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Government spending and why the United States government should limit it
Over the past few decades, federal government spending in the United States has been rising at an alarming rate. Deficits are now chronic and debt has accumulated unexpectedly. If government spending continues to grow at the current rate, it will undermine economic growth while it pushes the nation into a financial crisis in the near future. This paper tries to argue why government spending should be regulated in the United States while exploring some of the efforts federal government has put in place to cut its spending and why these efforts are unfruitful. 
To begin with, it is crucial to understand that there are two main sources from which the government earns money. The first and the biggest source is “taxation” in which the government taxes things like income tax, corporation taxes, and a host of other indirect taxes like sales tax and service tax. Together, all these taxes contribute the biggest share of income for the government. The second source of income is non-tax revenues in which the government earns money from the public sector undertakings. With these two sources of income, the government generates enough income it spends on revenue and capital expenditures. 
Recent studies have shown that the government has been recording deficits for spending more money on programs that are sometimes deemed as of lesser importance or priority (Rubin). However, the question that arises when the government spends more money than it can earn is where it gets extra money for spending on the things it has included in the budget. The answer to this question is that it borrows either from the Central Bank or directly from the market. Hypothetically thinking, keeping fiscal deficit under check is not necessarily a bad thing because failure to do so can lead the government to spending way too much than what it earns and this can cause problems in the economy (#thesis).  
Excessive fiscal deficit can lead to high inflation rates, higher interest rates, and in most cases high tax impositions (Rubin). All these problems can have negative impact not only at national and state levels, but at individual level where people encounter difficulties in meeting their basic needs due to high prices in the market. Amidst all the heat that has been continually generated about austerity in public finance, there exists some differences on what the government should cut down to keep deficit under check. For example, 2017 plans for budget sequestration that were established across various federal agencies and programs have generated a lot of debates concerning how they can affect rendering of public services and proper running of State affairs. 
Argument#1: Many people seem to think that plans established for cutting government spending should be designed to reduce government’s borrowing moments. While this is true, there is a lack of real discussion about whether spending should be reduced not so that people can live within their means, but in order to reduce the long-term burden of “taxation.” In May, the United States House Committee held an argument that raised questions of what duty the federal government plays in assisting the poor. Some members argued that offering assistance through programs such as SNAP means spending “other people’s money” a responsibility that Congress must take seriously (Cuffey and Harnack). For the sake of such an argument, it is important to set the record straight on austerity of government spending and what excessive spending means for tax payers.
Spending too much on SNAP would also mean doing it at the taxpayer’s expense regardless of their socioeconomic status. The long held belief that government programs such as SNAP are entitled to ensuring that the poor live a better life is truly a representation of a bloated bureaucracy. We see this in the ways bureaucrats have been using their discretionary powers to impose their interests against citizen’s interests. This is even evident as Candice White puts it “if only federal budget-making were as straightforward as budgeting now is in Ward Five on Chicago’s South Side, the government would not have any deficits. Candace White also insists that the longer she has been in the government, they have never been allowed to vote on how the money is spent.” Therefore, the idea of using “other people’s money” to help the poor is just an ideology postulated to hide the real truth of how the government spends money it collects from the taxpayers. 
Mandatory spending has been taking approximately 73 percent of the United States budget while discretionary spending takes only 27 percent of the total income (Liebman and Mahoney). The largest share of discretionary spending is on military and education. In 2016, Congress created a budget of $1.16 trillion and 55.2 percent of that was spent on military while the rest was disbursed to education (Liebman and Mahoney). 
Argument#2: Lack of priorities in government spending is an issue that needs to be addressed. While security of the nation is important, education should always come first which means it should have been given the largest share in terms of discretionary spending. Many students have been dropping out of school due to soaring tuition fees and research has shown that the soaring continues to be driven by recent cuts on education budgets or due to lack of prioritizing education budgets. Having an educated society is of paramount importance as an educated society knows how to keep the nation safe, healthy, and most importantly wealthy. This means that if the government continues to spend the largest share of discretionary budget on military and defense and ignores the impact its budget could have on education, the nation might end up having uneducated people in the near future. Thus, leaders should understand that education is the key to a successful society. 
Argument#3: Too much spending on mandatory budgets is another issue that calls for the need of regulating government spending. In 2014, mandatory programs consumed 64 percent of the federal budget (Martin et al). These costs were said to be driven by the three government-funded programs that include: Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid. If this is true, many people would not be relying on employer-sponsored healthcare benefits and they would not be contributing some amount of money for Social Security. While this shows some fallacies on how the government spends its money, too much spending should be regulated and this is possible if only the government creates policies that mandate all employers to pay for their employees’ healthcare insurance while taking full responsibility of their Social Security funding. This will lessen healthcare budget as the government will be catering for only those who are unemployed.
Too much spending on mandatory budget continues to drive huge debt in the country. However, the debt picture has become more complicated and more severe because of the massive increases in government spending on unemployment benefits and other federal assisted programs that were developed after the most recent recession that occurred in the United States. While this is true, the three programs; Social Security, Medicaid, and Medicare remain at the center of the government’s huge expenditure. 
Current debates shows that the Congress would prefer using other means to generate more income the government can use to cater for all its fiscal expenditure rather than simply cutting its spending. Increasing taxes is one of the ways it can use to raise enough money it needs for its fiscal expenditure. While this is true, it is worrying that these taxes are mostly increased on people who are in the middle class, which means taking more money from their wages. 
Cutting spending is the only practical way in which the government can control running at a deficit. If the government establishes better ways for cutting the rate of growth of the three legacy programs as well as huge spending on things like military and defense, then it would be able to limit spending more money on such programs than it already spending. In other words, it should not increase spending as fast as it has been in the previous years. If this is true, then, the government would need to establish a starting point for cutting its spending rather than fighting over money and the things money can buy. For example, if Congress decides to adjust budget for Social Security, that would mean pushing the age at which people receives their pension money. In 1940, the average life expectancy of an individual in the United States was less than 65 which was the age at which people begun to get Social Security funds. Today, the average life expectancy has shifted from 65 years to almost 80 years. If this is true, then, the government can use this change to move the age at which retirees receive their pension money and this will reflect their longer life span. 
There have been a lot of great reform ideas out there, but if the government or the Congress continues to ignore those ideas, the current national debt will continue growing bigger and bigger and this will become a big problem in the country. Therefore, this issue of “controlling spending” should be of interest to everyone especially politicians and lawmakers who create new programs that gulp thousands or millions of dollars from the national fiscal budget. 
Recap
If the huge government spending is not put under check, it is more likely to run at a deficit that would drive the national debt too high. However, debt settlement as well as government spending would occur at the taxpayer’s expense. If the government does not make enough money for spending on both mandatory and discretionary budgets, it may increase taxes something that would hurt taxpayers in a negative way. Therefore, government spending should be limited to ensure that taxpayers do not suffer. Recent studies have shown that there is always enough for the government to spend on the things it wants to spend on, but the problem is that there has never been enough to spend on those things that should be given the first priority. 
Also, if the government does not have a revenue problem, then, that would mean that the debt problem it has been facing is really a result of the spending problem. To curb the increasing national debt, the government has been attempting to take over the healthcare industry in an attempt to rein in the rising cost of healthcare. While these attempts are good, the government should instead be focusing on how to cut spending on other budgets such as military and defense because these would not have an impact on people’s lives. Good health is an important basic need and this suggests that the government should learn how to prioritize things when it comes to allocating money on various government-funded programs. 
The lesson postulated here is that the United States does not have any deficit or a government debt problem, but a spending problem. This means that efforts put in place such as increasing tax revenue will never solve the existing problem. If the problem is not solved, then, it will get worse as federal government continues to spend more money than it makes. 
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