the general movement away from requiring upper-income households to pay a
larger share of income in taxes. All workers pay the same Social Security tax on wages below a threshold, which
stood at $106,800 in 2010. The Medicare tax imposes a single rate on all wages, without a threshold.
Some experts argue, however, that payroll taxes are a special case because workers are entitled to Social Security
benefits based in part on the amounts that they pay in taxes — a system more akin to a pension plan than an
income tax.
In Illinois, the average burden of state and local taxes rose to 10.2 percent of income in 2010 from 8.8 percent in
1980, even before the latest round of tax increases last year.
And Illinois, like most states, takes a larger share of income from those who make less. Illinois households earning
less than $25,000 a year on average paid 14.3 percent of income in state and local taxes in 2010, while those
earning more than $200,000 paid 9.4 percent, according to the Times analysis.
Ms. McCallister said she and her friends worry about the nation’s financial problems. Their answer is simple:
Someone has to pay more, and the affluent can best afford to do so. She said it was time to reverse a trend that
had been going on so long it predated her birth by a decade.
“I want to know honestly how the more wealthy feel,” she said between tending to customers. “You’d think that
they would want to help. We’re working these kinds of jobs and that’s what we have to do to make it through, and
there’s other people making all this money. I don’t get it, honestly.
“I feel that maybe people who don’t make as much shouldn’t have to pay as much in. But who makes the rules?
“Not me.”
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“The 3 Unofficial GOP Rules That Are Making a Deficit Deal Even Harder”

“The 3 Unofficial GOP Rules That Are Making a Deficit Deal Even Harder” by David Welna, NPR
Dec. 2, 2012, (http://www.npr.org/blogs/itsallpolitics/2012/12/02/166268748/the-3-unofficial-gop-rules-that-aremaking-a-deficit-deal-even-harder)
Making an already head-splittingly difficult deal on the fiscal cliff even harder to resolve is a set of three rules by
which the Republicans who run the House play.
These are not official regulations; they're more shibboleths that House GOP leaders have adopted in recent years.
And those rules are leaving House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, little room to maneuver as lawmakers try to
avoid a set of tax increases and spending cuts set to take effect at the end of the year.
1. "The majority of the majority"
According to President Obama, keeping tax rates unchanged for the bottom 98 percent of taxpayers come
Jan. 1 should be simple.
The Senate has already passed a bill freezing all but the top two rates of the Bush-era tax cuts, he told a
group of factory workers on Friday. "If we can just get a few House Republicans on board, we can pass the
bill in the House, it will land on my desk, and I am ready — I have got a bunch of pens ready — to sign this
bill."
But that Senate bill has been stymied by the House GOP leadership's deference to what's known as "the
majority of the majority." Under this de facto rule, no bill is brought up for a vote when Republicans control
the House unless a majority of their caucus supports it.

So while there may well be enough Republicans willing to break ranks and vote with Democrats to pass that
Senate bill, Rep. Tom Cole of Oklahoma, the GOP's deputy whip, said that's just not going to happen:
"You're not going to come up here and be able to put together a deal with 170 Democrats and 40
Republicans — that's just not in the cards."
Longtime Congress-watcher Norm Ornstein of the American Enterprise Institute said the majority of the
majority rule is a major reason why bills passed on a bipartisan basis in the Senate don't come up in the
House.
"We've got the Republicans now as a parliamentary-style minority. In a parliamentary system, it is just a
matter of course that the parties unite together in opposition to the other side," he said. "But you can't
function that way with divided government."
2. Any increase in the debt ceiling must be matched by an equal decrease in spending
With the rise of the Tea Party came this rule governing increases in the nation's borrowing limit — and one
has to happen very soon.
Boehner's insistence on such a dollar-for-dollar deal led to last year's debt ceiling crisis; last week he said
he'll do the same this time.
"I continue to believe that any increase in the debt limit has to be accompanied by spending reductions that
meet or exceed it," he said.
Ornstein says that when Boehner became speaker nearly two years ago, he privately warned fellow
Republicans they would have to make some concessions as the governing party, especially when it came to
raising the debt ceiling.
Boehner's new rule, Ornstein said, is "a very real change from where he had been initially, and partly
reflecting, I think, the reality of his leadership, which is he's got to run a little faster to get out in front of his
mob."
3. No new taxes
After Obama's re-election, Boehner softened this rule a bit, though not enough to accommodate the tax rate
increases on the wealthy that the president seeks.
"We're willing to put revenues on the table, but revenues that come from closing loopholes, getting rid of
special interest deductions, and not raising rates," Boehner said Friday.
Some of the speaker's fellow House Republicans are now saying there's nothing in this rule that keeps them
from extending tax cuts for most people now rather than risk all those cuts expiring Jan. 1.
One such Republican is Cole, the deputy whip.
"I don't think in this situation nailing down the Bush tax cuts and making them permanent for 98 percent is
somehow a violation," he said.
All three rules have left Boehner on the hot seat, Stanford political scientist Bruce Cain said.
"He clearly can't adhere to these rules and cut a deal with Obama, but at the same time, if he breaks these rules he
could be undermining his position as leader," Cain said. "So he's in a very difficult position."
If there's to be a deal, Cain said, Boehner may well have to break at least one of his rules.
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“Who's Got a More Presidential Brain?”

“Who's Got a More Presidential Brain?” by Helen Fisher, Newslweek/The Daily Beast
Oct. 29, 2012, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2012/10/28/obama-romney-and-the-genetics-ofpolitics.html)
Barack Obama and Mitt Romney may appear to be originals. But they—like all the rest of us—have inherited some
of their political perspectives.
The “genetics of politics,” as academics call this budding field, is beginning to establish some of the biological
foundations of conservative and liberal attitudes and voting habits. Recently, Peter Hatemi of Pennsylvania State
University and Rose McDermott of Brown University reevaluated much of the evidence, concluding that “genetic
influences account for a substantial portion of individual differences in political traits”—perhaps as much as 40 to 60
percent.
Pundits have saturated us with accounts of Obama’s childhood and Romney’s Mormonism. But though each man’s
history may play a role, that history isn’t the whole story: we need to know who they are, biologically and
genetically speaking.
From my research, I have come to believe that humankind has evolved four broad primary styles of thinking and
behaving, each associated with one of four universal brain systems: the testosterone, estrogen, serotonin, and
dopamine systems. Each of us is a unique mix of all of these, of course, but we express the traits of some more
than others. Hence those who are particularly expressive of traits linked with testosterone I call Directors; those
primarily expressive of estrogen I call Negotiators; of serotonin, Builders; and of dopamine, Explorers. My
information comes from multiple sources, including brain scanning, genetics, neurotransmitter and hormone
systems, and a scientific questionnaire I constructed, which resides on the dating site Chemistry.com, a subsidiary
of Match.com, and which has been taken by more than 12 million people. (Match.com is owned by IAC, which also
owns Newsweek.)
Obama and Romney share several of the Director traits, but beyond these, their similarities end. Which man is
better built (biologically) to improve bipartisanship in Congress? Which is likely to win the game of brinksmanship
with Iran? Personality has patterns. And analyzing those patterns may give voters a deeper perspective into these
somewhat enigmatic men.
Testosterone: Obama and Romney Score High
Much is known about testosterone and its effects on behavior. As fetal testosterone washes over the developing
brain, it enhances visual and spatial perception, and builds the capacity for deep but relatively few interests and a
keen understanding of “rule-based systems,” from mechanics to computers, math, engineering, or music. This is
Romney to a T. If R.B. Scott, a fellow Mormon who has followed Romney’s career for more than 20 years, has it
right in his book Mitt Romney: An Inside Look at the Man and His Politics, Romney likes nothing better than to be
tucking into a mountain of spreadsheets. Testosterone is linked with an acute sensitivity to rank and the drive to be
top dog, No. 1. Romney has worked assiduously to achieve high rank in the Mormon Church.
Data also link testosterone with the tendencies to be less socially aware, with poorer emotion recognition, less eye
contact, and less verbal fluency. Perhaps this is why Romney makes so many gaffes. He appears to be less
empathetic, too. A prominent member of Boston’s business community who has known Romney for years said of
him, “But there’s no heart, like the Tin Man.” To be fair, this lack of emotional expression may stem from another
testosterone-related trait, “emotional containment.”
Obama shares some of Romney’s testosterone-linked traits. Some regard him as aloof, a variation of “emotional
containment.” Both men also tend to be self-confident, assertive, independent, and competitive. Scott writes that to
Romney, a game of pickup basketball in the driveway almost always turns into a “blood sport”; Obama is apparently
equally competitive, even in a game of tennis with Michelle. Additionally, both men appear to be acutely analytical,
exacting, and data-driven—all traits linked with elevated-testosterone activity.

Will this style of thinking and behaving be good for the U.S. today? It will certainly challenge Iran’s president,
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad (another high-testosterone individual), but it may be lethal when dealing with the far more
socially nuanced leaders of China and the rest of Asia.
Estrogen: Obama Scores High
If Romney shows more traits of the testosterone system, Obama is noticeably more expressive of traits linked with
estrogen—which is not strictly a female hormone; football players often express elevated estrogen. The effects of
estrogen begin in the womb, contributing to a more contextual, holistic, big-picture, long-term view, as well as
superb linguistic skills. Obama expresses these traits in spades. Jodi Kantor, in The Obamas, reports that he retreats
to his office after Michelle and the girls have gone to bed to pour over information on the issues of the day.
Absorbing vast quantities of data and ideas on a broad range of topics is Obama’s forte. He also has verbal talents,
and is known as a gifted public speaker.
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How to Hack an Electronic Road Sign

Don’t try this!
http://imgur.com/gallery/ihUTS
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“Grover Norquist, Enemy of the State?”

[I messed-up getting this in last Friday’s FotM Newsletter. Sorry. –SteveB]
“Grover Norquist, Enemy of the State?” by Thom Hartmann, AlterNet
Nov. 26, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/grover-norquist-enemy-state)
(Norquist has connived over the years to get hundreds of members of Congress to violate their own oath of office
by pledging to keep billionaires' taxes low.)
Is it possible that Grover Norquist, the multi-millionaire K-Street lobbyist long funded by billionaires, is an enemy of
the state?
Pretty strong language, but consider that he has connived over the years to get hundreds of members of Congress
to violate their own oath of office by pledging a higher oath to keep billionaires' taxes low than their pledge to the
Constitution itself.
The requirement for Members of Congress to swear an oath to our country is in the Constitution itself, in Article Six:
“The Senators and Representatives … shall be bound by Oath or Affirmation, to support this Constitution…”
So, starting with the first Congress, in 1789, members were sworn in by saying, “I do solemnly swear (or affirm)
that I will support the Constitution of the United States.”
But during the Civil War, President Abraham Lincoln supported, and Congress passed on July 2nd, 1862, legislation
requiring an oath that added that members of Congress had not previously engaged in any “criminal or disloyal
conduct,” which would have included pledging loyalty to the Confederacy. It was called the “Ironclad Test Oath,”
and was designed to keep Confederate sympathizers out of Congress. If a member swore it, and it was discovered
he’d previously violated it by swearing an oath to the Confederacy, he would be prosecuted for perjury.
After the Civil War, that oath was replaced with one that didn’t specifically exclude former members of the
Confederacy, but still required members to pledge an oath, first and foremost, to the Constitution. Now called the

“Modern Oath,” it was enacted in 1884 and is used to this day. Its first sentence says: “I do solemnly swear (or
affirm) that I will support and defend the Constitution of the United States against all enemies, foreign and
domestic; that I will bear true faith and allegiance to the same; that I take this obligation freely, without any mental
reservation or purpose of evasion;…”
And the Constitution, to which they take the Modern Oath, explicitly says that Congress has the explicit power to
impose taxes, both to pay for our defense and to provide for the General Welfare of the nation. The very first
sentence of Article One, Section Eight, says: “The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties,
imposts and excises, to pay the debts and provide for the common defense and general welfare of the United
States;…”
So, how is it possible that, when the Constitution explicitly says that one of the specific jobs of Congress is to “lay
and collect taxes,” and the oath they take explicitly says that they take will do so “without any mental reservation or
purpose of evasion,” that a member of Congress could possibly swear an oath to a multimillionaire K-Street lobbyist
to refuse to perform one of their Constitutional duties?
And what sort of member of Congress would willingly swear an oath to a front man for a small group of billionaires,
that that member of Congress would violate the oath he or she swore to follow the Constitution without “mental
reservations” or “purpose of evasion”? Is not a man who essentially uses threats – blackmail – that billionaire
money will be used to politically destroy members of Congress who refuse to sign his pledge an enemy of the state
itself – or at least an enemy of the very Constitution that lawmakers have sworn to upholdwithout mental
reservation or evasion?
Grover Norquist has led hundreds of Republican lawmakers to the brink of treason, swearing to him that they will
carry into office mental reservations about the taxation power the Constitution gives them. It’s high time to dethrone Grover, and let Congress go back to doing its Constitutionally-mandated job of taking care of the nation’s
defense and general welfare, instead of just looking out for the nation’s defense contractors and cranky billionaires.
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—Friends of the Middle,
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line,
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the
subject line.
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to
sign with your desired user name.
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential.
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking.
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
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