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The Third Depression, by Paul Krugman, Op-Ed Columnist, New York Times, July 27, 2010  

 
Recessions are common; depressions are rare. As far as I can tell, there were only two eras in economic history 
that were widely described as “depressions” at the time: the years of deflation and instability that followed the Panic 
of 1873 and the years of mass unemployment that followed the financial crisis of 1929-31...  Neither the Long 
Depression of the 19th century nor the Great Depression of the 20th was an era of nonstop decline — on the 
contrary, both included periods when the economy grew; but these episodes of improvement were never enough to 
undo the damage from the initial slump and were followed by relapses. 

 
We are now, I fear, in the early stages of a third depression. It will probably look more like the Long Depression than 
the much more severe Great Depression, but the cost to the world economy and, above all, to the millions of lives 
blighted by the absence of jobs will nonetheless be immense — and this third depression will be primarily a failure 
of policy...  Around the world — most recently at last weekend’s deeply discouraging G-20 meeting — governments 
are obsessing about inflation when the real threat is deflation and preaching the need for belt-tightening when the 
real problem is inadequate spending.  
 
Future historians will tell us that this wasn’t the end of the third depression, just as the business upturn that began in 
1933 wasn’t the end of the Great Depression. After all, unemployment — especially long-term unemployment — 
remains at levels that would have been considered catastrophic not long ago and shows no sign of coming down 
rapidly. Both the United States and Europe are well on their way toward Japan-style deflationary traps.  
In the face of this grim picture, you might have expected policy makers to realize that they haven’t yet done enough 
to promote recovery — but no: over the last few months there has been a stunning resurgence of hard-money and 
balanced-budget orthodoxy.  

As far as rhetoric is concerned, the revival of the old-time religion is most evident in Europe, where officials seem to 
be getting their talking points from the collected speeches of Herbert Hoover, up to and including the claim that 
raising taxes and cutting spending will actually expand the economy by improving business confidence. As a 
practical matter, however, America isn’t doing much better. The Fed seems aware of the deflationary risks — but 
what it proposes to do about these risks is, well, nothing. The Obama administration understands the dangers of 
premature fiscal austerity — but because Republicans and conservative Democrats in Congress won’t authorize 
additional aid to state governments, that austerity is coming anyway in the form of budget cuts at the state and local 
levels.  

Why the wrong turn in policy? The hard-liners often invoke the troubles facing Greece and other nations around the 
edges of Europe to justify their actions, and it’s true that bond investors have turned on governments with 
intractable deficits. But there is no evidence that short-run fiscal austerity in the face of a depressed economy 
reassures investors. On the contrary: Greece has agreed to harsh austerity, only to find its risk spreads growing 
ever wider; Ireland has imposed savage cuts in public spending, only to be treated by the markets as a worse risk 
than Spain, which has been far more reluctant to take the hard-liners’ medicine. 

It’s almost as if the financial markets understand what policy makers seemingly don’t: that while long-term fiscal 
responsibility is important, slashing spending in the midst of a depression, which deepens that depression and 
paves the way for deflation, is actually self-defeating.... And who will pay the price for this triumph of 
orthodoxy? The answer is, tens of millions of unemployed workers, many of whom will go jobless for years, 
and some of whom will never work again. 

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

We must rebuild structure to create U.S. Jobs, By Andy Grove — Bloomberg News, July 1, 2010 (Andrew 
"Andy" Grove is co-founder and senior adviser to Intel.)  
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(Describing Photo Not Shown) A worker walks through the dormitory area of a Foxconn factory in China, 

which makes computers for Dell and Hewlett-Packard, Microsoft Xbox 360 consoles, and other gadgets.   

                                                                                                                                                                                   
Recently an acquaintance at the next table in a Palo Alto, Calif., restaurant introduced me to his companions, three 
young venture capitalists from China. They explained, with visible excitement, that they were touring promising 
companies in Silicon Valley. I've lived in the Valley a long time, and usually when I see how the region has become 
such a draw for global investments, I feel a little proud.  

Not this time. I left the restaurant unsettled. Something did not add up. Bay Area unemployment is even higher than 
the national average. Clearly, the great Silicon Valley innovation machine hasn't been creating many jobs unless 
you're counting Asia, where U.S. tech companies have been adding jobs like mad for years... The underlying 
problem isn't simply lower Asian costs. It's our own misplaced faith in the power of startups to create U.S. jobs. 
Americans love the idea of the guys in the garage inventing something that changes the world. 

New York Times columnist Thomas L. Friedman recently encapsulated this view in a piece called "Start-Ups, Not 
Bailouts." His argument: Let tired old companies that do commodity manufacturing die if they have to. If 
Washington, D.C., really wants to create jobs, he wrote, it should back startups.  

Friedman is wrong. Startups are a wonderful thing, but they cannot by themselves increase tech employment. 
Equally important is what comes after that mythical moment of creation in the garage, as technology goes from 
prototype to mass production. This is the phase where companies scale up. They work out design details, figure out 
how to make things affordably, build factories, and hire people by the thousands. 

Scaling is hard work but necessary to make innovation matter. The scaling process is no longer happening in the 
U.S., and as long as that's the case, plowing capital into young companies that build their factories elsewhere will 
continue to yield a bad return in terms of American jobs...  

Scaling used to work well in Silicon Valley. Entrepreneurs came up with an invention. Investors gave them money to 
build their business. If they were lucky, the company grew and had an initial public offering, which brought in money 
that financed further growth... As time passed, wages and health care costs rose in the U.S. China opened up. U.S. 
companies discovered that they could have their manufacturing and even their engineering done more cheaply 
overseas. When they did so, margins improved. Management was happy, and so were stockholders. Growth 
continued, even more profitably, but the job machine began sputtering. 

The 10x factor 

Today, manufacturing employment in the U.S. computer industry is about 166,000, lower than it was before the first 
PC, the MITS Altair 2800, was assembled in 1975. Meanwhile, an effective computer-manufacturing industry has 
emerged in Asia, employing about 1.5 million workers.  

The largest of these companies is Hon Hai Precision Industry, also known as Foxconn. The company's revenues 
last year were $62 billion, larger than Apple or Intel. Foxconn employs more than 800,000 people, more than the 
combined worldwide head count of Apple, Dell, Microsoft, and Hewlett-Packard. 

Until a recent spate of suicides at Foxconn's giant factory complex in Shenzhen, China, few Americans had heard of 
the company, but most know the products it makes: computers for Dell and Hewlett-Packard, Nokia, cellphones, 
Microsoft Xbox 360 consoles, Intel motherboards, and countless other familiar gadgets. 

Some 250,000 Foxconn employees in southern China produce Apple's products. Apple, meanwhile, has about 
25,000 employees in the U.S. That means for every Apple worker in the U.S. there are 10 people in China working 
on iMacs, iPods, and iPhones. The same roughly 10-to-1 relationship holds for Dell, disk-drive maker Seagate 
Technology, and other U.S. tech companies. 

You could say, as many do, that shipping jobs overseas is no big deal because the high-value work and much of 
the profits remain in the U.S. That may well be so, but what kind of a society are we going to have if it consists of 
highly-paid people doing high-value-added work and masses of unemployed? Since the early days of Silicon Valley, 
the money invested in companies has increased dramatically, only to produce fewer jobs. Simply put, the U.S. has 
become wildly inefficient at creating American tech jobs. 
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More than jobs 

There's more at stake than exported jobs. With some technologies, both scaling and innovation take place 
overseas... Such is the case with advanced batteries. It has taken years and many false starts, but finally we are 
about to witness mass-produced electric cars and trucks. They all rely on lithium-ion batteries. What micro-
processors are to computing, batteries are to electric vehicles. Unlike with microprocessors, the U.S. share of 
lithium-ion battery production is tiny... That's a problem. A new industry needs an effective ecosystem in which 
technology know-how accumulates, experience builds on experience, and close relationships develop between 
supplier and customer. The U.S. lost its lead in batteries 30 years ago when it stopped making consumer 
electronics devices.  

Key to job creation 

Scaling isn't easy. The investments required are much higher than in the invention phase, and funds need to be 
committed early, when not much is known about the potential market. At Intel, the investment to build a silicon 
manufacturing plant in the ‘'70s was a few million dollars. By the early ‘90s the cost of the factories that would be 
able to produce the new Pentium chips in volume rose to several billion dollars. The decision to build these plants 
needed to be made years before we knew whether the Pentium chip would work or whether the market would be 
interested in it... Lessons we learned from previous missteps helped us. Some years earlier, when Intel's business 
consisted of making memory chips, we hesitated to add manufacturing capacity, not being sure about the market 
demand in years to come. Our Japanese competitors didn't hesitate: They built the plants. When the demand for 
memory chips exploded, the Japanese roared into the U.S. market and Intel began its descent as a memory-chip 
supplier. 

I still remember how afraid I was as I asked the Intel directors for authorization to spend billions of dollars for 
factories to produce a product that did not exist at the time for a market we could not size. Fortunately, they gave 
their OK even as they gulped. The bet paid off... My point isn't that Intel was brilliant. The company was founded at 
a time when it was easier to scale domestically. For one thing, China wasn't yet open for business. More important, 
the U.S. had not yet forgotten that scaling was crucial to its economic future... How could the U.S. have forgotten? I 
believe the answer has to do with undervaluing of manufacturing. Consider this passage by Princeton University 
economist Alan S. Blinder:  "The TV manufacturing industry really started here and at one point employed many 
workers, but as TV sets became ‘just a commodity,' their production moved offshore to locations with much lower 
wages, and nowadays the number of television sets manufactured in the U.S. is zero. A failure?... No, a success."... 
I disagree. Not only did we lose an untold number of jobs, we broke the chain of experience that is so important in 
technological evolution. 

Job-centric economics 

Our fundamental economic beliefs are that the free market is the best of all economic systems. Our generation has 
seen the decisive victory of free market principles over planned economies; so, we stick with this belief, oblivious to 
emerging evidence that while free markets beat planned economies, there may be room for a modification that is 
even better... Such evidence stares at us from the performance of several Asian countries in the past few decades. 
These countries seem to understand that job creation must be the No. 1 objective of state economic policy. The 
government plays a strategic role in setting the priorities and arraying the forces and organization necessary to 
achieve this goal... The first task is to rebuild our industrial commons 

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

 

Lip service won’t  Pay Health Care costs, By Brendan Williams (An attorney & Democratic State Rep. from 

Olympia)  — Seattle Times, July 5, 2010 
 
On March 23, after a decades-long congressional battle, a new federal commitment to ensuring health care access 
was signed into law. For many it was a triumphant moment... Yet just two months later, on May 28, the House 
stripped $24 billion in promised Medicaid funding out of a federal jobs bill... Medicaid is a 35-year-old federal 
commitment — in partnership with the states — to serve the medically indigent. Most states counted on the $24 
billion, a six-month extension of a higher federal match rate for state spending. After the House action, the Senate 
failed in three votes to restore the funding — even just two-thirds of it — and has removed the money altogether 
from the jobs bill...  Meanwhile, physicians, and the Medicare patients they serve, waited until June 24 for Congress 
to adopt legislation reversing a 21 percent cut in Medicare rates that began June 1... Medicare, of course, is yet 
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another 35- year-old federal commitment — to those 65 and older. The adopted “Doc Fix” only lasts until Nov, 30, at 
which point, barring an extension, Medicare cuts resume. How can physicians budget based on this insecurity? 
 
Thus, in a year in which a landmark new bill was signed, observers, based on neglected 35-year-old obligations, 
might be forgiven for asking if there’s really any federal health care policy... As a frustrated state legislator, I can  
attest states pay for this federal incoherency... Washington was one of 30 states budgeting for the extra federal 
Medicaid assistance that began in 2008 and has averted worse health care cuts. For Washington, it’s worth $480  
million toward a budget otherwise in the red... States in the same boat include many with Republican governors — 
for instance, Florida hoped for $1 billion and New Jersey for $570 million. 
 
Nor is Washington, which normally only draws a matching federal dollar for every state Medicaid dollar spent  
(a 50-50 split), as fortunate as states with higher match rates... For example, Republican Gov. Bobby Jiindal’s 
Louisiana has been counting on the feds picking up 81.5 percent of Medicaid spending. It’s easier to fiscally 
conservative when someone else covers the bills. 
 
With $5 billion cut from Washington’s budget over two years and a $3 billion revenue shortfall looming in the next 
budget cycle health care will suffer more...  Effective July 1, almost 11,000 nursing home patients across 
Washington already face an average Medicaid funding cut of $4.06 per day. At the other end of the long-term care 
continuum, in-home care providers are receiving cuts in service hours despite only making $10.03 an hour.  
Washington’s hospitals were only able to avert cuts by asking for and receiving a tax that draws additional federal 
funds. 
 
Many states, including Washington, have lasting commitments to health care access for their citizens. Those 
pioneering efforts are in jeopardy without federal funding. In face, Washington was forced to raise premiums for 
Basic Health enrollees by 71 percent this year along with a 66 percent deductible increase. More than 100,000 are 
on the waiting list... Meanwhile, the National Governors Association expects state Medicaid caseloads to rise an 
average 6.6 percent next year — following the biggest one-year enrollment increase in history. Joblessness 
increases medical indigency... In response, expect cash-strapped states to cut Medicaid eligibility, reduce benefits, 
and increase co-pays — all with an additional 16 million Medicaid enrollees expected in 2014 when the federal 
health care reform bill expands eligibility...  This is hardly what was hoped for back in March. A federal commitment 
to health care cannot be only rhetorical nor can we feel sanguine about the ability to assume new obligations when 
old ones are neglected. 
 
                                                                           <><><><><><><><>  

My Private Obama, by Robert Kuttner, Co-editor of The American Prospect — The Huntington Post, July 5, 2010   

We in the progressive community have projected our own visions onto Barack Obama ever since we first noticed 
him as a remarkable political novice. It was clear from the 2008 campaign that he was a basically a centrist and 
seeker of common ground. But sometimes a crisis makes a presidency. And history has seldom delivered a more 
graphic, teachable crisis than the one that Obama inherited. So we voted our hopes that events could compel 
Obama to govern as a progressive. We are still waiting, and we are a cheap date. Throw us a few bones and we 
brim over with gratitude:  

On health reform: a brave speech to the House Democratic Caucus and some rare hands-on leadership with two 
outs in the ninth inning — and, hey, we knew he had it in him. Finally, the real Obama! (But it didn't really last.) ...  
Or a seemingly tougher line on BP, and the company meets Obama's demand for $20 billion to pay claims (though 
the small print reveals that BP limits what it considers fair claims.) ... Or a reluctant firing of Gen. Stanley McChrystal 
(with a denial that it was for insubordination and a preservation of the general's four-star retirement benefits)....  And 
some nice, isolated one-liners about the callous Republican refusal to extend unemployment insurance or support 
financial reform (oddly divorced from a larger narrative or strategy.) 

But even a dire economic crisis and a Republican blockade of needed remedies have not fundamentally altered the 
temperament, trajectory, or tactical instincts of this surprisingly aloof president. He has not been willing or able to 
use his office to move public opinion in a direction that favors more activism. Nor has Obama, for the most part, 
seized partisan and ideological opportunities that hapless Republicans and clueless corporate executives keep 
lobbing him like so many high, hanging curve balls... None of this has stopped the progressive community from 
trying to put words in Obama's mouth. A superb example is William Pfaff's short piece in the current New York 
Review of Books, "What Obama Should have Said to BP."  It includes these choice lines: I have...given orders that 
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the American functions of this company be provisionally seized or placed in temporary receivership...In no 
circumstances will company, proprietary, or stockholder interest be given priority over measures to terminate this 
emergency and to safeguard the assets or interests of the United  

States public or government...  Pfaff adds:  He then could have concluded his speech by saying to his political 
opponents that any Republican or Democrat who wishes to run for office in November as an opponent of these 
Obama Administration crisis measures - and as a defender of BP corporate and stockholder interests - as against 
the national interest of the United States and redress of the damage that continues at this moment to be done to the 
United States and its citizens, would be more than welcome to do so. Quite so. 

As Drew Westen keeps observing, the voters admire leadership and toughness, especially in a crisis. They 
certainly don't admire Obama's feeble trademark, "If someone has a better idea, I'm happy to listen to it." As 
presidential declarations of resolve go, this is on a par with taping a sign, "Kick Me," to your rear end... In my 
imaginary speeches, Obama gets serious about the jobs crisis — and then dares Republicans to try to block his 
efforts to put Americans back to work. But Obama and his political advisers have convinced themselves that 
economically vulnerable people somehow care more about the abstraction of the public debt than the immediate 
threats to their livelihoods.  

Even if relentless conservative propaganda had moved public opinion in that direction, which in fact it has not, the 
job of a president is to educate. For the definitive refutation of the elite misreading of the public views of the deficits 
and debts, see the fine testimony of Larry Jacobs and Ben Page, two scrupulously insightful political scientists and 
public opinion scholars... But despite our hopes, Barack Obama is unlikely to offer bolder policies or give tougher 
speeches any time soon, even as threats of a double-dip recession and an electoral blowout in November loom. 
This is just not who he is. If the worst economic crisis in eight decades were going to change his 
assumptions about how to govern and how to lead, it would have done so by now.  

Now, who am I to second guess the cleverest politician to come along in decades? Well, I am old enough to 
remember the Vietnam era when the Best and the Brightest were just dead wrong, and the kids had a surer sense 
of American foreign policy than the experts. I have also watched Obama's loyal opposition — people like Joseph 
Stiglitz, Paul Krugman, Elizabeth Warren, Sheila Bair — be proven right by events, again and again. So there are 
alternative paths, as there always are. But the White House has disdained them... And I've noticed that it is the 
populists among Democratic elected officials who are best defended against defeat in November. That tells you 
something, too. Why should the project of rallying the common people against elites in Washington, on Wall Street, 
and in the media, be ceded to the far right? But that is what this White House is doing. 

Progressives by nature are optimists. We believe that things could be better than they are, and that a 
decent society is worth fighting for. We're hopeful, sometimes bordering on wishful. A counsel of despair is 
not our thing. We tend to look for the best in people. That's why we keep playing Charlie Brown to Barack 
Obama's Lucy... Obama was consistently underrated during the 2008 campaign. Nothing would make me happier 
than to say in six months that I was underrating him on July 4th, 2010, and to eat a big helping of crow.  

But I reluctantly conclude that whatever progressives might desire in our private visions of who Obama could yet be, 
he is who he is. It is like watching a needless accident in slow motion. Without a drastic and abrupt course 
correction, the missed opportunities will continue to accumulate this summer and fall. The whole country, not just 
the progressive movement, will pay dearly.                   

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

Our Plunder of Nature Will End Up Killing Capitalism and Our Obscene Lifestyles                                                          
By Joe Bageant, July 11, 2010, author of “Dispatches from America's Class War” [http://www.alternet.org/story/147501/]  

During the past 300 years of the industrial age, as Europeans and later as Americans, we have managed to 
consume infinitely more than we ever produced, thanks to colonialism, crooked deals with despotic potentates and 
good old gunboats and grapeshot. Yes, we have lived, and still live, extravagant lifestyles far above the rest of you, 
and so my sincere thanks to all of you folks around the world working in sweatshops, or living on two bucks a day, 
even though you sit on vast oil deposits. It's the world's cheap labor guys like you — the black, brown, and yellow 
folks who take it up the shorts — who make capitalism look like it actually works. So keep on humping. Remember: 
We've got predator drones. 
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After twelve generations of lavish living at the expense of the rest of the world, it is understandable that citizens of 
the so-called developed countries have come to consider it quite normal. In fact, Americans expect it to become 
plusher in the future, increasingly chocked with techno-gadgetry, whiz bang processed foodstuffs, automobiles, 
entertainments, inordinately large living spaces — forever.  

We've had plenty of encouragement, especially in recent times. Before our hyper-monetized economy 
metastasized, things such as housing values went through the sky, and the cost of basics, food, etc. went through 
the basement floor, compared to the rest of the world. The game got so cheap and fast that relative fundamental 
value went right out the window and hasn't been seen since.  

Such is the triumph of the money economy that nothing can be valued by any other measure, despite that nobody 
knows what money is worth at all these days. This is due in part to the international finance jerk-off, in which the 
world's governments print truckloads of worthless money so they can loan it out. The idea here is that incoming 
repayment in some other more valuable currency will cover their own bad paper. In turn, the debtor nations print 
their own bogus money to repay the loans. So you have institutions loaning money they do not have to institutions 
unable to repay the loans. All this is based on the bullshit theory that tangible wealth is being created by the world's 
financial institutions through interest on the debt. Money making money. 

As my friend, physicist and political activist George Salzman writes, "Everyone in these 'professional' institutions 
dealing in money lives a fundamentally dishonest life. Never mind 'regulating' interest rates," he says. "We must do 
away with interest with the very idea of 'money making money'. We must recognize that what is termed 'Western 
Civilization' is in fact an anti-civilization, a global social structure of death and destruction. However, the charade of 
ever-increasing debt can be kept up only as long as the public remains ignorant. Once ecological limits have been 
reached, the capitalist political game is up." 

I think it is somewhat unfair to say that most Americans and Canadians are in denial. They simply don't have a clue 
about what is really happening to them and their world. Everything they have been taught about working, money, 
and "quality of life" constitutes the planet's greatest problem — overshoot. Understanding this trashes our most 
basic assumptions and requires a complete reversal in contemporary thought and practice about how we live in the 
world. When was the last time you saw any individual, much less an entire nation, do that? 

Somehow or other, it all has to do with the economy, which none of us understands, despite round-the-clock media 
jabbering on the subject. Somehow it has to do with this great big spring on Wall Street called "the market" that's 
gotta be kept wound up, and interest rates at something called The Fed, which have got to be kept “smunched” 
down. The industry of crystal gazing and hairball rubbing surrounding these entities is called “economics.” 

In heaven, there are no jobs 

The human economy is made up of three parts: nature, work, and money, but since nobody would pay people like 
Allen Greenspan or Milton Friedman millions of dollars if they talked just like the rest of us, economists and 
academics refer to these three parts as the primary, secondary, and tertiary economies... Of these, nature — the 
world's ecosystems and natural capital — is by far the most important. It comprises about three quarters of the total 
value of economic activity (Richard Costanza et al. 1997). To western world economists, nature — when it is even 
given a thought — is considered to be limitless. 

The second part — work — is the labor required to produce goods and services from natural resources. Work 
creates real value through efficient use of both human and natural resource energy. A potato is just a potato until 
people sweating over belt lines and giant fryers turn it into Tater Tots. 

The third economy — the tertiary economy — is the production and exchange of money. This includes anything that 
can be exchanged for money, whether it is gold, mortgages bundled as securities, or derivatives. In short, any 
paperwork device that can be rigged up in such a fashion that money will stick to it. Feel free to take a wild-assed 
guess which of the three economies causes the most grief in this world.    

To an economist, work — the stuff that eats up at least a third of our earthly lives, is merely a "factor" called labor. 
Work is considered an unfortunate cost in creating added value. Added value, along with nature's resources, is the 
basis for all real world profits. Without labor, the money economy could not gin up on paper wealth in its virtual 
economy. Somewhere, somebody's gotta do some real-world work before bankers and investment brokers can go 
into their offices and pretend to work at "creating and managing wealth." 
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Paying the workers in society to produce real wealth costs money. Capitalists hate any sort of cost. It represents 
money that has somehow escaped their coffers. So, when any behemoth corporation hands out thousands of pink 
slips on a Friday, Wall Street cheers and "the market" goes up. No ordinary mortal has ever seen "the market." but 
traders on the floor of 11 Wall Street — people who've deemed themselves more than mortal by virtue of their $110 
Vinita’s silk undershorts — assure us the market does exist. No tours of the New York Stock exchange are 
permitted, so we have to take their word for it.  

In any case, in the money economy, eliminating costs, even if those costs happen to be feeding human beings — 
citizens of the empire — is sublime. That is why economists in the tertiary economy can declare a "jobless recovery" 
with a straight face. By their lights, the perfect recovery would necessarily be 100% jobless. Human costs of 
generating profit would be entirely eliminated. 

Right now finance makes up 42% of GDP, and is rising. Traditionally, that figure has been around 9%. Fifty-eight 
percent of the economy is "services." When it comes to the service economy, most people think of fried chicken 
buckets and "customer service," call centers harassing debtors or selling credit cards. However, much of the so-
called service economy consists of "services" sub-corporations and entities owned and operated by monopolies in 
communications, electronic access, and energy. They are designed for the sole purpose of robbing the people 
incrementally. Borrow a microscope and read the back side of your cable and electric bill. Billing you is a "service" 
for which you pay. So is the guy who cuts off your lights if you don't. And manufacturing? Ten percent. Mostly big 
ticket items such as salad shooters, as near as I can tell. 

What nature? 

Still though, the foundation of the world, including our entire economic structure, is nature. This is clear to anyone 
who has ever planted a garden, hiked in the woods, gone fishing, or been gnawed on by chiggers. In vis est 
exordium quod terminus. 

Yet, not one in a thousand economists takes nature into account. Nature has no place in contemporary economics, 
or the economic policy of today's industrial nations. Again, like the general American public, these economists are 
not in denial. They simply don't know it's there. Historically, nature has never been considered even momentarily 
because economists, like the public, never figured they would run out of it. With the Gulf oil "spill" at full throttle, the 
terrible destruction of nature is becoming obvious, but no economist who values his or her career wants to start 
figuring the cost of ecocide into pricing analysis. For god sake man, it's a cost!  With industrial society chewing the 
ass out of Mama Nature for three centuries, something had to give, and it has. Capitalists, however, remain 
unimpressed by global warming, or melting polar ice caps, or Southwestern desert armadillos showing up in 
Canada, or hurricanes getting bigger and more numerous every year. They are impressed by the potential dough in 
the so-called green economy. In fact, last night I watched an economist on CNN say that if the government had let 
the free market take care of the BP gulf catastrophe, it would not be the toilet as it is now. Now THAT might qualify 
as denial. In the mean time, anthropogenic ecocide and resource depletion, coupled with the pressures of six billion 
mouths and asses across the globe, have started to produce — ‘surprise surprise’, Sheriff Taylor! — Very real 
effects on world economies. (How could they not?) So far though, in the simplistic “see-spot-run” American mind, it's 
all about dead pelicans and oiled-up hotel beaches. 

© 2010 JoeBageant.com All rights reserved. View this story online at: [http://www.alternet.org/story/147501/] 
 

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

Obama adviser weighs ‘the rightful place of science’, By Eric S. Lander — Science News, June 5, 2010, 
Volume 177, No.12, Pg. 32                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

In an address to scientists attending the 2010 meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of 
Science, genomics researcher Eric S. Lander, a co-chair of President Obama’s Council of Advisors on Science and 
Technology and a founding director of the Broad Institute of MIT and Harvard in Cambridge, Mass., discussed 
science and technology policy in the United States. Susan Gaidos, a Science News contributing correspondent, 
compiled some of his comments and observations, starting with Lander’s interpretation of a passage from the 
president’s 2008 inaugural address. 
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The president spoke about the economic crisis that was gripping the nationW. He said W “the state of our economy 
calls for action, bold and swift W we will act not only to create new jobs, but to lay a new foundation for growth. We 
will build the roads and bridges, the electric grids and digital lines that feed our commerce and bind us together. We 
will restore science to its rightful place and wield technology’s wonders to raise health care’s quality and lower its 
costs.”  
 
What is the rightful place of science?  
 
As seen from the first year of the administration, its rightful place is in the president’s cabinet and policy making; in 
the nation’s classrooms; as an engine to propel the American economy; as a critical investment in the federal 
budget, even in times of austerity; as a tool for diplomacy and international understanding; and as an organizing 
principle for space exploration. 
 
There is a responsibility to engage actively in the stewardship of science and technology. Science doesn’t just 
happen. It’s the result of social systems that promote innovation and exploration. There are also important choices 
about the balance of projects to be supported.  There are curiosity-driven, individual investigator projects. There are 
projects aimed at tackling well-identified needs, projects at creating shared infrastructure. The point is that different 
approaches to the funding of science call forth different sorts of innovation and different sorts of energy, and 
together they shape an ecosystem of scientific innovation, from early discovery to long-term public benefit. 
 
The second responsibility that has become apparent to me as I’ve been exposed to some of this over the past year 
is the need to engage actively with economists. Scientists are often reluctant to talk about the practicality of science. 
We shouldn’t be. The reason that this administration and past administrations have vigorously supported science is 
not simply because of the beauty of scientific knowledge — although this is true and very important — but [the 
investment] is justified, at least in significant part, because of its eventual social product. Science drives the 
innovation that provides productivity and growth for the future economy, and it also adds to our quality of life in 
many ways. 
 
Finally, to engage with education. We need to engage much more vigorously in STEM [science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics] education. We do, in fact, need to focus on this to produce the next generation of 
scientists and engineers who will press the frontiers of knowledge and transform our economy; but more than that, 
as the president remarked, it’s having an informed citizenry in an era when so many problems we face as a nation 
are, at root, scientific problems. As individuals and institutions, we need to be engaged in supporting STEM 
education, including supporting teachers and serving as teachers ourselves, because in the end, education 
depends on great teachers, and in supporting the growing state-led movement to adopt common math and science 
standards and assessments. 
 
In addition, I think we’re entering upon an era when technology can propel enormous progress in STEM education. 
For the most part, educational technology has been disappointing. There are, of course, good lectures to be found 
on the Web and good materials, but they’re scattered and uneven and un-integrated. A student has to be mighty 
motivated to truly learn from the materials on the Web.  
 
We need new kinds of technology platforms on the Web to make it possible to integrate content from many sources: 
text and video, simulations of problems, and adaptive tutoring systems. Ideally, much of it open-source so that they 
can be mashed and repurposed and continually improved, and we need built-in ways to measure and reward  
their effectiveness. It’s going to require efforts from both the not-for-profit and the for-profit sectors, but if done right, 
we ought to be able to call forth enormous creative energies from the entire science and technology community. 
 
We stand in a unique moment in the relationship of science and technology with government. The administration 
has made an unprecedented commitment to science and technology, and it is the responsibility of all of us to make 
sure that we deliver on that promise to the American people and to humankind. 
                                                                              
                                                                                               <><><><><><><><> 

 
Technocracy Authorized Speaker “John Darvill” Responds to the Politics of Words Unspoken”! 
 
These comments attributed to President Obama are high sounding and probably sincere but highly misleading. In 
today’s highly developed technological society, the creation of jobs is very selective. The very technical and 
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complex positions are for the few able to comprehend and carry out these functions. What remains are low paid, 
and even these are becoming more automated; in other words, people need not apply. He states that "we will 
restore science to its rightful place.”  It has never had its rightful place... As for the bit about using technology's 
wonders to raise health care's quality and lower costs, come on, he had a tough enough time pushing through a 
watered down health care bill, doing what he suggests would lower costs all right,  but what about the insurance 
companies, pharmaceutical companies, et al., who now make millions out of our health care system. The word 
“care”, of course, applies to those who can afford it...  Another quote, "the reason that this administration and past 
administrations have vigorously supported science, etc.", come on, what support?  Defense, space, and basic 
science are barely taught in schools. Their importance to our continued well-being is not even touched on. The 
main emphasis is still on business, with none of its failings.  Children should be taught how to learn, not what, 
taught to analyze, to not accept or reject anything until in possession of all the facts, so that they can then make an 
informed decision. 
 
What is the rightful place of science? 
 
Technocracy outlined this very clearly, seventy-seven years ago. The administration of society should be governed 
by the scientific method: “the methodology of determining the most probable.” Science is, in a dynamic sense, 
essentially a method of prediction. It is the most accurate method available to us. It is based essentially upon 
facts. When more facts are known, more accurate predictions can be made. “A fact is a close agreement of a series 
of observations of the same phenomenon.” They must be verifiable; in other words, able to be repeated. We should 
replace our present medium of exchange with a method of distribution based on the energy it takes to produce a 
commodity or provide a service. Such computation would be easy with today's advanced technology...  As stated 
previously, science is a method, the method of determining the most probable. It is the method that has 
advanced humankind down through the ages.  This is not because scientists have any monopoly on intellect or 
virtue. It is because science is the only method we have to sort out the truth from ideology, or fraud, or foolishness, 
or ignorance, or bigotry......                        
 

<><><><><><><><> 
 
Tell the Truth — Letter from Dan Beicher — New Scientist, Vol.  206. Issue/2767, July 3, 2010    
 
As an engineer and scientist, I was dismayed to read the article in which Bob Ward suggests that the scientific 
community ought to use public relations techniques to rectify society’s view of science (29 May, page 26). If a few 
scientists use unscientific methods to advance their views, then we should denounce them, not protect them.  PR, 
like any propaganda, is used to cover the truth and not to advance it.  PR is used by commercial firms and  
politicians when they want to rescue their public image.  As scientists, our best way of gaining the public’s support is 
to always adhere to the truth....  East Barnet, Hertfordshire, UK  

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

The following article defines America in the 21
st
 Century... Howard Scott’s letter to Members, May 1951, 

Defines the American success story before Wars for Profit & Money Rules...  
 

To:  All Sections, Organizers and Members-at Large - CHQ Technocracy Inc., Lambertville, New Jersey – 05/15/51   
                                                                                  
Subject: The Tragedy of Errors 
 
The United States of America, boasting of its proud inheritance – that it was born of political revolution – has 
introduced no fundamental change in its original political structure since its establishment.  The United States is a 
political anachronism.  It is the only major national entity that has stubbornly resisted any fundamental change in its 
political structure in the last hundred and fifty years.  And while it boasts of its revolutionary birth, the United States 
is, at the same time, so ashamed of its political origin that it denies the very process that gave it birth.   
 
Progress and development in the United States have been geographic, economic and technological.  In these three 
categories our national development has outstripped the world.  Our technological capacity to produce has become 
so great that if operated at full load its products could not be consumed by the people of the United States and 
Canada; and, stranger still, the entire population of the rest of the world would not have the purchasing power to 
buy the remaining surplus.  
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Developments in the United States are in sharp contrast to those in other parts of the world.  In the last one hundred 
and fifty years, the farms of France, of Germany, Japan and China have become ever smaller.  This downward 
“growth,” has proceeded to such an extent that it has at last arrived at the minimum subdivision of land from which it 
is possible for a family to produce a bare subsistence.  This is the natural consequence of the application of private 
hand tool and human toil techniques under conditions of increasing population.  Out of Japan’s six million farms 
averaging 2.3 acres in size, there are included two million farms of ¼ acre.  This downward division of productive 
agricultural units has occurred both in Asia and Europe in the last one hundred and fifty years accelerated by ever-
increasing population pressures and the decline in arable soil.  The size of farms in the United States was subject to 
the same trends and forces as those in the rest of the world – namely, they continued to decline in size – until the 
latter part of the nineteenth century, when the mass production of agricultural equipment reversed within United 
States this world –wide trend. In the last fifty years farms have been increasing in size in the United States and the 
farm population is continually decreasing.  Where, oh where, have the hordes of migratory workers vanished?  The 
harvests of the United States and Canada required hundreds of thousands of harvest hands each year; they have 
vanished like the horse and buggy.  Grain producing states that had a thousand or less combines in the 1920’s 
have twenty-five thousand or more today, and technological equipment rolls across the harvest field where once 
ranged swarms of manual workers.  We produce ever-increasing volumes of agricultural products and foodstuffs 
with ever more machines and a smaller and smaller farm population.   
 
The United States and Canada have the highest standard of living of the world.  We have most of the installed 
technology of the globe.  We have most of the world’s gold and still more of the world’s credit... Never in history has 
so great a bourgeoisie been created with so little effort, on such slight ability, with such fortuitous circumstances, 
and with such a minimum of social responsibility.  
 
In the last half century the United States has achieved the technological leadership of the world. We have become 
the major exporter to the world of technological equipment, processes, machinery, tools, raw materials and food–
stuffs. Our technological equipment and our machinery have been shipped around the world, installed and put in 
operation in every country in every far off corner of the globe. The significance of this development is seldom 
realized by our national leaders, let alone the public at large. We are conscious only of the persuasive powers of our 
salesmanship in selling the latest product of American engineering to one of our backward areas of the globe. 
All areas outside of the United States have, in our eyes, been backward; for, from the dizzy pinnacle of our financial 
and technological success, we have looked down our noses at the peoples of the rest of the world. This is a strange 
paradox; for, this tremendous outpouring of technological equipment from the producing centers of the United 
States and Canada has been the chief contributing factor in the creation of revolutionary social change around the 
globe. 
 
Our technological installations in the rest of the world have introduced new concepts, concepts that are many more 
revolutionary to human society than a thousand Declarations of Independence or a thousand Constitutions. These 
new concepts have been intuitively recognized even in their embryonic beginning by the ‘backward’ peoples of the 
world. They have simultaneously created new visions on the banks of the Amazon, The Ganges, the Yangtze, the 
Amur, the Nile, The Volga and the Danube. They have opened new vistas of collective unanimity and solidarity and 
of social success in physical attainment far greater and more magnificent than that ever promised by their saints, 
their heaven-born rulers. This new social consciousness of the solidarity of human beings in a unanimity of purpose 
and collective action can, through the use of militant technology, transform their own areas in their own time into 
something compared to which the quests of the last five thousand years have been but empty gestures. 
 
The political and economic systems of the United States in general and the private American citizen in particular 
have unwittingly and unknowingly been the ardent promulgators and promoters of this greatest of revolutionary 
doctrines, which is the concomitant of technological equipment. This equipment today is creating world-wide the 
solidarity and consciousness of unanimity essential to social change.  We Americans are the greatest revolutionists 
of our time – we are the great exporters of technological equipment.  Social change is written into every operating 
specification of every piece of equipment we install the world over.  On the other hand, we are today exporting 
propaganda and a policy which is the direct antithesis, and a denial of the technological equipment we have been 
exporting for upwards of half a century...  (To be continued)     
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