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Oil exploration costs rocket as risks rise... By Christopher Johnson — Reuters... London, Feb. 11, 2010  
 
LONDON — Finding oil and gas to replace the world's fast dwindling reserves is increasingly risky as rigs probe areas 
once seen as too difficult or too dangerous, and costs are rocketing, which could imperil future supply. .. The cost of 
discovering each new barrel of oil and gas has risen threefold over the last decade as technology has pushed the 
frontiers of exploration into ever more remote areas...As old fields run dry, oil companies are drilling wells in some of 
the most inhospitable regions, where political, physical, geological, geographical, technical, and contractual risks are 
high, and they have had remarkable success.  
 
Despite escalating challenges, the annual rate of discovery of new fields has remained remarkably constant at 15-20 
billion barrels, more than enough to compensate for the loss of existing reserves that are declining at between 5 and 
15 percent a year...But the cost of this success is staggering, and unless consumers pay more for oil in the future, 
some analysts think we could face an energy supply crunch within a few years… “The age of cheap oil has gone, and 
it is not going to come back,” said Paul Stevens, expensive to find and will continue to be so," he said. "The worry is 
that investment may be squeezed as risks rise, and that could bring us to a looming supply crunch."  
 
For a Reuters graphic of the escalating cost of discovering new oil reserves, Go to:  
 
http:/graphics.thomsonreuters.com/0210/OIL_EXPC0210.gif  
 
For a map of global oil exploration risks, including political risks, Go to:  
 
http:/graphics.thomsonreuters.com/0210/OIL_PLRSK0210.gif  
 
ESCALATING COSTS  
 
The search for oil has always been costly and involved risk taking, but the challenges facing explorers have intensified 
as wells have moved further offshore into deeper reservoirs and to places with much higher political and physical 
risks... Figures from upstream consultant Wood Mackenzie in Edinburgh show the cost of finding oil has almost tripled 
over the last decade even though the rate of discovery has barely changed.  
 
Each barrel of oil equivalent cost an average of just over $3 to discover last year, compared with just $1.18 in 2001, 
according to Wood Mackenzie. Data from BP Plc for the cost of finding new oil show an even bigger increase — more 
than fourfold in the five years to 2008... Those figures may seem low given that world spot oil prices are close to $75 
per barrel, but discovery costs need to be multiplied many times as oil is pumped out of the ground, processed at a 
refinery, and becomes fuel at a service station.  
 
Even established oilfields, such as those in the North Sea, now have breakeven costs of around $50 per barrel... The 
new ultradeep offshore fields that lie beneath oceans more than 3 km (1.88 miles) deep and in positions up to 5 miles 
from rigs impose even higher costs. Because the rigs work in deeper water, they use more steel, new technology, and 
are operated by highly-trained and expensive specialists.  
 
POLITICAL, CONTRACTUAL RISKS  
 
"A piece of seismic, a well, a day of a rig  — these things have tripled in cost," said Andrew Latham, of the Exploration 
Service team at Wood Mackenzie... "Today's exploration well is a more technically complex animal than one 10 years 
ago, but the main reason why a rig is more expensive today than it was10 years ago is that it has 10,000 feet of steel 
in it.”... New exploration is not just more technically difficult, it is also fraught with political risk that may lead to 
contractual uncertainty which can jeopardize investment projects... As hunger for energy grows, governments sitting 
on potential oil and gas fields demand a fair price for their resources in a process economists call resource 
nationalism.  
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Britain, Russia, Venezuela, and Algeria have all raised their take from oil in the last few years, either by imposing 
higher taxes or renegotiating contracts. Some developing countries have sought to change the terms of contracts 
entirely. Uganda has about 2 billion barrels of oil reserves, but talks on production have been slow, partly due to a 
government demand that oil companies build a refinery to meet domestic needs.  
 
"We are now starting to see wells being drilled in countries which have had recent turmoil or civil wars or have an 
uncertain legal framework," said Chris Wheaton, who runs energy-industry funds for part of insurance giant Allianz.  
"Easy oil has been over for a while and the inexorable shift is to places with political, physical, or geographical risks, 
and translates into higher costs. Finding oil is more difficult."  
 
Most oil industry analysts are skeptical of the "Peak Oil" theory that suggests that the world is running out of oil. They 
argue there is no shortage of oil, but agree it is getting harder and harder to extract and ever more expensive... "There 
isn't a 'Perfect Storm' of risks yet but a lot of things are making it more and more expensive to go out and find oil," said 
Stevens. "As risks rise, the required rate of return goes up, which squeezes the investment pot for new discoveries."                                                                              
(Editing by Sue Thomas)  Full at... [http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE61A28X20100211]  

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

Photovoltaic Breakthroughs Brighten Outlook for Cheap Solar Power; Novel materials might make 
harvesting sunlight for electricity affordable, By David Biello — February 16, 2010  

Enough sunlight bathes Earth's daytime half in an hour to meet all human energy needs for a year. Sadly, there are 
several problems with meeting human energy demands by tapping such abundant, free solar power — not least of 
which is the cost of making semiconducting material that can cheaply harvest the power in sunlight, but material 
improvements from the California Institute of Technology and IBM might just lower the cost of solar power. 

Graduate student Michael Kelzenberg and other materials scientists at Caltech employed vertical crystals of silicon —
microwires, like "blades of grass," Kelzenberg says — to capture as much as 85 percent of the full spectrum of 
incoming sunlight, the researchers report in the February 14 Nature Materials. (Scientific American is part of Nature 
Publishing Group.) Their efficiency is almost as good as that of traditional silicon wafers, yet they require just one 
percent of the silicon in such wafers... "With one one-hundredth of the material, we've gotten it to absorb 96 percent of 
the peak visible light," Kelzenberg says. "There's lots of reasons to believe this could be scaled to make thin-film solar 
cells." 
 
The researchers embedded the silicon blades in a bed of "fish-tank material," flexible, clear silicone plastic known as 
polydimethylsiloxane. That alone was enough for the rods to efficiently capture sunlight coming in at an angle, but the 
direct sunlight of high noon failed to hit enough of the blades to efficiently initiate the flow of electrons. So the team 
added nanoparticles of aluminum oxide to reflect and scatter the incoming sunlight, enabling it to hit more of the 
microwires. "We have access to all the side walls of the wire," Kelzenberg explains. "It creates interesting junction 
geometries that absorb light and collect electricity."... No actual solar cells have been produced from the new 
microwires, yet. But "if you can't absorb light efficiently, then you certainly can't convert it to electricity efficiently," 
notes Caltech chemist Nate Lewis, who was also involved in the research. The silicon blades show enough light 
absorption to make them "interesting candidates from which to make solar cells." 
 
Of course, thin-film silicon solar cells already exist, but they have struggled to match the efficiency of traditional silicon 
photovoltaics at absorbing light or turning it into electricity. The new microwires of silicon achieve similar efficiency at 
a fraction of the material cost. "Our goal is to make a thin-film [solar] cell that gets you the efficiency of a regular 
wafer-based solar cell," Kelzenberg says. "I certainly hope to see that come to fruition within the next few years." 
 
There are also other semiconducting materials that might prove as cheap as the silicon microwires to produce. 
Already, thin-film photovoltaic cells made from copper indium gallium selenide (CIGS) or cadmium telluride are 
available with efficiencies in the field of roughly 11 percent and prices as low as $1 per watt, according to 
manufacturer First Solar. But both of these types of cells are made from rare or expensive materials: tellurium is rare, 
and indium is expensive because it is also employed in flat-panel televisions... Researchers at IBM, however, have 
produced a similar thin-film solar cell from a combination of copper, zinc, tin, selenium, and sulfur — all relatively 
abundant, inexpensive materials. The new cell can turn 9.6 percent of incoming sunlight into electricity, according to 
testing from the U.S. Department of Energy's National Renewable Energy Laboratory in Golden, Colo. 
 
Materials scientist David Mitzi of IBM and his team report in the February 8 Advanced Materials that they replaced the 
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indium in a CIGS cell with zinc and tin. Previous work in Japan had shown that such "kesterite" cells could achieve 
efficiencies of nearly 7 percent — not enough for deployment in the field, where lab efficiencies are usually cut at least 
in half — but promising. By varying the ratio of sulfur and selenium, Mitzi and his colleagues were able to boost the 
overall efficiency of the kesterite solar cell by 40 percent. "Increasing the sulfur does increase the open-circuit voltage 
of the device," Mitzi says, and "it's not obvious that this is limited to low efficiency." There is more room to improve... 
IBM itself has no plans to manufacture such kesterite cells, preferring to license the technology, but the group has 
also made a breakthrough in the manufacturing process. Typical thin-film solar cells are made from depositing a layer 
of the applicable materials as a vapor in a vacuum, which necessitates high-energy expenditures to both vaporize the 
materials and maintain the vacuum as well as intensive quality control to minimize introduced defects. But the IBM 
team deposited most of its material as a mixture of particles and solution, like printing with kesterite "ink" made from 
copper and tin in solution with particles of zinc. The sulfur and/or selenium was then added as a vapor. Similarly, 
companies such as XsunX are working on importing some of the vapor-based deposition improvements from 
industries such as computer hard-drive manufacturers to the solar cell business. 
 
The ultimate benefit of both of these technologies may be flexibility as well as cost — both the silicon microwires and 
kesterite cells could conceivably be made into a variety of flexible devices, including some woven into fabrics, Mitzi 
says. Already, Dow Chemical and Global Solar have created a solar roof shingle that employs CIGS thin-film cells to 
generate electricity... But, as it stands — despite an ongoing boom in rooftop and ground-based photovoltaic panels 
— solar power contributes roughly 0.1 percent of U.S. electricity needs. New thin-film technologies aim to boost that, 
cheaply. "Unless solar can get to a cost point that is competitive with conventional carbon-based energy sources, it's 
not going to take off," Mitzi says. Solar "production is approaching gigawatts scale, but if one wants to really have 
solar take off and address large-scale energy issues in the world, one needs to increase that by orders of magnitude."                                                                                                                           
comment. 02/17/10...  The price for premium technology will never go down.  Once this becomes marketable (they 
have only done this on a small scale) then this will be expensive, and the old technology will get cheaper before it 
fades away                                                           

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

Why are We Afraid to Create the Jobs We Need?   By Les Leopold  — March 6, 2010 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that as of February 2010, the unemployment rate stands at 9.7 percent, and 
the official jobless rate is 16.7 percent, which also counts those who have stopped looking for work and those who 
have been forced into part-time work. See Bureau of Labor Statistics [An extended unemployment bill] "doesn't create 
new jobs. In fact, if anything, continuing to pay people unemployment compensation is a disincentive for them to seek 
new work...I'm sure most of them would like work and probably have tried to seek it, but you can't argue that it's a job 
enhancer. If anything, as I said, it's a disincentive. And the same thing with the COBRA extension and the other 
extensions here," Senator Jon Kyle, Arizona  

Unemployment is the scourge of our nation. It causes death and disease. It eats away at family life. It erodes our 
sense of confidence and well being, and it's a profound insult to the richest country on Earth... Yet it takes a minor 
miracle for the Senate just to extend our paltry unemployment benefits and COBRA health insurance premium 
subsidies for a month. Workers are waiting for real jobs, but our government no longer has the will to create them... 
How can we allow millions to go without work while Wall Street bankers — the ones who caused people to lose their 
jobs in the first place — "earn" record bonuses? Why are we putting up with this? 

It's not rocket science to create decent and useful jobs (although it does go beyond the current cranial capacity of the 
U.S. Senate). It's obvious that we desperately need to repair our infrastructure, increase our energy efficiency, 
generate more renewable energy, and invest in educating our young. We need millions of new workers to do all this 
work — right now. Our government has all the money and power (and yes, borrowing capacity) it needs to hire these 
workers directly or fund contractors and state governments to hire them. Either way, workers would get the jobs, and 
we would get safer bridges and roads, a greener environment, better schools, and a brighter future all around. So 
what are we waiting for? 

Here's what I've heard:                                                                                                                                         

1. The private sector will create enough jobs, if the government gets out of the way... Possibly, but 
when?  Right now, more than 2.7 percent of our entire population has been unemployed for more than 26 weeks — 
an all time-record since the government began compiling that data in 1948. No one is predicting that the private sector 
is about to go on a hiring spree. In fact, many analysts think it'll take more than a decade for the labor market to fully 
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recover. You can't tell the unemployed to wait ten years... Counting on a private sector market miracle is an exercise 
in faith-based economics. There simply is no evidence that the private sector can create on its own the colossal 
number of jobs we need. If we wanted to go down to a real unemployment rate of 5% ("full employment"), we'd have 
to create about 21.8 million jobs, based on today's unemployment numbers. (See Leo Hindery's excellent accounting.) 
We'd need over 100,000 new jobs every month just to keep up with population growth. It's not fair to the unemployed 
to pray for private sector jobs that might never come through. 

2. We can't afford it. Funding public sector jobs will explode the deficit and the country will go 
broke: This argument always makes intuitive sense because most of us think of the federal budget as a giant version 
of our household budget — we've got to balance the books, right... I'd suggest we leave that analogy behind... 
Governments just don't work the same way as families do... We have to look at the hard realities of unemployment, 
taxes, and deficits...  

For instance, every unemployed worker is someone who is not paying taxes. If we're not collecting taxes from the 
unemployed, then we've got to collect more taxes from everyone who is working. Either that, or we have to cut back 
on services. If we go with option one and raise taxes on middle and low income earners, they'll have less money to 
spend on goods and services. When demand goes down, businesses contract — meaning layoffs in the private 
sector; but if we go with option two and cut government services, we'll have to lay off public sector workers. Now we 
won't be collecting their taxes, and the downward cycle continues — plus, we don't get the services... Or, we could 
spend the money to create the jobs and just let the deficit rise a bit more. The very thought makes politicians and the 
public weak in the knees, but in fact this would start a virtuous cycle that would eventually reduce the deficit: Our 
newly reemployed people start paying taxes again, and with their increased income, they start buying more goods and 
services. This new demand leads to more hiring in the private sector. These freshly hired private sector workers start 
paying taxes, too. The federal budget swells with new revenue, and the deficit drops. 

But let's say you just can't stomach letting the deficit rise right now. You think the government is really out of money--
or maybe you hate deficits in principle. There's an easy solution to your problem. Place a windfall profits tax on Wall 
Street bonuses. Impose a steep tax on people collecting $3 million or more. (Another way to do it is to tax the financial 
transactions involved in speculative investments by Wall Street and the super-rich.)...  After all, those fat bonuses are 
unearned: The entire financial sector is still being bankrolled by the taxpayers, who just doled out $10 trillion (not 
billion) in loans and guarantees. Besides, taxing the super rich doesn't put a dent in demand for goods and services 
the way taxing other people does. The rich can only buy so much. The rest goes into investment, much of it 
speculative. So a tax on the super rich reduces demand for the very casino-type investments that got us into this 
mess.  

3. Private sector jobs are better than public sector jobs... There is a widely shared perception that having a 
public job is like being on the dole, while having a private sector job is righteous. Maybe people sense that in the 
private sector you are competing to sell your goods and services in the rough and tumble of the marketplace — and 
so you must be producing items that buyers want and need. Government jobs are shielded from market forces... But 
think about some of our greatest public employment efforts. Was there anything wrong with the government workers 
at NASA who landed us on the moon?  Or with the public sector workers in the Manhattan project charged with 
winning World War II?  Are teachers at public universities somehow less worthy than those in private universities?  
Let's be honest: a good job is one that contributes to the well-being of society and that provides a fair wage and 
benefits.  During an employment crisis, those jobs might best come directly from federal employment or indirectly 
through federal contracts and grants to state governments... This myth also includes the notion that the private sector 
is more efficient than the public sector. Sometimes it is, but mostly it isn't. Take health care, which accounts for nearly 
17 percent of our entire economy. Medicare is a relative model of efficiency, with much lower administrative costs 
than private health insurers. The average private insurance company worker is far less productive and efficient than 
an equivalent federal employee working for Medicare. (See study by Himmelstein, Woolhandler, and Wolfe) 

4. Big government suffocates our freedom... The smaller the central government, the better —  period, 
the end. This is the hardest argument to refute because it is about ideology, not facts. Simply put, many Americans 
believe that the federal government is bad by definition. Some don't like any government at all. Others think power 
should reside mostly with state governments... This idea goes all the way back to the antifederalists led by Thomas 
Jefferson. In modern times, this has turned into a fear of a totalitarian state with the power to tell us what to do and 
even deny us our most basic liberties. A government that creates millions of jobs could be seen as a government 
that's taking over the economy (like taking over GM). It just gets bigger and more intrusive, and more corrupt and 
pork-ridden. (There's no denying we've got some federal corruption, but again the private sector is hardly immune to 
the problem. In fact, it lobbies for the pork each and every day.)  
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While many fear big government, I fear high unemployment even more. That's because the Petri dish for real 
totalitarianism is high unemployment. When people don't have jobs and see no prospect for finding them, they get 
desperate — maybe desperate enough to follow leaders who whip up hatred and trample on people's rights in their 
quest for power. Violent oppression of minority groups often flows from high unemployment. So does war.  

No thanks. I'll take a government that puts people to work even if it has to hire 10 million more workers itself. We don't 
have to sacrifice freedom to put people to work. We just have to muster the will to hire them. Unfortunately, none of 
our political leaders have the nerve to declare an employment emergency and get busy creating millions of new jobs. 
Maybe it's because so many of them got elected with money from the financial industry, and Wall Street doesn't give a 
damn about jobs. The bankers are happy to continue their taxpayer-financed gambling spree, secure in the 
knowledge that they are still too big to fail. The Tea Party, instead of focusing its ire on these rapacious bankers, 
prefers to skewer big government and taxes, giving politicians one more reason to sit on their hands instead of 
creating jobs now...  Meanwhile, the unemployed are still out in the cold. Maybe the new Coffee Party will provide 
something more than warm drinks to those without jobs, but you heard it here first: We're going to have big trouble in 
this country if we don't create jobs for the unemployed in a hurry. They need them. They deserve them. We need to 
build a movement to demand them.                                                                                                                                                                

Les Leopold is the author of The Looting of America: How Wall Street’s Game of Fantasy Finance destoyed our Jobs, 
Pensions, and Prosperity, and What We can Do About it..  Chelsea Green Publishing, June 2009.                                                                                                                                                    

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

Are Major Countries Preparing to Financially Dismantle the United States & its Empire?  Feb.16, 2010   
By Richard Clark   [http://www.opednews.com/articles/Are-major-countries-prepar-by-Richard-Clark-100215-77.html] 

Here are the main points of an important answer to that question by economist and former Wall Street honcho, 
Michael Hudson:  The six-nation Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) is comprised of Russia, China, 
Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Kyrghyzstan, and Uzbekistan, with observer status for Iran, India, Pakistan, and Mongolia. It 
was joined recently by Brazil for trade discussions among the BRIC nations (Brazil, Russia, India, and China), all of 
which seek a multipolar world...  If it's not a move to make U.S. hegemony obsolete, then what's the purpose of this 
new organization? U.S. diplomats may well wonder. After all, this is exactly what a multipolar world means: no 
hegemony by any one country. Another clue as to what's about to happen: in 2005, the SCO asked Washington to set 
a timeline to withdraw from its military bases in Central Asia. 

It seems that the U.S. has inadvertently driven Russia, China, and their neighbors to find common ground by 
developing an alternative to the dollar as a dominant or reserve currency, and hence an end to the U.S. ability to run 
balance-of-payments deficits ad infinitum...  Mr. Medvedev called for China, Russia, and India to "build an increasingly 
multipolar world order." What this means in plain English is: We have reached our limit in subsidizing the United 
States' military encirclement of Eurasia while also allowing the U.S. to appropriate our exports, companies, stocks, 
and real estate — in exchange for paper money of questionable long-term worth!... "The artificially maintained 
unipolar system," Mr. Medvedev says, is based on "one big center of consumption, financed by a growing deficit, and 
thus growing debts, one formerly strong reserve currency, and one dominant system of assessing assets and risks."  
At the root of the global financial crisis, he concluded, is simply that the United States manufactures too little and 
spends too much. Especially upsetting to Russia is U.S. military spending, such as the stepped-up U.S. military aid to 
Georgia, the NATO missile shield in Eastern Europe and, to all the other BRIC and SCO members as well, the huge 
U.S. military and commercial buildup in the oil-rich Middle East and Central Asia. 

The main worry of all these countries is America's ability to print unlimited amounts of dollars. Overspending by U.S. 
consumers on imports (way in excess of US exports), U.S. buyouts of foreign companies and real estate, and the 
many billions of dollars that the Pentagon spends abroad... all end up in foreign central banks. These central banks 
then face a hard choice: either recycle these dollars back to the United States by purchasing U.S. Treasury bills, or to 
let the "free market" force up their currency relative to the dollar, thereby pricing their exports out of world markets and 
hence creating domestic unemployment and business insolvency...  So, when China and other countries recycle their 
dollar inflows by buying U.S. Treasury bills to "invest" in the United States, this buildup is not really voluntary. It does 
not reflect faith in the U.S. economy enriching foreign central banks for their savings, or any calculated investment 
preference, but simply a lack of alternatives. "Free markets," U.S.-style, has maneuvered many countries into a 
system that forces them to accept dollars without limit — but now they want out. 
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Central banks now hold $4 trillion of U.S. bonds in their international reserves, and these huge loans to the U.S. have 
financed most of the U.S. Government's domestic budget deficits for over three decades! Consider that about half of 
U.S. Government discretionary spending is for military operations including the operation of more than 750 foreign 
military bases as well as increasingly expensive operations in the oil-producing and oil-transporting countries. 

The international financial system is organized in a way that finances the Pentagon, along with U.S. buyouts of foreign 
assets expected to yield much more than the Treasury bonds that foreign central banks hold. Therefore, the main 
political issue confronting the world's central banks is this: How to avoid adding yet more dollars to their reserves and 
thereby financing ever more U.S. deficit spending including military spending on their borders...  For starters, the six 
SCO countries, plus the BRIC countries, intend to trade in their own currencies so as to get the benefit of mutual 
credit that the United States until now has monopolized for itself. Toward this end, China has struck bilateral deals 
with Argentina and Brazil to denominate their trade in renminbi rather than the dollar, sterling, or Euros, and two 
weeks ago China reached an agreement with Malaysia to denominate trade between the two countries in renminbi... 
China, Russia, and other countries would no doubt like to get the same kind of free ride that America has been 
getting. 

As matters stand, they see the United States as a lawless nation, financially as well as militarily. How else to 
characterize a nation that holds out one set of laws for others on war, debt repayment, and treatment of prisoners but 
ignores those very laws in regard to itself?  The United States is now the world's largest debtor, yet has avoided the 
pain of the "structural adjustments" that it so rigorously imposes on other debtor economies. In view of the austerity 
programs that Washington forces on other countries via the IMF and other Washington vehicles, U.S. interest-rate, 
and tax reductions (in the face of exploding trade and budget deficits) are seen as the height of hypocrisy.  

The United States tells debtor economies to sell off their public utilities and natural resources, raise their interest 
rates, and increase taxes while gutting their social safety nets so as to squeeze out money to pay creditors, and at 
home, Congress blocked China's CNOOK from buying Unocal on grounds of national security, much as it blocked 
Dubai from buying U.S. ports and other sovereign wealth funds from buying into key infrastructure. Foreigners are 
invited to emulate the Japanese purchase of white elephant trophies such as Rockefeller Center, on which investors 
quickly lost a billion dollars and ended up walking away. 

Foreigners see the IMF, World Bank, and World Trade Organization as Washington surrogates in a financial system 
backed by American military bases and aircraft carriers encircling the globe, but this military domination is a vestige of 
an American empire no longer able to rule by economic strength. On the economic front, there is no foreseeable way 
in which the United States can work off the $4 trillion it owes foreign governments, their central banks, and the 
sovereign wealth funds set up to dispose of the global dollar glut. America has become a deadbeat and, indeed, a 
militarily aggressive one as it unrealistically seeks to hold onto the great power it once earned by economic means. 

At present, it is foreign savings — not the savings of Americans — which are financing the U.S. budget deficit, by 
buying most Treasury bonds. The effect is taxation without representation for "foreign voters," no representation with 
regard to how the U.S. government uses their forced savings. Meanwhile, the U.S. national debt continues into the 
stratosphere. Example: Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac were recently taken over by the U.S., thereby formally adding 
their $5.2 trillion in obligations onto our national debt...  So where is all this money coming from that the Fed is 
spending and therefore adding onto the already frightening national debt...?  We are, of course, borrowing it from the 
central banks of Japan and China, and from other investors the world over. And, as investors around the world 
become ever more reluctant to buy our treasury notes — at the interest rates being offered — our own Federal 
Reserve is loaning money to the Treasury Dept by buying those notes (i.e., treasury certificates and bonds). In other 
words, the U.S. government is loaning money to the U.S. government!  

This boggles the mind of any sane person because what this amounts to is that the U.S. has started to simply create 
a kind of 'magic' money out of thin air — which means that the value of the dollar must continue to fall internationally 
as investors around the world become ever more reluctant to buy U.S. Treasury certificates and bonds — which 
means that interest rates will have to rise in order to get people to buy them -- which means that interest rates, 
generally, will rise (on mortgages, auto loans, business loans, etc., which in turn means that businesses will be ever 
more reluctant (at those high interest rates) to borrow money for new equipment, employees, and expansion, which 
then means ever higher unemployment rates and ever lower wages. 

"In 2008 and 2009, 50 separate Federal programs offered $23 trillion in loans, grants, or asset guarantees to the 
financial sector." This statement was buried in paragraph 11 of 12 paragraphs in a joint statement that California 
Senator Barbara Boxer and Virginia Senator Jim Webb issued demanding taxing TARP monies executives used to 
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compensate themselves. That's more than 30 times more than the official $700 billion that Congress authorized to bail 
out the big banks and failed Wall Street financial houses. The $700 billion figure tossed out quickly became etched in 
financial stone. President Bush, President Obama, Congress, Wall Street, and the banking industry, and every 
financial pundit, duly cited the $700 billion payout as the maximum that taxpayers would be stuck with. Now, almost 
as an afterthought, Webb and Boxer casually toss out the $23 trillion number. What kind of sleight of hand is going on 
here? 

The agencies that seem to have shoved vastly more money to the banks than widely disclosed were known as early 
as April 2009. In testimony before the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee, Tarp's Inspector 
General listed the agencies and the projected dollar amounts. 

Federal Reserve — 6.8 trillion                                                         Treasury Non-Tarp — 4.4 trillion 

National Credit Union, Veterans Affairs, the Government National Mortgage Assn, the Federal Housing  
Administration, Federal Housing Finance Agency — 7.2 trillion 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corp (FDIC) — 2.3 Trillion                      US Treasury — 7.4 trillion 

Several house reps screamed loud then that the treasury had stonewalled every effort to find out exactly how 
much of the cash the treasury actually doled out to the banks and financial houses. Nearly a year later they 
still really don't know. The issue from the beginning has been transparency or the absence of it by the 
treasury. Congress has failed to force the federal agencies to tell what they have spent and how they spent it. 
At the time of his congressional testimony last April, the Tarp inspector general had 35 criminal and civil 
investigations of banks and financial houses for accounting fraud, securities fraud, insider trading, mortgage 
service misconduct, mortgage fraud and public corruption, false statement and tax investigations going, but 
this wasn't enough to trigger bells and whistles that treasury had grossly low-balled the figures on the 
bailout.  [http://www.opednews.com/articles/Bail-out-Could-Cost-Taxpay-by-earl-ofari hitchin-100205-916-html]          

Because of all this, foreign nations are starting to see themselves as likely being stuck with largely worthless IOUs 
under conditions where — if they move to stop the U.S. free lunch — the dollar will plunge and their dollar holdings 
will fall in value relative to their own domestic currencies and other currencies... So when Mr. Geithner put on his 
serious face and told an audience at Peking University in early June that he believed in a "strong dollar" and China's 
U.S. investments therefore were safe and sound, he was greeted with derisive laughter. 

The nations meeting at Yekaterinburg are taking steps to avoid being the unwilling recipients of yet more dollars. 
Seeing that U.S. global hegemony cannot continue without spending power that they themselves supply, 
governments are attempting to hasten what Chalmers Johnson called "the sorrows of empire" in his book by that 
name, he's referring, of course, to the bankruptcy of the U.S. financial-military world order. If China, Russia, and their 
nonaligned allies have their way, the United States will no longer live off the savings of others (in the form of its own 
recycled dollars) nor have the money for unlimited military expenditures and adventures... U.S. officials wanted to 
attend the Yekaterinburg meeting as observers. They were told “No.” It's a word that Americans will hear much more 
in the future.  [www.Michael hudson.com/articles/globalism/090614DedollarizationDismantlingEmpire.hmtl] 

Comments on this article by Technocrat and Authorized Speaker Ron Miller:   

I have seen some discussion about this before.  It seems to me that the BRIC countries really want to be a little more 
financially free of the U.S.  It is hard to blame them... As the major international financial organizations are dominated, 
if not completely controlled, by the U.S.  When the U.S. makes a loan, they usually insist on U.S. companies, but even 
worse is they order them to restructure their economies in ways that they don’t like.  A lot of both South American 
nations and African nations would like to at least have more choices.  If one wants to see how well U.S. promoted 
policies really work, all one has to do is look at Haiti.  Those people were wrecked before the earthquake, and it was 
the U.S. that did it.  People might be more willing to listen if, when they do take our advice, it didn’t result in a total 
disaster.  We know how well our theories work by looking at our own country.  I remember Blankfien’s testimony to 
Congress.  When he was asked what happened to the economic system, he said “well, every few years these things 
happen.”  Congressman Waxman was incredulous — “you’re saying this was an act of God!”?  The real problem is 
that these guys simply cannot hear anything that disagrees with the way they see the world.  They prefer Alice in 
Wonderland to the real world.  For some odd reason others really don’t believe them.                                                                                               
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We live in a time of confusion as to the way forward.  Is the Technocratic design still valid? This 
item is offered as 'A Note of Interest' to members and others... Walt Fryers (Technocrat) 
 
With the prospect of a Peak Oil crisis, a common response by writers of books and websites and other media is to 
promote return to small farms, kitchen gardens, neighborhood products, hand tools, etc.  Howard Scott had a different 
response:   'The Words and Wisdom of Howard Scott', Vol.2, p.486. 'Birthday talk, New York, 4 April, 1953':   
 
Question: "The time may come, then, presumably, when the inauguration of a technate would be technologically 
difficult because the resource base would have been exhausted before the change....?" 
  
Answer:  "You still have to do it.”  It would be more imperative than ever, because the only way you would live 
would be to do it. Don't think this continent can go back to human toil and hand tools. The only thing is, the 
longer it is delayed, the more drastic it is going to be when it happens." (Emphasis... Walt Fryers) 
                                                                                                           
                                                                                                 <><><><><><><><> 

The Making of a Euromess, By Paul Krugman — The New York Times — February 14, 2010                                                                                                                                       

Lately, financial news has been dominated by reports from Greece and other nations on the European periphery. And 
rightly so...  But I’ve been troubled by reporting that focuses almost exclusively on European debts and deficits, 
conveying the impression that it’s all about government profligacy — and feeding into the narrative of our own deficit 
hawks, who want to slash spending even in the face of mass unemployment, and hold Greece up as an object lesson 
of what will happen if we don’t... For the truth is that lack of fiscal discipline isn’t the whole, or even the main, source of 
Europe’s troubles — not even in Greece, whose government was indeed irresponsible (and hid its irresponsibility with 
creative accounting).  

No, the real story behind the euromess lies not in the profligacy of politicians but in the arrogance of elites — 
specifically, the policy elites who pushed Europe into adopting a single currency well before the continent was ready 
for such an experiment... Consider the case of Spain, which on the eve of the crisis appeared to be a model fiscal 
citizen. Its debts were low — 43 percent of G.D.P. in 2007, compared with 66 percent in Germany. It was running 
budget surpluses. And it had exemplary bank regulation... But with its warm weather and beaches, Spain was also the 
Florida of Europe — and like Florida, it experienced a huge housing boom. The financing for this boom came largely 
from outside the country: there were giant inflows of capital from the rest of Europe, Germany in particular...  The 
result was rapid growth combined with significant inflation: between 2000 and 2008, the prices of goods and services 
produced in Spain rose by 35 percent, compared with a rise of only 10 percent in Germany. Thanks to rising costs, 
Spanish exports became increasingly uncompetitive, but job growth stayed strong thanks to the housing boom. 

Then the bubble burst. Spanish unemployment soared, and the budget went into deep deficit. But the flood of red ink 
— which was caused partly by the way the slump depressed revenues and partly by emergency spending to limit the 
slump’s human costs — was a result, not a cause, of Spain’s problems... And there’s not much that Spain’s 
government can do to make things better. The nation’s core economic problem is that costs and prices have gotten 
out of line with those in the rest of Europe. If Spain still had its old currency, the peseta, it could remedy that problem 
quickly through devaluation — by, say, reducing the value of a peseta by 20 percent against other European 
currencies. But Spain no longer has its own money, which means that it can regain competitiveness only through a 
slow, grinding process of deflation. 

Now, if Spain were an American state rather than a European country, things wouldn’t be so bad... Florida’s housing 
boom has gone bust, but Washington keeps sending the Social Security and Medicare checks... Greece, of course, is 
in even deeper trouble, because the Greeks, unlike the Spaniards, actually were fiscally irresponsible. Greece, 
however, has a small economy, whose troubles matter mainly because they’re spilling over to much bigger 
economies, like Spain’s. So the inflexibility of the euro, not deficit spending, lies at the heart of the crisis. 

Long before the euro came into being, economists warned that Europe wasn’t ready for a single currency. But these 
warnings were ignored, and the crisis came... Now what? A breakup of the euro is very nearly unthinkable, as a sheer 
matter of practicality. As Berkeley’s Barry Eichengreen puts it, an attempt to reintroduce a national currency would 
trigger “the mother of all financial crises.” So the only way out is forward: to make the euro work, Europe needs to 
move much further toward political union, so that European nations start to function more like American States. What 
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we’ll probably see over the next few years is a painful process of muddling through: bailouts accompanied by 
demands for savage austerity, all against a background of very high unemployment, perpetuated by the grinding 
deflation I already mentioned... It’s an ugly picture. But it’s important to understand the nature of Europe’s fatal flaw. 
The fundamental problem was hubris, the arrogant belief that Europe could make a single currency work despite 
strong reasons to believe that it wasn’t ready.    

        (The Economy Must Expand) - One reason we can never have true prosperity in a Price System!                                                                                                                                                                
No entity has the necessary money to take care of its need. The bigger the entity, i.e., government, the greater the 
need for money to carry out its projects. Money then becomes a commodity and a return — Profit — has to be made. 
This is referred to as interest. This, in turn, means this money has to be recouped, plus a margin to ensure enough 
reserves to cover future needs for loans. This must result in higher taxes, or profits to make this expansion possible. 
Of course, too much results in higher taxes or leads to inflation — too little, a depression. 

Authorized Speaker John Darvill  

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

The Sham Recovery:   By Robert Reich, Robert Reichs Blog   March 12, 2010 

Are we finally in a recovery? Who's "we," kemosabe? Big global companies, Wall Street, and high-income Americans 
who hold their savings in financial instruments are clearly doing better. As to the rest of us —- small businesses along 
Main Streets and middle- and lower-income Americans — forget it... Business cheerleaders naturally want to 
emphasize the positive. They assume the economy runs on optimism and that if average consumers think the 
economy is getting better, they'll empty their wallets more readily and — presto! — the economy will get better. The 
cheerleaders fail to understand that regardless of how people feel, they won't spend if they don't have the money. 

The U.S. economy grew at a 5.9 percent annual rate in the fourth quarter of 2009. That sounds good until you realize 
GDP figures are badly distorted by structural changes in the economy. For example, part of the increase is due to 
rising health care costs. When WellPoint ratchets up premiums, that enlarges the GDP, but you'd have to be out of 
your mind to consider this evidence of a recovery... Part of the perceived growth in GDP is due to rising government 
expenditures, but this is smoke and mirrors. The stimulus is reaching its peak and will be smaller in months to come, 
and a bigger federal debt eventually has to be repaid...  So when you hear some economists say the current recovery 
is following the traditional path, don't believe a word. The path itself is being used to construct the GDP data. 

Look more closely and the only ones doing better are the people and private-sector institutions at the top. Many of 
America's biggest companies are sitting on huge amounts of cash right now, but that says nothing about the health of 
the U.S. economy. Companies in the Standard & Poor 500 stock index had sales of $2.18 trillion in the fourth quarter, 
up from $2.02 trillion last year, and their earnings tripled. Why?  Mainly because they're global, and selling into fast-
growing markets in places like India, China, and Brazil...  America's biggest companies are also showing fat profits 
and productivity gains because they continue to slash payrolls and cut expenditures. Alcoa, for example, had $1.5 
billion in cash at the end of last year, double what it had on hand at the end of 2008. Sounds terrific until you realize 
how it did it: by cutting 28,000 jobs — 32 percent of workforce — and slashed capital expenditures 43 percent. 

Firms in S&P 500 are now holding a whopping $932 billion in cash and short-term investments, and they can borrow 
money cheaply. Corporate bond sales are brisk. So far in 2010, big U.S. corporations have issued $195.2 billion of 
debt, excluding government-guaranteed bonds. Does this spell a recovery? It all depends on what the big companies 
are doing with all this cash. In fact, they're doing two things that don't help at all. 

First, they're buying other companies. (Last month, Walgreen spent $618 million for New York drugstore chain Duane 
Reade; Bank of New York Mellon, $2.3 billion for PNC Financial Services; Monster, $225 million for jobs.com; 
Diamond Foods, $615 million for Kettle Foods.) This buying doesn't create new jobs. One of the first things 
companies do when they buy other companies is fire lots of people who are considered "redundant." That's where the 
so-called merger efficiencies and synergies come from, after all... The second thing big companies are doing with all 
their cash is buying back their own stock, in order to boost their share prices. There were 62 such share buybacks in 
February, valued at $40.1 billion. We're witnessing the biggest share buyback spree since Sept 2008. The major 
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beneficiaries are current shareholders, including top executives, whose pay is linked to share prices. The buybacks do 
absolutely nothing for most Americans... (None of this, by the way, is stopping supply-side fanatics from arguing 
government needs to cut taxes on big corporations in order to spur the recovery. Their argument is absurd on its face. 
Big companies don't know what to do with all their cash they have as it is. They aren't investing it in new plant and 
equipment and new jobs. So why should the government cut their taxes and enlarge their cash hoards even more?) 

The picture on Main Street is quite the opposite. Small businesses aren't selling much because they have to rely on 
American — rather than foreign — consumers, and Americans still aren't buying much... Small businesses are also 
finding it difficult to get credit. In the credit survey conducted in February by the National Federation of Independent 
Businesses, only 34 percent of small businesses reported normal and adequate access to credit. Not incidentally, the 
NFIB's "Small Business Optimism Index" fell 1.3 points last month, just about where it's been since April... That's a 
problem for most Americans. Small businesses are where the jobs are. In fact, small businesses are responsible for 
almost all job growth in a typical recovery. So, if small businesses are hurting, we're not going to see much job growth 
anytime soon. 

The Federal Reserve reported Thursday that American consumers are shedding their debts like mad. Total U.S. 
household debt, including mortgages and credit card balances, fell 1.7 percent last year, the first drop since the 
government began recording consumer debt in 1945. Much of the debt-shedding has been through default — 
consumers simply not repaying and walking away from homes and big-ticket purchases... This is hardly good news, 
but here's the Wall Street Journal's take on it: "the defaults are leaving many people with more cash to spend and 
save, jump-starting the financial rehabilitation" of the economy...  Baloney. As of end of 2009, debt averaged $43, 874 
per American, or about 122 percent of annual disposable income. Most economic analysts think a sustainable debt 
load is around 100 percent of disposable income, assuming a normal level of employment and normal access to 
credit; but unemployment is still sky-high, and it's becoming harder for most people to get new mortgages and credit 
cards — and with housing prices still in the doldrums, they can't refinance their homes or take out new loans on them. 
The day of homes as ATMs are over. 

Some cheerleaders say rising stock prices make consumers feel wealthier and therefore readier to spend, but to the 
extent most Americans have any assets at all, their net worth is mostly in their homes, and those homes are still worth 
less than they were in 2007. The "wealth effect" is relevant mainly to the richest 10 percent of Americans, most of 
whose net worth is in stocks and bonds. The top 10 percent accounted for about half of total national income in 2007, 
but they were only about 40 percent of total spending, and a sustainable recovery can't be based on the top ten 
percent. 

Add joblessness, or fear of it, that continues to haunt a large portion of the American population. Add in the trauma of 
what most of us have been through over the past year-and-a-half. Consider the extra need to save as tens of millions 
of boomers see retirement on the horizon. Bottom line: Thrifty consumers are doing the right and sensible thing by 
holding back from the malls. They saved a little over 4 percent of their disposable income in fourth quarter of 2009. In 
the months or years ahead they may save more. Right and sensible for each household, but a disaster for the 
economy as a whole. American consumers accounted for 70 percent of the total demand for goods and services in 
the American economy before the Great Recession, and a sizable chunk of world demand. 

So what happens when the stimulus is over and the Fed begins to tighten again? Where will demand come from to 
get Main Street back, create jobs, raise middle class wages? Not from big businesses. Certainly not from Wall Street. 
Not from exports. Not from government. So, where? That question is the big unknown hanging over the U.S. 
economy. Until there's an answer, an economic "recovery" for anyone other than big corporations, Wall Street, and 
the wealthy is a mirage. 
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