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                                        JANUARY 2009 TRENDEVENTS         
 

Ocean currents can power the world, say 
scientists — A revolutionary device that can 
harness energy from slow-moving rivers and 
ocean currents could provide enough power 
for the entire world, scientists claim, by Jasper 
Copping, November 29, 2008 

[http://www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/energy/renewableenergy/3
535012/Ocean-currents-can-power-the-world-say-
scientists.html] 

Existing technologies require an average current 
of five or six knots to operate efficiently, while 
most of the earth's currents are slower than three 
knots... The technology can generate electricity in 
water flowing at a rate of less than one knot — 
about one mile an hour — meaning it could 
operate on most waterways and sea beds around 
the globe… Existing technologies which use water 
power, relying on the action of waves, tides, or 
faster currents created by dams, are far more 
limited in where they can be used, and also cause 
greater obstructions when they are built in rivers 
or the sea. Turbines and water mills need an 
average current of five or six knots to operate 
efficiently, while most of the earth's currents are 
slower than three knots. 

The new device, which has been inspired by the 
way fish swim, consists of a system of cylinders 
positioned horizontal to the water flow and 
attached to springs... As water flows past, the 
cylinder creates vortexes, which push and pull the 
cylinder up and down. The mechanical energy in 
the vibrations is then converted into electricity...  
Cylinders arranged over a cubic meter of the 
seabed or riverbed in a flow of three knots can 
produce 51 watts. This is more efficient than 
similar-sized turbines or wave generators, and the 
amount of power produced can increase sharply if 
the flow is faster or if more cylinders are added... 
A "field" of cylinders built on the seabed over a 
1km by 1.5km area, and the height of a two-story 
house, with a flow of just three knots, could 
generate enough power for around 100,000 
homes. Just a few of the cylinders, stacked in a  

 

short ladder, could poweran anchored ship or a 
lighthouse…  

Systems could be sited on rivebeds or suspended 
in the ocean. The scientists behind the 
technology, which has been developed in 
research funded by the U.S. government, say that 
generating power in this way would potentially 
cost only around 3.5p per kilowatt hour, compared 
to about 4.5p for wind energy and between 10p 
and 31p for solar power. They say the technology 
would require up to 50 times less ocean acreage 
than wave power generation. 

The system, conceived by scientists at the 
University of Michigan, is called Vivace, or 
"vortex-induced vibrations for aquatic clean 
energy"... Michael Bernitsas, a professor of naval 
architecture at the university, said it was based on 
the changes in water speed that are caused when 
a current flows past an obstruction. Eddies or 
vortexes, formed in the water flow, can move 
objects up and down or left and right... "This is a 
totally new method of extracting energy from 
water flow," said Mr Bernitsas. "Fish curve their 
bodies to glide between the vortexes shed by the 
bodies of the fish in front of them. Their muscle 
power alone could not propel them through the 
water at the speed they go, so they ride in each 
other's wake."... Such vibrations, which were first 
observed 500 years ago by Leonardo DaVinci in 
the form of "Aeolian Tones," can cause damage to 
structures built in water, like docks and oil rigs. 
But Mr Bernitsas added: "We enhance the 
vibrations and harness this powerful and 
destructive force in nature… "If we could harness 
0.1 per cent of the energy in the ocean, we could 
support the energy needs of 15 billion people. In 
the English Channel, for example, there is a very 
strong current, so you produce a lot of power.”… 
Because the parts only oscillate slowly, the 
technology is likely to be less harmful to aquatic 
wildlife than dams or water turbines, and as the 
installations can be positioned far below the 
surface of the sea, there would be less 
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interference with shipping, recreational boat 
users, fishing, and tourism. 

The engineers are now deploying a prototype 
device in the Detroit River, which has a flow of less 
than two knots. Their work, funded by the U.S. 
Department of Energy and the U.S. Office of Naval 
Research, is published in the current issue of the 
quarterly “Journal of Offshore Mechanics and 
Arctic Engineeering. 

<><><><><><><><><><> 

How the American Health Care System Got 
That Way, by Jeremy Brecher,Tim Costello, and 
Brendan Smith, t r u t h o u t / Perspective — 
December 15, 2008   
[http://www.truthout.org/121508R] 

Activists protest Wal-Mart's health care coverage. 
More and more workers are struggling with 
inadequate employer-based coverage...  As 
Americans respond to President-elect Obama's 
call for town hall meetings on reform of the 
American health care system, an understanding of 
how that system came to be the way it is can be 
crucial for figuring out how to fix it. For most of us, 
the American health care system is unique 
because it is tied to our jobs rather than to our 
government. For many Americans, the system 
seems natural, but few know that it originated not 
as a well-thought-out plan to provide for 
Americans' health but as a way to circumvent a 
quirk in wartime wage regulations that had nothing 
to do with health… As far back as the 1920s, a 
few big employers had offered health insurance 
plans to some of their workers, but only a few: By 
1935, only about two million people were covered 
by private health insurance, and on the eve of 
World War II, there were only 48 job-based health 
plans in the entire country... The rise of unions in 
the 1930s and 1940s led to the first great 
expansion of health care for Americans, but 
ironically, it did not produce a national plan 
providing health care to all, like those in virtually 
all other developed countries. Instead, the special 
conditions of World War II produced the system of 
job-based health benefits we know today. 

In 1942, the U.S. set up a National War Labor 
Board. It had the power to set a cap on all wage 
increases, but it let employers circumvent the cap 
by offering "fringe benefits,” notably, health 
insurance. The fringe benefits created a huge tax 

subsidy; they were treated as tax-deductible 
expenses for corporations but not as taxable 
income for workers... The result was 
revolutionary. Companies and unions quickly 
negotiated new health insurance plans. Some 
were run by Blue Cross, Blue Shield and private 
insurance companies. Others were "Taft-Hartley 
funds," run jointly by management and unions. By 
1950, half of all companies with fewer than 250 
workers and two-thirds of all companies with more 
than 250 workers offered health insurance of one 
kind or another. By 1965, nearly three-quarters of 
the population were covered by some kind of 
private health insurance... This private, job-based 
insurance covered millions of workers, who had 
never had health care insurance before, but this 
victory also set patterns that are responsible for 
many of the problems the health care system 
faces today…  

Because this private system was tied to 
employment, it did not provide health insurance 
for all. Millions of people outside the workforce 
were without coverage. Those most likely to be 
covered were salaried or unionized white men in 
northern industrial states. Two-thirds of those with 
incomes under $2,000 a year were not covered, 
nor were nearly half of nonwhites and those over 
65...  Employer-based plans tied workers to their 
jobs — something that benefited employers, but 
not workers or the economy as a whole. The 
quality of the coverage was spotty — some plans 
were excellent, others completely inadequate. 
Doctors accepted this revolution because it didn't 
challenge their power; but, as a result, the system 
provided no public control over medical costs...  
This revolution had a subtle political effect as well. 
By giving much of the workforce health benefits, it 
reduced the incentive for them to pursue a system 
of universal care, and it gave unions a stake in the 
private, employer-based health care system. As 
one opponent of publicly financed health care put 
it, "the greatest bulwark" against "the socialization 
of medicine" was "furthering the progress already 
made by voluntary health insurance plans." 

Since then, many layers have been laid on top of 
employer-based health care. Medicare and 
Medicaid provided government-funded health 
insurance for the elderly and impoverished. The 
"managed care revolution" led to the takeover of 
90 percent of employer-based health care by 
HMOs, most of them driven by profit rather than 
health concerns, but most people continue to get 
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their health care through their employer... Many of 
the problems of American health care grew out of 
this history. The system is so complex that even 
experts — let alone ordinary people trying to find 
care for themselves and their loved ones — are 
unable to fully understand it. The system spends 
one-third of its cost on paperwork, waste, and 
profit over and above the cost of actually providing 
health care. Yet, nearly one-third of Americans 
are without health insurance over the course of a 
year. In all other developed countries, more than 
85 percent of citizens have health coverage under 
public programs. The American health care 
system is full of inequalities: People who work for 
one company may have high quality insurance, 
while those who work for a similar company have 
none…  All of these problems are due at least in 
part to an employer-based system, the original 
intent of which was not to provide quality health 
care to all, but to circumvent wartime wage 
regulations. As we begin to debate how to reform 
health care, we should keep in mind that the 
American health care system was not created to 
express American values or to meet Americans' 
health care needs. And knowing that, we should 
not be afraid to change the system if we can come 
up with a better one. 

This piece is excerpted from "Doctor Wall Street: How 
the American Health Care System Got So Sick," from a 
popular pamphlet on the history of the American health 
care system. 

[www.laborstrategies.blogs.com] or e-mail 
[smith28@gmail.com]  

<><><><><><><><><><> 

5,000 Doctors Challenge Private-Insurance 
System — Over 5,000 U.S. physicians have 
signed an open letter calling on the candidates 
for president and Congress "to stand up for 
the health of the American people and 
implement a nonprofit, single-payer national 
health insurance system." — Staff Writers — 
Published on Wednesday, October 8, 2008, by 
Kansas City InfoZine  

WASHINGTON — Noting that the nation's private-
insurance-based model is failing by denying 
needed medical care to millions, wasting 
resources, and driving up costs, the doctors say 
that a publicly financed system is "the sole hope 
for affordable, comprehensive coverage."… "A 

single-payer health system could realize 
administrative savings of more than $300 billion 
annually — enough to cover the uninsured and to 
eliminate co-payments and deductibles for all 
Americans," they write, adding that it would also 
slow cost increases. 

Dr. Oliver Fein, a professor of clinical medicine 
and public health at Weill Cornell Medical College 
in New York and a signer of the letter, said today, 
"With the sudden economic downturn, more 
people than ever before are worried about how to 
pay for health care. A single-payer system — an 
improved Medicare for all — would lift those 
worries, provide care to all who need it, and 
require no new money. It's the only morally and 
fiscally responsible approach to take."… In their 
letter, the physicians express disappointment that 
most U.S. political leaders still cling to the private 
health insurance industry model of financing care 
and "seem intent on reprising failed schemes from 
the past" like mandates or tax incentives… "The 
incremental changes suggested by most 
Democrats cannot solve our problems; further 
pursuit of market-based strategies, as advocated 
by Republicans, will exacerbate them," they say. 
"What needs to be changed is the system itself." 

The letter is being circulated by Physicians for a 
National Health Program, a single-payer 
advocacy group. Fein is the group's president-
elect. Excerpts from the appeal are being 
published in full-page advertisements in the Oct. 
13 editions of The New Yorker and The Nation 
magazines, which arrive on newsstands this 
week… Signers of the letter include some of the 
most prominent figures in U.S. medicine, including 
leaders of professional societies in internal 
medicine, pediatrics, family medicine, psychiatry, 
and public health. Among them are Marcia Angell, 
M.D., senior lecturer at Harvard Medical School 
and past editor-in-chief of the New England 
Journal of Medicine, and Bernard Lown, M.D., 
professor of cardiology emeritus at Harvard and 
Nobel laureate. 

Dr. Steffie Woolhandler, an associate professor of 
medicine at Harvard Medical School and a co-
author of the letter, said, "Physicians have a 
responsibility to get to the root of a patient's 
medical complaint, in order to make a diagnosis 
based on evidence. Only then can we confidently 
prescribe a cure, rather than offer a consoling 
placebo… "Given the repeated failure of 
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incremental reforms like the one underway in 
Massachusetts, which is already facing cost 
overruns and leaving many residents uncovered, 
and given the increasingly obvious failure of 
unfettered markets, it's clear that neither of these 
traditional prescriptions for reform will work," she 
said. "What's needed instead is the only treatment 
that has proven its effectiveness — a single-payer 
plan."  (Woolhandler co-wrote a piece published 
late last year in The New York Times that 
scrutinized “mandate”proposals like those 
currently backed by Omama:  LINK.) Related Link  
— The full text and initiating signers "Open Letter to the 
Candidates on Single Payer Health Reform" — 
www.pnhp.org/letter.   Complete list of signers  — 
www.pnhp.org/letter/signers 

<><><><><><><><><><> 

You Are Being Lied to About Pirates — 
Johann Hari Columnist, London Independent, January 
4, 2009 

[http://www.huffingtonpost.com/johann-hari/you-are-
being-lied-to-abo_b_155147.html] 

Who imagined that in 2009, the world's 
governments would be declaring a new War on 
Pirates? As you read this, the British Royal Navy 
— backed by the ships of more than two dozen 
nations, from the U.S. to China — is sailing into 
Somalian waters to take on men we still picture as 
parrot-on-the-shoulder pantomime villains. They 
will soon be fighting Somalian ships and even 
chasing the pirates onto land, into one of the most 
broken countries on Earth, but behind the “arrr-
me-hearties” oddness of this tale, there is an 
untold scandal. The people our governments are 
labeling as "one of the great menace of our times" 
have an extraordinary story to tell — and some 
justice on their side. 

Pirates have never been quite who we think they 
are. In the "golden age of piracy" — from 1650 to 
1730  — the idea of the pirate as the senseless 
savage thief that lingers today was created by the 
British government in a great propaganda-heave. 
Many ordinary people believed it was false: 
pirates were often rescued from the gallows by 
supportive crowds. Why? What did they see that 
we can't? In his book, Villains of All Nations, the 
historian Marcus Rediker pours through the 
evidence to find out. If you became a merchant or 
navy sailor then, plucked from the docks of 

London's East End, young and hungry, you ended 
up in a floating wooden Hell. You worked all hours 
on a cramped, half-starved ship, and if you 
slacked off for a second, the all-powerful captain 
would whip you with the Cat O' Nine Tails. If you 
slacked consistently, you could be thrown 
overboard, and at the end of months or years of 
this, you were often cheated of your wages… 

 Pirates were the first people to rebel against this 
world. They mutinied against their tyrannical 
captains and created a different way of working on 
the seas. Once they had a ship, the pirates 
elected their captains, and made all their 
decisions collectively. They shared their bounty 
out in what Rediker calls "one of the most 
egalitarian plans for the disposition of resources to 
be found anywhere in the eighteenth century." 
They even took in escaped African slaves and 
lived with them as equals. The pirates showed 
"quite clearly —  and subversively — that ships 
did not have to be run in the brutal and oppressive 
ways of the merchant service and the Royal 
navy." This is why they were popular, despite 
being unproductive thieves. 

The words of one pirate from that lost age — a 
young British man called William Scott —  should 
echo into this new age of piracy. Just before he 
was hanged in Charleston, South Carolina, he 
said: "What I did was to keep me from perishing. I 
was forced to go a-pirating to live." In 1991, the 
government of Somalia, in the Horn of Africa, 
collapsed. Its nine million people have been 
teetering on starvation ever since, and many of 
the ugliest forces in the Western world have seen 
this as a great opportunity to steal the country's 
food supply and dump our nuclear waste in their 
seas…Yes: nuclear waste.  

As soon as the government was gone, mysterious 
European ships started appearing off the coast of 
Somalia, dumping vast barrels into the ocean. The 
coastal population began to sicken. At first they 
suffered strange rashes, nausea, and malformed 
babies. Then, after the 2005 tsunami, hundreds of 
the dumped and leaking barrels washed up on 
shore. People began to suffer from radiation 
sickness, and more than 300 died. Ahmedou 
Ould-Abdallah, the UN envoy to Somalia, tells me: 
"Somebody is dumping nuclear material here. 
There is also lead, and heavy metals such as 
cadmium and mercury — you name it." Much of it 
can be traced back to European hospitals and 
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factories, who seem to be passing it on to the 
Italian mafia to "dispose" of cheaply. When I 
asked Ould-Abdallah what European 
governments were doing about it, he said with a 
sigh: "Nothing. There has been no clean-up, no 
compensation, and no prevention." 

At the same time, other European ships have 
been looting Somalia's seas of their greatest 
resource: seafood. We have destroyed our own 
fish stocks by over-exploitation and now we have 
moved on to theirs. More than $300m worth of 
tuna, shrimp, lobster, and other sea life is being 
stolen every year by vast trawlers illegally sailing 
into Somalia's unprotected seas. The local 
fishermen have suddenly lost their livelihoods, 
and they are starving. Mohammed Hussein, a 
fisherman in the town of Marka 100km south of 
Mogadishu, told Reuters: "If nothing is done, there 
soon won't be much fish left in our coastal 
waters."… This is the context in which the men we 
are calling "pirates" have emerged. Everyone 
agrees they were ordinary Somalian fishermen 
who at first took speedboats to try to dissuade the 
dumpers and trawlers, or at least wage a 'tax' on 
them. They call themselves the Volunteer 
Coastguard of Somalia, and it's not hard to see 
why. In a surreal telephone interview, one of the 
pirate leaders, Sugule Ali, said their motive was 
"to stop illegal fishing and dumping in our waters... 
We don't consider ourselves sea bandits. We 
consider sea bandits [to be] those who illegally 
fish and dump in our seas and dump waste in our 
seas and carry weapons in our seas." William 
Scott would understand those words. 

No, this doesn't make hostage-taking justifiable, 
and yes, some are clearly just gangsters, 
especially those who have held up World Food 
Programme supplies, but the "pirates" have the 
overwhelming support of the local population for a 
reason. The independent Somalian news-site 
Wardher News conducted the best research we 
have into what ordinary Somalis are thinking, and 
it found 70 percent "strongly supported the piracy 
as a form of national defence of the country's 
territorial waters." During the revolutionary war in 
America, George Washington and America's 
founding fathers paid pirates to protect America's 
territorial waters, because they had no navy or 
coastguard of their own. Most Americans 
supported them. Is this so different? ...  Did we 
expect starving Somalians to stand passively on 
their beaches, paddling in our nuclear waste, and 

watch us snatch their fish to eat in restaurants in 
London and Paris and Rome? We didn't act on 
those crimes, but when some of the fishermen 
responded by disrupting the transit corridor for 20 
percent of the world's oil supply, we begin to 
shriek about "evil." If we really want to deal with 
piracy, we need to stop its root cause — our 
crimes — before we send in the gunboats to root 
out Somalia's criminals. 

The story of the 2009 war on piracy was best 
summarised by another pirate, who lived and died 
in the fourth century B.C. He was captured and 
brought to Alexander the Great, who demanded to 
know "what he meant by keeping possession of 
the sea." The pirate smiled, and responded: 
"What you mean by seizing the whole earth; but 
because I do it with a petty ship, I am called a 
robber, while you, who do it with a great fleet, are 
called emperor." Once again, our great imperial 
fleets sail in today, but who is the robber? 

<><><><><><><><><><> 

A 50-Year Farm Bill, By Wes Jackson and 
Wendell Berry — Op-Ed Contributors, January 5, 
2009 
[http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/05/opinion/05berry.html 

The extraordinary rainstorms last June caused 
catastrophic soil erosion in the grain lands of 
Iowa, where there were gullies 200 feet wide, but 
even worse damage is done over the long term 
under normal rainfall  by the little rills and sheets 
of erosion on incompletely covered or denuded 
cropland, and by various degradations resulting 
from industrial procedures and technologies alien 
to both agriculture and nature. 
 
Soil that is used and abused in this way is as 
nonrenewable as (and far more valuable than) oil. 
Unlike oil, it has no technological substitute and 
no powerful friends in the halls of government. 
 
Agriculture has too often involved an 
insupportable abuse and waste of soil, ever since 
the first farmers took away the soil-saving cover 
and roots of perennial plants. Civilizations have 
destroyed themselves by destroying their 
farmland. This irremediable loss, never enough 
noticed, has been made worse by the huge 
monocultures and continuous soil exposure of the 
agriculture we now practice… To the problem of 
soil loss, the industrialization of agriculture has 
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added pollution by toxic chemicals, now 
universally present in our farmlands and streams. 
Some of this toxicity is associated with the widely 
acclaimed method of minimum tillage. We should 
not poison our soils to save them. 
 
Industrial agricultural has made our food supply 
entirely dependent on fossil fuels and, by 
substituting technological "solutions" for human 
work and care, has virtually destroyed the cultures 
of husbandry (imperfect as they may have been) 
once indigenous to family farms and farming 
neighborhoods… Clearly, our present ways of 
agriculture are not sustainable, and so our food 
supply is not sustainable. We must restore 
ecological health to our agricultural landscapes, 
as well as economic and cultural stability to our 
rural communities. 
 
For 50 or 60 years, we have let ourselves believe 
that as long as we have money we will have food. 
That is a mistake. If we continue our offenses 
against the land and the labor by which we are 
fed, the food supply will decline, and we will have 
a problem far more complex than the failure of our 
paper economy. The government will bring forth 
no food by providing hundreds of billons of dollars 
to the agribusiness corporations. 
 
Above all else, any restorations will require a 
substantial increase in the acreages of perennial 
plants. The most immediately practicable way of 
doing this is to go back to crop rotations that 
include hay, pasture, and grazing animals… But a 
more radical response is necessary if we are to 
keep eating and preserve our land at the same 
time. In fact, research in Canada, Australia, 
China, and the United States over the last 30 
years suggests that perennialization of the major 
grain crops like wheat, rice, sorghum, and 
sunflowers can be developed in the foreseeable 
future. By increasing the use of mixtures of grain-
bearing perennials, we can better protect the soil 
and substantially reduce greenhouse gases, fossil 
fuel use, and toxic pollution… Carbon 
sequestration would increase, and the husbandry 
of water and soil nutrients would become much 
more efficient, and with an increase in the use of 
perennial plants and grazing animals would come 
more employment opportunities in agriculture, 
provided, of course, that farmers would be paid 
justly for their work and their goods. 
 
Thoughtful farmers and consumers everywhere 

are already making many necessary changes in 
the production and marketing of food, but we also 
need a national agricultural policy that is based 
upon ecological principles. We need a 50-year 
farm bill that addresses forthrightly the problems 
of soil loss and degradation, toxic pollution, fossil 
fuel dependency, and the destruction of rural 
communities…This is a political issue, certainly, 
but it far transcends the farm politics we are used 
to. It is an issue as close to every one of us as our 
own stomachs. 
 
* * * Wes Jackson is a plant geneticist and president of 
The Land Institute in Salina, KS. Wendell Berry is a 
farmer and writer in Port Royal, KY. — Copyright 2009, 
The New York Times Company                                                                                          

<><><><><><><><><><> 
 
Tom Robertson, Moderator, 
EnergyResources Group — A good Friend 
sent me the following:  Urgent: Coal 
sludge spill worse than Exxon Valdez 
 
Help prevent the next coal sludge disaster. 
<http://org2.democracyinaction.org/dia/track.jsp?v=2&c
=NY89dm21%2B9dgUiG31Jb 
HT%2BIY8orhV3Vr>   
 
Tell Congress to stop the coal rush — we need 
clean energy now. — I know it's not good practice 
to fire off e-mails when we're angry, but right now I 
need to make an exception.  
 
In case you missed it, a giant wave of more than 1 
billion gallons of toxic coal sludge came barreling 
down on a community in eastern Tennessee from 
the nearby Kingston Coal plant over the holidays. 
The disaster is 48 times larger than the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill. Tens of thousands of people in 
surrounding counties are now searching for clean 
drinking water. Yes, here in America.  
 
What really irks me is the fact that this was not a 
natural disaster. This was a "man-made" disaster 
tied directly to our reliance on dirty energy, and it's 
only the tip of the iceberg. More than half of the 
country lives within 30 miles of a coal plant like 
the one in Tennessee… Fortunately, we don't 
need to watch more Americans spend their 
holidays digging out of toxic coal sludge. Tell the 
new Congress that coal is dirty and unnecessary 
— we want clean energy now! The coal industry 
spent over $45 million last year trying to convince 
Americans that the dirtiest fuel on the planet is in 
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fact "clean." This just proves that in reality, there's 
no such thing as "clean coal." … Despite this 
tragedy, the coal industry wants to build more 
pollution-belching coal plants. You can help 
prevent that from happening. You can help stop 
the coal rush.  
 
Your Members of Congress have the power to 
stop dirty coal plants from being built, so tell them 
that investing in renewable energy and energy 
efficiency would result in more jobs for the same 
amount of power — without the toxic sludge:  
http://www.1sky.org/sludge 
<http://org2.democracyinaction.org/dia/track.jsp?v=2&c
=lzIg8GVI1KFFAdOxOuG7ruIY8orhV3Vr>    
 
 
TECHNOCRACY AND ECONOMICS ,  By 
Ron Miller, Authorized Technocracy Speaker  
 
In the 1930s, the U.S. price system collapsed 
which, in turn, led to a worldwide economic 
collapse…  During the 1920s, manufacturing 
productivity in the U.S. increased rapidly due to 
the introduction of electricity and design of motors 
to make full use of it.  Profits increased rapidly but 
wages, while there was some increase, certainly 
was not fast enough to permit consumers to 
purchase the output.  In the U.S., some seventy 
percent of all economic activity is consumer 
consumption, but at the time, it was realized that 
consumption was not keeping up with production 
and inventories were building.  Some in this none 
too bright bunch at the time referred to it as a 
buyers strike.  It never seems to have occurred to 
them that if people had enough money they would 
be buying.  It was about this time that many of the 
modern trappings that are so much a part of 
today’s world came into full flower.  Advertising 
really began to boom.  Buying on credit was also 
developed in full, although not to the level it is 
used today. 
 
By 1929, all this tinkering around the edges 
proved to be not enough and the economy began 
to collapse.  Governmental response to this was 
to begin pumping money into the banks. Does any 
of this sound familiar?  As more people defaulted 
on mortgage loans, banks were forced into 
repossessions. This is something the banks do 
only as a last resort.  What they really want is the 
money, not the actual wealth.  As more of this 
occurs, they become increasingly restrictive with 
new borrowers.  As unemployment increases, 

people become increasing reluctant to make 
loans, and economic activity spirals down.  The 
tactic of feeding money to the banks hoping they 
will increase their loaning activity has been 
described by the metaphor of “pushing on a rope.”  
Not much will happen unless someone is pulling 
on the other end… In 1932, the new 
administration began an attempt to repair the 
damage. Money was pumped into programs 
putting people to work. Regulation of financial 
operations and restrictions on how they could 
operate began to be established. Unions became 
legal, and it became possible for workers to 
establish contracts with employers. Many 
regulations were established to protect consumers 
from fraudulent operators. Most people who went 
through this period were quick to say that the 
depression never really ended until the Second 
World War started with its enormous 
expenditures. 
 
In the1980s, the Reagan administration was 
elected with the slogan that “government isn’t the 
solution —it’s the problem.”  They maintained that 
all the regulations that businesses were made to 
live by were holding them back from really being 
able make the economy run much better.  There 
was no proof, none offered, and, apparently, none 
needed.  The slogan that finally became the 
hallmark of the 1980s was “greed is good.”  
Gradually, all the protections constructed so 
carefully in the preceding decades were taken 
apart until finally there were little left.  In 2000, 
G.W. Bush ascended to office with a legally 
questionable vote and the blessing of those 
members of the Supreme Court appointed by his 
party.  Now the complete disassembly of all 
regulatory force could proceed at full speed.  
Following a full eight years in office, the country 
with few exceptions was back to about where it 
had been in the late 1920s. 
 
The price system had come full circle.  It had just 
come back to its roots. This will always be the fate 
of any attempt to “repair” the price system.  It 
appears that there was only one society on record 
that was both “democratic” (its leaders were 
elected by popular assent of the governed) and 
also had a completely unregulated capitalistic 
economic order, and that was the pirates of the 
1600s through 1800s.  The system seemed to 
work well for the pirates, although the same 
cannot be said of their victims.  A price system 
cannot be fixed… There is nothing inherently evil 
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about a price system. In the small confined, 
mainly agrarian, societies in which it was first 
applied it proved to be a great benefit, but as 
societies grew to the scale that now exists with 
our incredibly powerful technology, the price 
system has metastasized to a monster that 
threatens human existence.  There is little doubt 
that this is probably the greatest challenge human 
society has ever faced.  Unless we can overcome 
it, we may be overcome by it.  
 
A price system effects distribution of goods and 
services through income provided by jobs. As 
more and more jobs are eliminated by energy-
powered technology, it becomes increasingly 
difficult to maintain a reasonable social order.  A 
price system has found something of a way 
around this by simply providing jobs that don’t 
produce anything.  One of the largest 
expenditures in the U.S. budget is for “defense.”  
While it is true that a nation does need a defense, 
the question remains: why it is necessary to 
spend as much as the entire rest of the world 
combined to do so.  Every corporation has large 
marketing and sales departments.  Their principal 
job is convincing people to buy things they 
otherwise wouldn’t need or want.  The U.S. price 
system has produced massive volumes of legal 
requirements and restrictions that require an 
equally huge volume of lawyers to interpret and 
guide businesses through the thicket. 
 
ENERGY:  
To an economist, energy is just another 
commodity.  As a “for instance,” movies, 
television, books, and other printed matter are 
commodities that convey entertainment or 
information.  If, for some reason, one becomes 
unavailable, another will fill the gap.  If, because it 
is winter, one type of vegetable becomes 
unavailable another will fill the gap.  This explains 
the view economists have of energy, as well as 
the fallacy of their thinking.  A physicist realizes 
that energy is the most fundamental constituent of 
anything physical.  Every manufactured product 
has within it embodied the amount of energy 
required to produce it 
 Without energy there is no motion, no force, no 
world, and no universe. All life is a struggle for 
energy.  Life cannot exist without some form of 
available energy.  A newly-discovered bacterium 
found about three miles deep in Earth where no 
light or vegetation is available survives on the 
radiation in the surrounding rocks, but that is 

enough energy for it to propagate.  The well-being 
and, in fact, survival of any society can be 
determined by how much energy it consumes and 
by the efficiency with which it uses it. 
 
Energy comes in many forms and is necessary for 
all industrial processes.  To be useful, it usually 
has to be converted from one form to another.  
How readily and efficiently this can be performed 
is directly related to how useful it is.  Another 
important factor is just how much energy can be 
concentrated within a particular volume or mass.  
What Technocracy stated was simply that the 
operations of the social system are measurable in 
terms of energy.  Energy is the most fundamental 
constituent of anything physical.  A rising standard 
of living is a direct result of the replacement of 
human effort by extraneous energy (energy that is 
not either human or animal). James Watt 
converted the power of his steam engine into 
horsepower as an advertising device because 
people could clearly relate to what the value of his 
engine was. 
 
TECHNOCRACY: 
Technocracy’s proposals would institute an 
enormously simplified social system.  Money 
would be replaced with energy certificates 
(Distributed to all citizens in the form of an Energy 
Debit Card).  The amount of energy produced on 
the continent would be equally divided between 
the consuming public on an equal basis following 
deductions for necessary maintenance. With the 
disappearance of money would go the concept of 
property. As the vast majority of government in a 
price system is concerned with property much of 
the need for that would also disappear.  The only 
function of the government would be to operate 
the physical equipment on the continent on which 
all our lives depend.  There would be no more 
need for the Internal Revenue Service, no more 
need for banks, no more need for all the 
structures that revolve around Wall Street 
operations. Insurance companies would no longer 
be needed. The front offices of most large 
organizations would become dramatically smaller 
as most accounting functions disappear.  
 
Technocracy has never been under any illusion 
that this transition would be easily accomplished.  
All that has been said is that it will be necessary if 
we are to continue. Such a radical social 
discontinuity would necessarily be accompanied 
by dislocations throughout the social fabric.  In 
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order for a price system to function, things are 
required to be kept scarce whether it is necessary 
or not.  The results of this are readily apparent in 
farming.  When there is a good year, meaning an 
excellent harvest, prices the farmers receive for 
their crop drop nearly to what it cost them to 
produce it in the first place.  In other words, a 
good year can be an economic disaster.  This is 
true throughout the social system.  One thing can 
be said for certain.  People will no longer feel 
pressure against their ability to provide food and 
shelter for themselves and their families.  That will 
be a guarantee of citizenship.  The elimination of 
that sort of stress will make possible the ability of 
the citizenry to concentrate on other things of 
importance to the whole society. 
 
The U.S. transportation system is designed to 
maximize energy inefficiency.  The modes of 
travel that are the most expensive in energy 
consumption are air travel and automobiles.  The 
highest efficiency is travel by rail or on water.  
Both of these modes need to be fully developed 
or, at a minimum, completely rebuilt.  One 
commentator remarked the U.S. has a rail system 
that Bulgaria would be ashamed of.  One need 
look no further than Europe to see passenger 
trains that travel at speeds approaching or 
exceeding two hundred miles per hour.  Much of 
our water transport system is in a shambles if it 
operates at all. 
 
A price system rations everything whether needed 
or not.  Economists have made the statement that 
if services were essentially free, everyone would 
rush in for them.  Does this mean that if dental 
root canal operations became free, everyone 
would be lining up for them?  This seems doubtful 
although there would without a doubt be many 
shortages of many things in the beginning.   
 
The entire society would have to be restructured 
to provide what people wanted and needed with 
needs coming first.  This would also have to be 
done in the most energy efficient manner 
possible.  Also, a maximum conservation of 
resources would be of utmost importance. New 
technologies for the reclamation of resources from 
waste would have to be developed.  Whole 
industries would have to be completely 
reconstituted on a redesigned basis.  Agriculture 
would have to be restructured by farmers rather 
the profit making corporations which would no 
longer exist. 

 
Probably the most damaging legacy of price 
system operation is the depletion of resources for 
which there really is no substitute.  Our entire 
civilization has been made almost totally 
dependent on petroleum.  We are now near the 
peak level of production that will ever be reached.  
From that point on it will be downhill in many more 
ways than metaphorically. Unnoticed by many is 
the fact that other important, if not essential, 
resources are also being exhausted.  How likely is 
it that the very system that got us into this mess is 
likely to get us out of it?       
 
Technocracy offers a choice…  We don’t 
have to go down this drain… 
 
<><>><><><><><><><><> 
 
A FINAL REPORT CARD ON THE REAGAN 
YEARS? By Sam Pizzigati 
[http://www.ourfuture.org/blog-
entry/2009010205/final-report-card-reagan-yearsO] 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
Our current economic meltdown may finally have 
ended the era that began when Ronald Reagan 
became President. Now a new study — from the 
Congressional Budget Office — helps us to 
understand the inequality that has us melting… 
Two days before Christmas, with hardly anyone at 
all paying much attention, the nonpartisan 
Congressional Budget Office delivered up a final 
report card on the Reagan era. The highest 
grades? They went, almost exclusively, to the 
super rich… You won't, to be sure, find any As, 
Bs, and Fs in this new Congressional Budget 
Office report card, and the CBO's researchers 
certainly didn't set out to grade America on the 
years since Ronald Reagan became President a 
generation ago, but they've done just that. On 
taxes and income distribution, their new report 
makes vividly clear that the United States 
desperately "needs improvement." That may or 
may not be the message Senate Finance 
Committee chair Max Baucus from Montana had 
in mind last year when he asked the 
Congressional Budget Office to dig a little deeper 
into the data on taxes and income than the CBO 
had dug in a report released late in 2007… The 
CBO's December 2007 study, Historical Effective 
Tax Rates, 1979 to 2005, had looked at the 
federal taxes Americans at different income levels 
have been paying since the year before Ronald 
Reagan's election — but the report had a hole. 
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Nothing in it indicated how the really rich have 
fared in the near three decades that the basic 
principles of Reaganomics — tax rate cuts, 
deregulation, and privatization — have set the 
public policy pace. 
                                                                                                                                                                      
Senate Finance Committee chair Baucus asked 
the CBO to fill that hole by focusing on the richest 
of the rich. The CBO's new report meets that 
request, with dramatic results… Americans in the 
overall top 1 percent, the 2007 CBO data showed, 
did quite well in the Reagan era's first quarter-
century. Their average  incomes, after taking 
inflation into account, essentially tripled, rising 201 
percent…But these top 1 percent stats, the new 
CBO data help us understand, hardly tell the full 
story. The truly stunning income increases over 
recent decades have gone to the tippy-top of the 
U.S. income distribution, not the top 1 percent, but 
the top tenth — and top hundredth — of that top 1 
percent… The higher up you go on the income 
ladder, in other words, the sweeter the Reagan 
era…  Between 1979 and 2005, the bottom half of 
the top 1 percent saw their average incomes only 
double, after inflation. These incomes increased 
105 percent. The next highest four-tenths of the 
top 1 percent somewhat raised the income bar. 
Their average incomes, after inflation, rose 161 
percent… That brings us to the top 0.1 percent of 
Americans. Their incomes, from 1979 to 2005, 
rose a staggering 294 percent after taking inflation 
into account. Not bad at all, but the top 0.01 
percent did even better. The 11,000 households in 
this rarified air took home an average $35.5 
million in 2005, a 384 percent increase over 
average top 0.01 percent incomes in 1979. 
  
Need some perspective here? Let's compare 
Americans at the top to Americans in the middle. 
Between 1979 and 2005, the average income of 
America's statistical middle class — the 20 
percent of Americans in  the exact middle of the 
U.S. income distribution — rose, according to the 
CBO figures, a mere 15 percent. That's less than 
1 percent a year, but many average Americans 
never actually saw that less than 1 percent. That's 
because the CBO takes a kitchen-sink approach 
to defining income. CBO researchers include in 
their "comprehensive income" calculations all the 
standard household revenue streams — wages, 
dividends, interest, and the like — and lots more, 
too, from food stamps and Social Security to 
employer-paid health benefits. All these add-ins 
tend to inflate average household "incomes." If 

your employer's health insurance company jacks 
up prices, for instance, the extra dollars in 
premiums that your employer has to pay count as 
income to you, at least in the CBO calculations. 
  
The CBO actually has a good reason to take this 
"kitchen-sink" approach to defining income. 
Conservative cheerleaders for the Reagan era 
have been arguing for years that the United 
States isn't growing that much more unequal, not 
when you calculate in the various benefits that 
poor and average Americans get from 
government and their employers. But the CBO 
figures, by adding in all those benefits, neatly 
expose the flim-flam behind this cheerleading. 
The United States definitely has become 
substantially more unequal. Overall, after taxes, 
the very rich — the top 0.01 percent — have 
nearly quadrupled their share of the nation's 
income since 1979…These super rich Americans 
in the top 0.01 percent, even more amazingly, 
now pay a lower share of their incomes in federal 
tax than the merely rich… The overall top 1 
percent paid federal income tax at an average 
19.4 percent rate in 2005. The top 0.01 percent 
paid at just a 17 percent rate, mainly because the 
richest of the rich get nearly half their income from 
capital gains — and capital gains enjoy 
preferential tax treatment. 
  
Under George W. Bush, the tax rate on capital 
gains income — income from the sale of stocks, 
bonds, and other assets — dropped to 15 percent, 
less than half the current top 35 percent tax rate 
on "ordinary" income from paychecks… And that 
brings us to about the only hopeful news we can 
take, of late, from the Congressional Budget 
Office. No one on Capitol Hill has spoken out 
more clearly on the noxious consequences of 
preferential treatment for capital gains income 
than Peter Orszag, the CBO director until last 
month… Taxing capital gains at a lower rate than 
other forms of income, as Orszag has testified to 
Congress, "creates opportunities for tax 
avoidance and complicates the tax system." 
 
 
[http://waysandmeans.house.gov/hearings.asp?for
mmode=view&amp;id=6429]   
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