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‘Be Careful What You Wish For’
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, July 2, 2012)
Now that you’ve had a little time to celebrate (or cry), let’s look at some possible implications of last week’s historic
decision on the Affordable Health Care Act, though I think there will be important tweaking performed before full
implementation is reached. If government were not corrupted by health care industry money, we could have a good
bill. If Republicans wanted a good bill, we could all have one, but they will probably continue to obstruct for a while
longer…until they self-destruct or wake-up.

“Did John Roberts Give Mitt Romney a Gift?” by Marcia Angell, M.D., Huffington Post (Photo: AP)
June 29, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/marcia-angell-md/roberts-romney-health-care_b_1637397.html)

The Supreme Court's decision to uphold the Affordable Care Act, aka Obamacare, puts me in mind of the old
proverb: Be careful what you wish for. Democrats on a victory lap should watch their step, because John Roberts
may have given Mitt Romney a gift. The impact on the health system will be much smaller than the political fallout,
because with or without Obamacare, the American health system will continue to unravel -- quickly if Romney is
elected, slowly if Obama is re-elected.
First the policy, then the politics:
Obamacare is simply incapable of doing what it is supposed to do -- provide nearly universal care at an affordable
and sustainable cost. The problem is that three years ago, in his futile efforts to win over Republicans (remember
the embarrassing courtship of Olympia Snowe?), Obama gutted the law before it was even passed. He made the
private insurance companies the linchpin of the new system, and promised them millions of additional customers
and billions of taxpayer dollars. He also did nothing to rein in the profit-oriented delivery system that rewards
providers on a piecework basis for doing tests and procedures. So with all the new dollars flowing into the system
and no restraints on the way medicine is practiced, the law is inherently inflationary.
Although there are some provisions to curb the worst abuses of the insurance companies, such as excluding people
with preexisting conditions, there is nothing in the law that would stop insurers from raising premiums. A senior
executive of the industry's trade association, America's Health Insurance Plans, told me privately that that's exactly
what the companies will do if regulations cut into their profits. Thus, costs under Obamacare will almost certainly
rise even faster than at present. No reform can work well or very long if its costs are unsustainable.
In fact, it is unlikely that Obamacare will ever be fully implemented as it stands. If Romney is elected, with a
Republican Congress, it will be quickly overturned. If Obama is re-elected (and I hope he is, despite my
disappointment in his health plan), it will come apart more slowly. But unravel it will, as costs rise and it becomes
clear that there are still tens of millions of Americans priced out of the system.
Here's how the unraveling will look:
• Many of the uninsured who are subject to the mandate to purchase private insurance will choose to pay
the penalty/tax instead. That will lead the insurance companies to raise their premiums, demand that the
penalties be greater, or both. Deductibles and co-payments will increase to the point that many people will
have insurance they can't afford to use. (This is the case in Massachusetts.) Many employers will simply
stop offering health insurance, since our high unemployment means workers no longer have the leverage to
demand it, or they will stop insuring dependents (thus avoiding having to cover grown children to age 26).
In addition, because insurers have a strong financial incentive to evade the new regulations requiring them
to take all comers, it will take a huge bureaucracy to monitor them.
• Next year, states are supposed to set up insurance exchanges to pool risks and offer a menu of approved
insurance plans for individuals and small businesses. But they are unlikely to be functioning by 2014, as
called for in the law, either because Republican states simply refuse to set them up and hamper federal
efforts to step in, or because of the administrative complexities. Some states may also refuse to accept the
funds to expand Medicaid, as called for in the law, since the Supreme Court found that they could opt out
without losing their existing federal Medicaid funding. Here again, the bureaucracy necessary to aid and
monitor state compliance will be huge, diverting resources from health care. In addition, there are likely to
be multiple legal challenges to nearly all provisions of the law.
• Obamacare partially offsets the costs of federal subsidies to insurance companies and Medicaid costs by
cutting Medicare reimbursement to providers. That means hospitals and other health facilities will take a hit,
and many are already struggling.
So that's how it will unravel. There will be efforts to patch it up as we go along, but because Obamacare leaves our
current inflationary system largely in place, they are unlikely to be successful.

Now for the politics. Even though the Supreme Court decision will have little long-term effect on our health system,
the political ramifications will be great. To be sure, it's a victory for Obama, but that will be evanescent. Now the
Republicans are on the offensive, and greatly strengthened by John Roberts' insistence that the mandate is a tax,
not a penalty. Remember how hard Obama tried to avoid the T-word? Republicans are adept at painting Democrats
as tax-happy, and Roberts has helped them to do just that. Pundits wonder what got into the Chief Justice. Was he
just trying make the Supreme Court appear to be above politics, given all the recent evidence that it's not? Or did
he do a favor for Romney and the Republicans?
It's very hard to read, but I think the Democrats would have been better off if the Supreme Court had overturned
Obamacare, and I think it would have been better for our health system, as well. The base would be energized, and
Democrats would take the offensive. More important, no one would be under the illusion that the health system has
been successfully reformed, as many good liberals now are. That mistake will become clear as the system unravels.
Democrats will suffer the death of a thousand cuts, rather than a quick blow that could be blamed on our politicized
Supreme Court. If the law had been struck down, we could have started right away to work on an effective reform.
The only way to provide health care to all Americans at an affordable cost is by instituting some form of publiclyadministered nonprofit system like those in other advanced countries. After all, they manage to provide universal
care at less than half the cost, on average, and their costs are rising more slowly. I have long advocated expanding
Medicare (which is a single-payer program) gradually by lowering the eligibility age one decade at a time, while
phasing out for-profit health facilities and changing doctors' fees to reward primary care more and specialist care
less.
On July 22, 2009, Obama said in a press conference, "Now, the truth is that unless you have what's called a singlepayer system in which everybody is automatically covered, then you're probably not going to reach every single
individual." Bingo. Too bad he didn't hang on to that insight, and use his rhetorical skills to make the case strongly
to the American public. If he had fought for single-payer health care at the beginning of his administration, while he
had both houses of Congress, and mobilized public opinion behind it, he might have made it. After all, the only
thing members of Congress need more than industry money is votes.
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Don't you love the way Romney stands there telling what he would do about health care--and it's everything that's
in the ACA?! He's like a gasping fish.
20120629-08

20:52

MarthaH

“How Verrilli May Have Won Over Roberts”

“How Verrilli May Have Won Over Roberts” by Domenico Montanaro, NBC/MSNBC
June 29, 2012 (http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2012/06/29/12481922-how-verrilli-may-have-won-overroberts?lite)
After the Supreme Court’s second day of oral arguments, back on March 27, there was a sense that the justices
were not sold on the health care law.
“I think it’s very doubtful that court is going to find the health care law constitutional,” NBC’s Pete Williams said at
the time. “I don’t see five votes to find the law constitutional.”
And with good reason. The justices were very skeptical of the thrust of the government’s case -- that the mandate
was justified under the so-called “commerce clause” of the Constitution and the government’s right to regulate
markets. It was clear Chief Justice Roberts and Justice Anthony Kennedy, usually a swing vote, were skeptical of
the “commerce clause” argument, especially how it could be limited to the health care market. And star
conservative lawyer Paul Clement, who argued for the states that filed suit against the law, focused his case on it.
The rough day in court for the government led some to criticize the government’s lawyer, Solicitor General Donald
Verrilli. The Republican National Committee went so far as to mock Verrilli with this video, focusing on style -- a
pause and stammer.
But court arguments are not television anchor tryouts; they’re about the merits of an argument, and a review of the
transcript of the oral arguments from that day (with the benefit of hindsight, of course) finds Verrilli made a strong
case for the government’s taxing power. While the taxing power argument was certainly not the focus of post-oral
arguments analyses, it was the one that eventually won the day. And though Chief Justice John Roberts gave few
clues that he might be leaning toward the argument, there were some signs he might have been warmer to the
government’s case than some thought.
The heart of Verrilli’s argument, that the mandate should be considered justified under the Congress’ taxing power,
seemed to center on this point, which he made twice that day -- that the mandate would be administered by the
Internal Revenue Service, the agency responsible for taxation.
“With respect to the question of characterization,” Verrilli told Justice Scalia, “the -- this is -- in the Internal Revenue
Code, it is administered by the IRS; it is paid on your Form 1040 on April 15th.”
A few minutes later, pressed by Justice Roberts, he reiterated the point. “[I]t is in the Internal Revenue Code,”
Verrilli said. “It is collected by the IRS on April 15th.”
Verrilli fended off tough questions from nearly all the justices on the taxing power argument, from the court's
conservatives to liberals.
Some of the toughest questioning came as it related to the president and members of Congress arguing the
mandate was not a tax. But Verrilli countered that: (1) Some members of Congress did argue that the mandate
would be valid under the taxing power, and (2) that shouldn’t matter; that it’s up to the court to decide what’s
justified under the law, not the rhetoric of politicians.

With Scalia:
JUSTICE SCALIA: The president said it wasn't a tax, didn't he?
GENERAL VERRILLI: Well, Justice Scalia, what the -- two things about that. First, as it seems to me, what
matters is what power Congress was exercising. And they were -- and I think it's clear that the -- they were
exercising the tax power as well as -JUSTICE SCALIA: You're making two arguments. Number one, it's a tax; and number two, even if it isn't a
tax, it's within the taxing power. I'm just addressing the first.
GENERAL VERRILLI: What the president said -JUSTICE SCALIA: Is it a tax or not a tax? The president didn't think it was.
GENERAL VERRILLI: The president said it wasn't a tax increase because it ought to be understood as an
incentive to get people to have insurance. I don't think it's fair to infer from that anything about whether
that is an exercise of the tax power or not.
With Kagan:
JUSTICE KAGAN: I suppose, though, General, one question is whether the determined efforts of Congress
not to refer to this as a tax make a difference. I mean, you're suggesting we should just look to the practical
operation. We shouldn't look at labels. And that seems right, except that here we have a case in which
Congress determinedly said, this is not a tax, and the question is why should that be irrelevant?
GENERAL VERRILLI: I don't think that that's a fair characterization of the actions of Congress here,
Justice Kagan. On the -- December 23rd, a point of constitutional order was called, too, in fact, with respect
to this law. The floor sponsor, Senator Baucus, defended it as an exercise of the taxing power. In his
response to the point of order, the Senate voted 60 to 39 on that proposition. The legislative history is
replete with members of Congress explaining that this law is constitutional as an exercise of the taxing
power. It was attacked as a tax by its opponents. So I don't think this is a situation where you can say that
Congress was avoiding any mention of the tax power.
It would be one thing if Congress explicitly disavowed an exercise of the tax power. But given that it hasn't done so,
it seems to me that it's -- not only is it fair to read this as an exercise of the tax power, but this Court has got an
obligation to construe it as an exercise of the tax power, if it can be upheld on that basis.
Scalia again pressed Verrilli in a somewhat testy exchange. But Verrilli held his own. Ultimately, Scalia backed down,
albeit with a sarcastic conclusion:
JUSTICE SCALIA: You're saying that all the discussion we had earlier about how this is one big uniform
scheme and the Commerce Clause, blah, blah, blah, it really doesn't matter. This is a tax and the Federal
Government could simply have said, without all of the rest of this legislation, could simply have said,
everybody who doesn't buy health insurance at a certain age will be taxed so much money, right?
GENERAL VERRILLI: It -- it used its powers together to solve the problem of the market not -JUSTICE SCALIA: Yes, but you didn't need that.
GENERAL VERRILLI: -- providing affordable coverage -JUSTICE SCALIA: You didn't need that. If it's a tax, it's only -- raising money is enough.
GENERAL VERRILLI: It is justifiable under its tax power.

JUSTICE SCALIA: Okay. Extraordinary.
And perhaps most telling, here’s Verrilli’s most extended exchange with Roberts on taxing authority in which Verrilli
admits the likely political considerations for the president and members of Congress not calling it a tax.
That admission may have clarified things and won the day.
Note Roberts’ conclusion:
CHIEF JUSTICE ROBERTS: Why didn't Congress call it a tax, then?
GENERAL VERRILLI: Well -CHIEF JUSTICE ROBERTS: You're telling me they thought of it as a tax, they defended it on the tax
power. Why didn't they say it was a tax?
GENERAL VERRILLI: They might have thought, Your Honor, that calling it a penalty as they did would
make it more effective in accomplishing its objectives. But it is in the Internal Revenue Code, it is collected
by the IRS on April 15th. I don't think this is a situation in which you can say -CHIEF JUSTICE ROBERTS: Well, that's the reason. They thought it might be more effective if they called
it a penalty.
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Re: “How Verrilli May Have Won Over Roberts” (reply to MarthaH, above)

If Verrilli did pull this out, he redeemed himself for his performance before the SC. I'm sure he'll sleep better now.
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Re: “How Verrilli May Have Won Over Roberts” (reply to Pam, above)

I'm really not sure Verrilli had much to do with it either way. These are the Supreme's and hopefully they are all
(well maybe not Thomas) pretty familiar with Constitutional law. Not sure some lawyer's arguments would make
much difference.
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Graphic: The U.S. Stands Almost Entirely Alone Among Developed
Nations That Lack Universal Health Care

From our partners at The Atlantic: The U.S. stands almost entirely alone among developed nations that lack
universal health care. (http://wapo.st/MJE0Cu.)
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“Why Economic Conservatives Should Support the Individual Mandate in
Health Care”

“Why Economic Conservatives Should Support the Individual Mandate in Health Care” by Regina E. Herzlinger,
Huffington Post
June 29, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/28/average-health-care-tax_n_1635119.html?utm_hp_ref=business)
Although many conservatives are gnashing their teeth about the Supreme Court's upholding the individual mandate,
had it not been upheld, their worst nightmares would have occurred: government would have required hundreds of
billions in additional taxes to pay for the health care of the sick.
Why We Need an Individual Mandate
• Health care expenditures roughly follow Pareto's Law: 20 percent of users spend 80 percent of the money.
If the healthy 80 percent do not buy health insurance, the sick 20 percent will not be able to afford it. In
2009, the average expenses of the sick enrolled in State high-risk pools ranged from $8,000 to $24,000.
Even the top 10 percent of taxpayers, with incomes over $110,000, could barely afford these sums.
• Sick people are insured presently because 40 percent of them are in Medicare and 97 percent of the rest
are covered by employers or Medicaid .The healthy people in these insurance pools subsidize the costs of
the sick ones. But many employers, weary of uncontrolled and unpredictable health care costs, will likely
soon switch to a pension-like defined contribution system, cashing out employees with the value of
employer-sponsored insurance -- $4,500 in 2011. Absent the requirement that healthy people buy
insurance, it is likely that the individual insurance market will consist primarily of sick people. They will have
$4,500 to buy a policy with average expenses of up to $24,000. Good luck with that one.

• Absent an individual mandate, instead of buying their own insurance, most of the sick will qualify for
subsidized coverage either in the public health insurance exchanges created under health care reform or in
Medicaid. Staggering sums, hundreds of billions, in additional tax revenues will be required to support them.
• Further, government payment for sick people's health care expenses will diminish the massive venture
capital investment needed for developing genomically -- derived therapies. We stand at the brink of a
revolution in medicine which may well replace current barbaric therapies (painful, invasive surgery;
radiation; and chemotherapy for cancer, for example) with drugs which can palliate and perhaps cure
genetically -- linked diseases. But, like most new technologies, these are hugely expensive to develop, and,
initially, to manufacture. Remember the prices of the first cell phones? Savvy private equity investors will be
leery of funding this sector when the primary customer for its products is a government. They all know that
the UK, with its government-controlled National Health Service, buys expensive cancer drugs at rates like
those of far smaller and poorer nations.
Why an Individual Mandate Is Feasible
• Some also claim that enforcing the individual mandate is infeasible, but Switzerland's 97% enrollment rate
for its version of the individual mandate indicates its feasibility. The Swiss achieve this compliance through
straight forward techniques: tax filings indicate whether health insurance was purchased (it is tax-deductible
there); the canton buys health insurance for the uninsured and bills them; and welshers are sued under
laws that allow confiscations of property.
• Some may view the Swiss as more law-abiding than we, but a 2011 cross-country analysis of the
percentage of the GDP in the shadow economy found the U.S. to have the lowest percentage.
• Fiscal conservatives have plenty of reasons to deplore other aspects of the health care reform legislation.
By expanding coverage, it will add trillions to our already bloated, uncompetitive health care system and the
cost -- controls in the legislation are either worrisome (as, for example, with the Independent Payment
Advisory Board, which allows a handful of people, rather than the American public, to cap health care
expenses), or unrealistic, relying on a rearrangement of the deck chairs of the Titanic, the present U.S.
health care delivery system, to control costs.
But the individual mandate deserves economic conservatives' support, not their dissention.
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“Health Care 'Tax' Would Average $1,000 a Year, Though Few
Americans Will Pay”

“Health Care 'Tax' Would Average $1,000 a Year, Though Few Americans Will Pay” by Ben Hallman, Huffington Post
June 28, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/28/average-health-care-tax_n_1635119.html?utm_hp_ref=business)
It's a mandate, it's a penalty -- no, wait, it's a tax.
In upholding the constitutionality of the Affordable Care Act as a tax, the Supreme Court on Thursday framed how
the giant health care law is likely to be characterized throughout the 2012 election.
So how much will the mandate cost the uninsured and who will be forced to pay? We looked at estimates provided
by the Congressional Budget Office for 2016, when the penalties will be in full effect.
The short answer, for readers allergic to lots of numbers: not many people. In 2010, the CBO estimated that about
4 million Americans would be subject to a penalty or a tax. That's about how many Filipino-Americans there are or
residents of Los Angeles. The average tax penalty will be $1,000 per year.

So who won't be paying a penalty in 2016? The biggest group will be the 159 million people who receive health
insurance through an employer. Next in the lineup will be the 49 million Americans whose insurance will be paid by
Medicaid (including 15 million new enrollees as a result of the new law) and the 28 million people who will buy
health insurance on the private market (an uptick from the 25 million today). Another 20 million taxpayers will buy
insurance on the new exchanges, according to the CBO. (Here's a nifty graphic from The New York Times showing
projections for 2020.)
According to the CBO's most recent estimates, that leaves 26 million Americans in 2016 who will be uninsured and
thus possibly liable for paying a penalty. But there are exemptions -- lots and lots of them. American Indians will be
exempt, as will be prisoners and illegal immigrants. So, too, will be people opposed for religious reasons. Workers
with an income low enough that they don't have to file a tax return will be exempt as will be anyone whose
premium would exceed a specific share of their income -- initially 8 percent.
Collections from penalties will total about $4 billion a year, according to the CBO. The penalty in 2016 will be a flat
$695 or 2.5 percent of household income, whichever is higher.
Wealthier people who forgo insurance will pay the most. Households with an income above 400 percent of the
poverty level, currently about $96,000, will have to chip in 66 percent of the total penalty amount, according to the
CBO. A family would not be required to pay more than $2,085, regardless of the circumstances.
There are two important qualifiers to this analysis: The CBO's estimates of how many taxpayers will pay a penalty
was based on a 2010 estimate that 21 million Americans in 2016 won't have insurance. A more recent estimate,
from earlier this year, projected that 26 million taxpayers won't have insurance but did not calculate the expected
penalties or how many would pay one. The difference could skew the numbers, with the most likely result that the
estimate of 4 million penalty payers by 2016 is a little low.
The Supreme Court also ruled that states can opt out without risk of losing federal support for Medicaid; this means
that some may do so, thus lowering the number of new Medicaid enrollees. It isn't clear how or whether that might
influence how many individuals will have to pay the penalty. The CBO website noted on Thursday that the agency is
evaluating the impact of the Supreme Court's decision.
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“What Health Ruling Means Next for Patients”

“What Health Ruling Means Next for Patients” by Mary Agnes Carey, KHN/MSNBC
June 28, 2012, (http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/48000032/ns/health-health_care/t/what-health-ruling-means-nextpatients/)
The Supreme Court Thursday upheld the 2010 federal health care law, dismissing the challenge by states to the
law’s requirement that individuals get insurance. The justices, however, did give states the right to opt out of a
critical provision requiring them to expand Medicaid programs for the poor and disabled.
The decision will have sweeping ramifications for consumers, state officials, employers and health care providers,
including hospitals and doctors.
While some of the key features don't kick in until 2014, the still-controversial law has already altered the health care
industry and established a number of consumer benefits.
Here's an FAQ about some of the law's provisions that are already up and running as well as major features of
what's to come.
Q: I don't have health insurance. Under the law, will I have to buy it and what happens if I don’t?

A: Right now, you are not required to have health insurance. But beginning in 2014, most people will have
to have it or pay a fine. For individuals, the penalty would start at $95 a year, or up to 1 percent of income,
whichever is greater, and rise to $695, or 2.5 percent of income, by 2016.
For families the penalty would be $2,085 or 2.5 percent of household income, whichever is greater by 2016
and beyond. The requirement to have coverage can be waived for several reasons, including financial
hardship or religious beliefs.
Millions of additional people will qualify for Medicaid or federal subsidies to buy insurance under the law.
Q: I get my health coverage at work and I'd like to keep my current plan. Will I be able to do that? How will my
plan be affected by the health law?
A: If you get insurance through your job, it is likely to stay that way. But, just as before the law was
passed, your employer is not obligated to keep the current plan and may change premiums, deductibles, copays and network coverage.
You may have seen some law-related changes already. For example, most plans now ban lifetime coverage
limits and include a guarantee that an adult child up to age 26 who can't get health insurance at a job can
stay on her parents' health plan.
Q: What are some other parts of the law that are now in place?
A: You are likely to be eligible for preventive services with no out-of-pocket costs, such as breast cancer
screenings and cholesterol tests.
Health plans can't cancel your coverage once you get sick – a practice known as "rescission" – unless you
committed fraud when you applied for coverage.
Children with pre-existing conditions cannot be denied coverage. This will apply to adults in 2014.
Insurers will have to provide rebates to consumers if they spend less than 80 to 85 percent of premium
dollars on medical care.
Some existing plans, if they haven't changed significantly since passage of the law, do not have to abide by
certain parts of the law. For example, these "grandfathered" plans can still charge beneficiaries part of the
cost for preventive services.
If you're currently in one of these plans, and your employer makes significant changes, such as raising your
out-of-pocket costs, the plan would then have to abide by all aspects of the health law.
Q: I want health insurance but I can’t afford it. What will I do?
A: Depending on your income, you might be eligible for Medicaid. Currently, in most states nonelderly
adults without minor children don't qualify for Medicaid. But beginning in 2014, the federal government is
offering to pay the cost of an expansion in the programs so that anyone with an income at or lower than
133 percent of the federal poverty level, (which based on current guidelines would be $14,856 for an
individual or $30,656 for a family of four) will be eligible for Medicaid. The Supreme Court said that states
cannot be forced to make that change.
Q: What if I make too much money for Medicaid but still can't afford to buy insurance?
A: You might be eligible for government subsidies to help you pay for private insurance sold in the statebased insurance marketplaces, called exchanges, slated to begin operation in 2014. Exchanges will sell
insurance plans to individuals and small businesses.

These premium subsidies will be available for individuals and families with incomes between 133 percent
and 400 percent of the poverty level, or $14,856 to $44,680 for individuals and $30,656 to $92,200 for a
family of four (based on current poverty guidelines).
Q: Will it be easier for me to get coverage even if I have health problems?
A: Insurers will be barred from rejecting applicants based on health status once the exchanges are
operating in 2014.
Q: I own a small business. Will I have to buy health insurance for my workers?
A: No employer is required to provide insurance. But starting in 2014, businesses with 50 or more
employees that don't provide health care coverage and have at least one full-time worker who receives
subsidized coverage in the health insurance exchange will have to pay a fee of $2,000 per full-time
employee. The firm's first 30 workers would be excluded from the fee.
However, if you have a firm with 50 or fewer people you won't face any penalties.
In addition, if you own a small business, the health law offers a tax credit to help cover the cost. Employers
with 25 or fewer full-time workers who earn an average yearly salary of $50,000 or less today can get tax
credits of up 35 percent of the cost of premiums. The credit increases to 50 percent in 2014.
Q: I'm over 65. How does the legislation affect seniors?
A: The law is narrowing a gap in the Medicare Part D prescription drug plan known as the "doughnut hole."
That's when seniors who have paid a certain initial amount in prescription costs have to pay for all of their
drug costs until they spend a total of $4,700 for the year. Then the plan coverage begins again.
That coverage gap will be closed entirely by 2020. Seniors will still be responsible for 25 percent of their
prescription drug costs.
The law also has expanded Medicare's coverage of preventive services, such as screenings for colon,
prostate and breast cancer, which are now free to beneficiaries. Medicare will also pay for an annual
wellness visit to the doctor.
The health law reduced the federal government's payments to Medicare Advantage plans, run by private
insurers as an alternative to the traditional Medicare. Medicare Advantage costs more per beneficiary than
traditional Medicare. Critics of those payment cuts say that could mean the private plans may not offer
many extra benefits, such as free eyeglasses, hearing aids and gym memberships that they now provide.
Q: Will I have to pay more for my health care because of the law?
A: No one knows for sure. Even supporters of the law acknowledge its steps to control health costs, such as
incentives to coordinate care better, may take a while to show significant savings. Opponents say the law’s
additional coverage requirements will make health insurance more expensive for individuals and for the
government.
That said, there are some new taxes and fees. For example, starting in 2013, individuals with earnings
above $200,000 and married couples making more than $250,000 will pay a Medicare payroll tax of 2.35
percent, up from the current 1.45 percent, on income over those thresholds. In addition, higher-income
people will face a 3.8 percent tax on unearned income, such as dividends and interest.
Starting in 2018, the law will also impose a 40 percent excise tax on the portion of most employersponsored health coverage (excluding dental and vision) that exceeds $10,200 a year and $27,500 for
families. The tax has been dubbed a "Cadillac" tax because it hits the most generous plans.
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From the Right: “The Healthcare Myths We Must Confront”

Here is an article my conservative friend sent me. It's an interesting read, if only to clarify what I, for one, argue
against. I want to do a complete, thoughtful rebuttal to this, but that will take me some time. Meanwhile, have at
it.
“The Healthcare Myths We Must Confront” by Cliff Asness, The American
June 29, 2012, (http://www.american.com/archive/2012/june/the-healthcare-myths-we-must-confront)
As debate about whether ObamaCare is a good idea continues, rejecting four major misconceptions about
healthcare is crucial to any chance of our eventually emerging with a better system.
In the wake of the Supreme Court’s ObamaCare decision, we must refocus. The Court’s decision was never about
whether ObamaCare was a good idea, only about whether it was constitutional. The Court found a convoluted way
to uphold the law.
That’s done, but the debate on whether ObamaCare’s provisions are good ideas will continue. To date, this debate
has been unable to shake off a lot of mythology—things believed about healthcare and our healthcare system in
general, or ObamaCare specifically—that simply are not so.
The goals of healthcare reform—covering more Americans, improving outcomes, and doing so more cost
effectively—are all laudable, but are all hampered by the continued belief in these myths. Rejecting these
misconceptions is crucial to any chance of our eventually emerging with a better system.
Myth #1: Healthcare prices have soared in the recent past.
If we choose to subsidize a portion of the population we should do so openly, using taxation and government
spending, which at least shines sunlight on the cost, not through tricky regulation that hides it.
Everyone knows that healthcare prices have soared, but everyone may well be wrong. The statistics we see are
always about the amount we spend on healthcare, not the price of healthcare. Consider a comparison of healthcare
in the 1950s versus today. In the 1950s, you had none of the subsequent developments in pharmaceuticals,
surgery, diagnosis, etc. How much would you pay for that versus today’s healthcare? Not so much, I’m guessing. In
fact, if you look around the world, in impoverished countries you can probably find a reasonable facsimile of this
1950s healthcare at a low cost. While this example is intentionally extreme, the measurement problem it illustrates
is important. The quality of the best healthcare has soared over time. This measurement problem is not unique to
healthcare. Measuring the price inflation in computers is incredibly difficult. If the price of a laptop today is the
same as 20 years ago, but the laptop is ridiculously better now, hasn’t the price really fallen dramatically?
Consider another hypothetical. Imagine we develop a cure for all cancers that costs a flat $1 million per person and
works perfectly. Let’s assume this is more than the total cost to treat these cancers otherwise. In this case, the
amount we spend on healthcare will likely rise dramatically, because it just got much better and we chose to spend
more on it. The cure we are talking about did not exist before now, so it does not make sense to ask whether the
price rose. Here’s a better question. Are we better off even though we are spending much more on healthcare? Yes,
we are, although some will cite the dramatic rise in our healthcare spending and demand that action be taken.
One more, and let’s get really simple. In the olden days, our great-grandparents might have had one pair of reading
glasses. Now, many of us have one pair at home, one in the car, one at work, etc. Because we are more
prosperous we spend more on reading glasses than our forebears, even though the price has not necessarily
changed. Again, there is a gigantic difference between what we spend on something and its price. And again, the
comparison of old and new prices is particularly vexing in healthcare because most of the healthcare we buy was
not even invented when our great-grandparents were ill.

In these days of horrible discord, partisanship, and uncivil discourse (actually very much like the other 200+ years
of the Republic) it is nice to know we can all still get together to rally around a really dumb idea.
The above is highly relevant to our ongoing debate because the “soaring price of healthcare” is often cited as a
reason we desperately need reform, perhaps radical reform. Even if correctly referred to as the “soaring cost of
healthcare,” this is presented as an unambiguously bad thing, when that is certainly false. It’s bad when it’s a
function of waste or monopoly power gained through cronyism—undoubtedly part of our system and, as usual, with
government the main culprit—but not bad when it’s the result of improvement, undoubtedly a huge component
over time. The price of healthcare over time is hard to accurately measure, but those screaming about the price
soaring are probably wrong.
Myth #2: The pre-ObamaCare system was ‘insurance’.
It was not a system of insurance. Insurance, as practiced everywhere else but healthcare, is about catastrophes.
What we had was a government-subsidized payment plan funneled through insurance companies.
OK, this part is going to sting a bit. I never promised you there would be no math. Let’s step back a bit and talk
about how insurance works. Few of us buy insurance because we expect to make money on the deal. No, the
insurance company expects to profit and we expect to lose a bit. Free marketers and socialists can both surely
agree that the insurance companies expect to profit. Well, how do they profit? It’s statistics (I told you it would
sting). If they sell 1,000 policies that pay out $100,000 but only 1 percent of the time, they on average pay out
$1,000,000 (1,000 policies times a $100,000 payoff times 1 percent, as 99 percent of the time they don’t pay). If
they sell them for $1,100 each they take in 1,000 x $1,100 or $1,100,000 and will make a profit of $100,000. But
despite the insurance company profiting, insurance can often be a great deal for you. You take out insurance
because there are events that would cause you severe financial hardship—for instance, the totaling of a car you
can’t afford to replace, the death of your family’s bread winner, or the destruction of your house. It’s worth
overpaying a bit to avoid catastrophic financial consequences. We often call insurance like this “catastrophic,” as
you’re only paying a small amount to insure against improbable but devastating events. Actually, we usually don’t
bother to even call it “catastrophic insurance.” We usually just call it “insurance,” as that’s how it almost always
works… except in healthcare!
The insurance companies’ expected profits are not without risk. Companies compete on premiums to see who can
sell the insurance for the lowest price while still being profitable, and, importantly, they compete on “underwriting.”
Underwriting is attempting to assess risks and charge consumers most accurately, charging more for expensive,
more probable risks, and less for the opposite (in my example above, I pretended we knew these risks; in reality,
the insurance company has to guess at them). The insurance companies that predict more accurately are generally
more profitable, and those that are woefully inaccurate go out of business.
Everyone knows that healthcare prices have soared, but everyone may well be wrong. The statistics we see are
always about the amount we spend on healthcare, not the price of healthcare.
Let’s get back to healthcare. Due primarily to the tax subsidy given to employer-provided healthcare (a bipartisan,
so-far-untouchable disaster), catastrophic health insurance is not Americans’ norm. Rather, employers provide
essentially all healthcare from basic health maintenance and symptom relief to the most expensive life-saving
procedures, and they do it because the government massively subsidizes this approach.
This is odd. You don’t go to your car insurer to fill your car with gas or to your homeowner’s insurance company to
change a light bulb. Why do you go to your health insurance company for everyday medical services? That is not
insurance, it is tax-subsidized provision of all your healthcare needs, and it causes two of our system’s biggest
problems. 1) Health coverage is not portable, as it’s employer-provided, and 2) consumers are insulated from the
cost of basic healthcare because they don’t pay directly for services. Educated consumers spending their own
money would be far better shoppers for healthcare. Also, I wish I wasn’t asked for a $5 co-pay after a doctor’s
appointment. Ask me to pay at least $200 or nothing. Paying $5 for a prostate exam is demeaning to both parties.
Why does this matter? ObamaCare sets out to fix health insurance, and to provide it to more people. Laudable
goals. But the system we had was not badly managed health insurance. It wasn’t insurance at all. ObamaCare does

not throw out the crazy system we had in favor of real insurance, which would actually work, but rather enshrines
and extends all the problems of an insane healthcare payment system masquerading as insurance and built as a tax
dodge.
Myth #3: Stopping insurance companies from charging based on pre-existing conditions is the one good part of
ObamaCare.
Even many Republicans fall for this one, perhaps because it polls well. In these days of horrible discord,
partisanship, and uncivil discourse (actually very much like the other 200+ years of the Republic) it is nice to know
we can all still get together to rally around a really dumb idea.
The comparison of old and new prices is particularly vexing in healthcare because most of the healthcare we buy
was not even invented when our great-grandparents were ill.
Most of the economic function of any insurance company is precisely about assessing the expected economic cost
of a pre-existing condition, and charging based on it. Whether your house is a firetrap or fireproof is a pre-existing
condition for homeowner’s insurance. Whether you’re 90 years old or 20 years old is a pre-existing condition for life
insurance. Whether you have a good driving record in a modern car with airbags and that cool new blind-spot
indicator thingy, or you are Lindsay Lohan, is a pre-existing condition for auto insurance.
If it’s affordable to them, people should pay the cost of their own pre-existing conditions in all these instances. After
all, sad or happy as their state may be, it is their state and not other people’s. Furthermore, economic efficiency is
enhanced as, among other reasons, consumers have some control over many, though not nearly all, pre-existing
conditions. An insurance company of any kind exists mainly to price these pre-existing conditions accurately,
diversify across customers, and then do a lot of paperwork. This accurate pricing is the hard and economically
valuable part of what an insurance company does. It’s really their main economic function. Yet ObamaCare bizarrely
seeks to remove this benefit, while retaining insurance companies for, what, their famous customer service?
I snuck in something above, and I can sense the progressive reader ready to pounce: the phrase “if it’s affordable
to them.” The trillion dollar question is what about those who can’t afford it? Well, society should debate that
openly. Progressives can argue for a lot of help for those who can’t afford paying for their own pre-existing
conditions, libertarians can argue for much less, and conservatives, if they haven’t learned from their recent history,
can base their argument on whether they are currently running the government and will get credit for providing the
goodies. But, if we decide to subsidize the unfortunate, as is likely to some degree, we should do so directly
through taxation and government largesse. No matter what the final decision on the amount of subsidy, this way is
at least honest. In contrast, ObamaCare hides a massive government transfer program from those without these
conditions to those with them. Besides basic dishonesty, hiding costs always leads to bad decisions.
ObamaCare is asking some Americans to pay large amounts for others, and is trying to hide it as private insurance
premiums rather than admit it is bigger government. It’s simply a scam for ObamaCare to not count programs like
these, which force some Americans to pay for others, as government spending. The mafia keeps two sets of books,
the government should only be allowed one.
The other very popular ObamaCare feature, “stay on your parents’ insurance until you are 26” (65 if you’re named
Julia) follows the same idea. Comparing a family that wants that benefit to one that doesn’t (because they don’t
have kids or their kids have their own insurance or they just don’t like their kids!), the family that wants it should
pay more, as they are consuming more valuable services. Economically, a tax on everyone to pay for those who
want to keep their kids on their insurance until they are 26 would essentially do the same thing as ObamaCare
here, but we’d recognize it as a large growth in government spending, a burden on those who do not desire this
benefit, and a brand new entitlement for those who do. But, again, ObamaCare hides this transfer payment through
regulating what different people pay their insurance company. Again, if we choose to subsidize a portion of the
population we should do so openly, using taxation and government spending, which at least shines sunlight on the
cost, not through tricky regulation that hides it.

Those who would call the above mean-spirited (or worse), please remember that I’m leaving wide open the
question of how generous to be, and how much government should or should not directly subsidize things like preexisting conditions and 25-year-olds without insurance, while you are intentionally hiding it.
This theme of hiding costs is consistent throughout the progressive march to bigger and bigger government. Step
number one, present great “benefits” you will bestow on the populace and present them as if you are nicer people
than the other side who want to deny these benefits. Step two, hide the costs, either through the complexities of
the tax system, or more overtly through off-the-books regulation like ObamaCare. Step three, continue to advance
the progressive myth that if government provides something, or mandates something, it’s “free.” Step four, get the
people hooked on the freebie until they are too scared to give it up even if it costs them well more than it’s worth to
them. Step five, move on to destroying the next part of our economy and freedom.
Educated consumers spending their own money would be far better shoppers for healthcare.
Finally, note that the issue with pre-existing conditions is also an artifact of the government distorting the market
away from insurance and towards employer-provided total healthcare (remember myth #2!). Consider your life
insurance. You buy it on your own, not through your employer, and it’s usually “guaranteed renewable.” When you
change employers, get sick, or just get older, you keep your policy and your premiums stay steady. This is the type
of policy the free market, without massive government distortion, has produced. It would produce an analogous
successful market in health insurance if left alone. People would buy insurance when young, and that insurance
would include the right to keep buying insurance with no increase in rates due to getting sick. It’s only because you
lose your coverage when you leave an employer that we even have this problem at all. If you are getting the sense
that government is the root of our problems, not the solution, you have been paying attention.
Myth #4: Healthcare costs are very high in the United States compared to socialized countries.
Like the opening myth about soaring prices, this one is used to undermine faith in our system and open us to
radical change for the worse (ObamaCare or worse).
The statistics often cited by progressives seem to show that we spend a larger fraction of our GDP on healthcare
and don’t get better outcomes than other countries. I won’t argue over whether we actually spend more, but will
argue about why we sometimes spend a lot, and whether the outcomes often cited are measured fairly. Spending
more is not always bad, and is not always only because we have (somewhat) private markets.
• Many of the surveys of “outcomes” that show other countries spend less for similar or better healthcare
than the United States are just intentionally disingenuous (i.e., they lie). The ultimate example is the U.N.’s
2000 World Health Report, which has been extensively cited by progressives and the media. Yet there are
concrete examples of its anti-American bias. For instance, the study included high-speed auto fatalities and
murders in their assessment of a country’s life expectancy, and then progressives cited that life expectancy
to indict the U.S. healthcare system. Well, Americans drive more often on a more extensive highway system
than most others, and we sadly have more crime than many. Reputable studies exclude these fatalities as,
while tragic, they are not the fault of the healthcare system and should not be used to judge or modify the
healthcare system. With these fatalities excluded, the U.S. ranks 1st in the world on life expectancy. With
them included, we rank 19th, as reported in the 2000 study cited so often by ObamaCare advocates. The
studies of infant mortality may be even worse, with the comparisons of what constitutes a live birth (and
thus an opportunity for mortality) substantially different across countries, with the United States holding
itself to the highest standard (and thus producing worse statistics). But, this does not stop enemies of freemarket healthcare from citing warped statistics showing the United States to rank well below the truth,
while to a person they’d all opt to have their babies in the United States, particularly if it was a complex or
premature situation. That kind of hypocrisy is simply breathtaking.
Perhaps even more insidiously, most of the U.N.’s 2000 World Health Report does not really even rank
healthcare outcomes. The actual oft-quoted final rankings, with the United States ranking poorly, are an
average of many different ratings, many of them explicitly about how “socialized” or “progressive” a
healthcare system is. For instance, their rating system gives 25 percent weight to “financial fairness,” and if
one goes through their other categories you find they again are not rating who lives or dies or lives better

(you know, healthcare outcomes), but how much the healthcare system has such things as “respect for
persons” (this is part of the 12.5 percent weight they gave to “responsiveness,” which is separate from the
12.5 percent weight they gave to “responsiveness distribution,” whatever on Earth that is). The report goes
further, judging these things with such objective measures as “respect for dignity” and “autonomy.” In total,
more than 60 percent of a country’s score in this survey was some measure of progressive desires, not what
you or I would call a healthcare outcome. And, as in our auto example above, much of the rest contained
expressly anti-American flaws. That we pay for the United Nations to lie about us is a topic for another day.
In other words, in this often-cited study, and in many others created by the international progressive
community, the U.S. healthcare system has been ranked low solely for not being one of socialized medicine.
Personally, when I am told how the United States ranks on healthcare “outcomes,” I want it to be about
whether my kids get good treatment, not about where we stand on the U.N.’s politically correct progressive
agenda. But it’s this and other similar nonsense that the Obama team cited again and again to denigrate the
U.S. system and push the case for radical reform. In summary, they say “we have done a survey and found
we must reform our system and become more socialist, because the survey says we are not socialist
enough.” That’s how they argue. Really.
• Part of the reason we spend more is other countries have price controls and we don’t. For instance, they
restrict the amount drug companies can charge much more than we do. That sounds great; price controls
save us money! But if nobody pays for new drugs, they don’t ever get created. Without these controls, our
consumers here indeed pay more, but that funds much of the life-saving and life-extending healthcare
innovation available for Americans and the rest of the world. It is frankly unfair that the world is free-riding
off us. Free-riding means they let us pay for the innovation that benefits them at lower cost. But if nobody
pays for the innovation, the innovation just does not happen. If we try to free-ride off ourselves, it doesn’t
work—innovation dies for us too. U.S. consumers paying fair prices (not government restricted artificially
low prices) does lead to higher U.S. healthcare costs, but the alternative is far worse: Joining the world in
severely limiting prices, and not seeing the next generations of new innovations and improvements.
ObamaCare does not throw out the crazy system we had in favor of real insurance, which would actually
work, but rather enshrines and extends all the problems of an insane healthcare payment system
masquerading as insurance and built as a tax dodge.
• Americans lead less healthy lifestyles than much of the developed world. Americans historically value
freedom more than other countries and cultures. We value it for its own sake, even if it sometimes leads to
a worse outcome. But we mostly value it because these choices are personal. Frankly, some would sacrifice
some health to eat what they want and avoid the StairMaster. Freedom isn’t always sugar-free. Our
American choices are costing us more, and raising the healthcare cost figures progressives love to cite. But
they are our choices to make, not theirs to gainsay.
I have to add that the progressive version of healthcare, where people don’t pay their own way, where
someone else pays for their healthcare, actually pushes people to less healthy choices because they don’t
bear the financial cost themselves. The market solution would impose much more of these voluntary costs
on the individuals making them, and besides economic efficiency, would also make us healthier. Of course,
the progressives have a solution for this, too. They just go around banning some things, forcing you to do
some other things, and scheduling our mandatory jumping jacks for 5 a.m.! It’s all for our own good, of
course. Finally, if you think the recently much-discussed “can they make you eat broccoli?” hypothetical is a
crazy, extreme notion, you just have not paid any attention to progressives for the last 80 years…
• We spend more on end-of-life care than more regulated societies with socialized medicine or systems
closer to it. That’s our choice. It’s that pesky freedom thing again. How is this cost going to be reduced by
ObamaCare without introducing, how do I say it without prodding the progressive beast too sharply, well, it
rhymes with “meth manels”? But again, that those in a free system choose to spend more than those in
other less free systems on the end of their lives is not an indictment of freedom or a call for government
intervention. But it does raise our costs (and invalidates comparing these costs to others).

• The cost of a healthcare system is not just what we spend directly on it, it is also how much the
healthcare system helps or hurts the overall economy. If socialized medicine slows economic growth, then
this is part of its cost, perhaps a big part, and is left out of the simple analyses (looking at direct
expenditure divided by GDP) that are so common.
• Lawyers. We got lots, they have far fewer. We can separately debate how to design our legal system
(some of my libertarian friends advocate for a large role for lawyers), but the size and scope of legal action
here dwarfs most of the world. It leads to doctors practicing tremendous amounts of “defensive medicine.”
That is, prescribing procedures and drugs not medically called for but done to “cover their assets” in the
event they are sued. That adds a lot to our costs and can and should be addressed and debated completely
separately from much of the above. But, rather than address it directly, progressives instead simply cite how
much we spend here versus other countries, a cost driven up by trial lawyers. Of course, progressives are
tremendously supported by the trial lawyer lobby, the very group driving up these costs that progressives
then cite as an indictment of our system. It’s really quite beautiful logic, if you can learn to appreciate the
qualities of exceptionally well-designed evil.
So, the “we pay more but get nothing in return” story is simply not true. It’s beyond me to do a more thorough job
and make a perfect comparison across countries, but it’s enough to know that their story, like the story that
healthcare prices are absolutely soaring, is propaganda, and propaganda with a purpose.
In conclusion, we must remember that there are many vital things our more free American healthcare system gets
right, and more right than the less free rest of the world. If you have an adequate health plan, you often get better
care with shorter wait times here than elsewhere. If you have a truly devastating illness, you—like the rest of the
world who flocks here—get the best care possible, and healthcare a more socialized system will often declare not
cost effective and phase out. You live in the country that makes far and away the most productive innovations in
pharmaceuticals and healthcare in general—innovations made possible by the profit motive. It may sometimes be
cold comfort, but you are footing a bill that saves a lot of lives here and worldwide. And, while you might pay a lot,
getting those innovations, and also having the right to live your life as you—not as Mike Bloomberg, Barack Obama,
or a team of academics from Harvard see fit—might raise costs, but is your right as an American.
So, with the Supreme Court ruling that ObamaCare is constitutional, we’re all going to be working on fixing,
repealing, or replacing ObamaCare. Frankly, fixing our system is not as complicated as many make it out to be.
There are lots and lots of specifics I won’t cover (e.g., allowing interstate competition, the role of health savings
accounts, whether individual policies should be some level of deductible) but the big ones are 1) removing employer
deductibility and getting back to a system of individuals buying catastrophic insurance, and 2) deciding through
open debate, not sneaky regulation, how much we want to subsidize those who can’t afford adequate healthcare or
insurance, whether they are poor, have pre-existing conditions, or are adults under 26 who can’t yet pay their own
way.
Finally, as a basic input to the whole discussion, we need to understand myths #1 and #4: The rising amount we
spend on healthcare is not the same thing as rising prices, and often reflects good not bad developments, and the
costs of our system versus others are often exaggerated, and the benefits of our system often minimized, for
political purposes.
We can fix all this and maintain what’s very right about our system, and retain our freedoms, but we have to let go
of our myths first.
(Clifford S. Asness is managing and founding principal of AQR Capital Management.)
(Author’s note: Most of this essay was written before the Supreme Court decision. The Court's convoluted logic did
one thing. It made it even clearer that, as this essay contends, the "mandate" is no such thing, but rather a giant
expansion of the tax-and-spend state.)
(This article is new, but reprises some of a related, unpublished Internet working paper, "Health Care Mythology,"
available at http://www.stumblingontruth.com/, particularly myth #1 and myth #4. I’d like to thank Laurel Asness,

Aaron Brown, John Cochrane, Chris Culp, Richard Epstein, Ken French, John Liew, and Scott Metzger for some
incredibly helpful comments (though please don’t assume they all agree with every word!).)
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“The States That Are Dying for Health Care Coverage”

The list gets backwards at some point for some reason. [Fixed it, Martha.] Quite a list that has many of the antimouths on it, if you will. What are the powers that be thinking to want/try to deprive their fellow citizens of what
they take for granted. Drives me NUTS...
“The States That Are Dying for Health Care Coverage” by Alexander E.M. Hess and Samuel Weigley, 24/7 Wall St.
The lack of medical coverage in America is a serious problem as approximately 50 million people were uninsured all
through 2010. But the U.S. Supreme Court on Thursday ruled the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, which
was passed in 2010, was constitutional. The legislation, once implemented in its entirety, is expected to cover 30
million Americans currently lacking coverage.
The lack of medical insurance has had grave consequences for individuals and the nation. In 2010 alone, 26,100
people died because they had no health insurance — that amounts to 502 preventable deaths a week. However,
some states fared better than others. Based on the latest report by Families USA, a health care consumer advocacy
group, 24/7 Wall St. identified the 10 states with the highest number of deaths per 100,000 people due to a lack of
insurance.
Not surprisingly, nearly all of the states with the most residents dying due to a lack of insurance also had high
numbers of uninsured residents. Seven of the states on the list were among the 10 states with the highest
percentage of people without health coverage. Seven of the states were also in the bottom 10 for the lowest rates
of private insurance coverage.
People without health insurance often forgo medical treatment for different reasons. According to Families USA, a
supporter of President Obama’s health care reform law, uninsured adults are nearly four times more likely than
insured adults to delay or avoid preventive care screening due to cost. Uninsured adults are also nearly seven times
more likely to go without needed care due to cost than privately insured adults.
“You still see a very, very strong correlation between uninsurance and poor health-care outcomes — including
mortality — and [that is] because people aren’t getting the type of care that they need,” Kim Bailey, the research
director for Families USA, told 24/7 Wall St.
Many of the states with high death rates due to a lack of insurance also were among the poorest states in the
country. The top seven states on this list also are among the 10 states with the highest poverty rates. Every state
on this list is in the top half.
Poor health also appears to play an important role. States with high death rates due to lack of insurance had a high
percentage of people with lifestyle-related risk factors for poor health. Of the states on our list, five of them have
among the 10 highest percentages of smokers and among the 10 lowest percentages of people who eat vegetables
at least three times a day. Four have among the 10 highest proportions of overweight or obese adults. Seven states
on the list were in the bottom 10 in terms of life expectancy.
24/7 Wall St.: Countries that spend the most on health care: http://247wallst.com/2012/03/29/countries-thatspend-the-most-on-health-care/. [May answer one of the points in Pam’s article, above. –SteveB]
Based on Families USA’s report, “Dying for Coverage: The Deadly Consequences of Being Uninsured,” 24/7 Wall St.
identified the 10 states with the highest number of deaths from being uninsured per 100,000 residents. 24/7 Wall
St. reviewed the methodology used by Families USA, first developed in 2002 by the Institute of Medicine, to
determine excess mortality from being uninsured. This method considers the proportion of people who are insured
and uninsured, the mortality risks for the uninsured and the number of expected deaths from a hypothetical fully

insured population. 24/7 Wall St. also identified poverty rates and median income by state, provided by the U.S.
Census Bureau. The Kaiser Family Foundation’s website — Statehealthfacts.org — provided health-related data,
including life expectancy, obesity and diabetes rate.
These are the 10 states dying for health coverage:
1. Mississippi
•
•
•
•

Excess deaths from a lack of insurance (per 100,000): 15.82
Percent of population uninsured: 18.2 percent (ninth highest)
Percent living below the poverty line: 22.4 percent (tied for the highest)
Life expectancy at birth: 74.81 years (The lowest)

Many residents of Mississippi cannot afford insurance. The state has the lowest median income in the nation
and the highest percentage of residents living below the poverty line. As a result, Mississippi has the
second-lowest percentage of residents with private health insurance coverage, at 56.49 percent.
Exacerbating the problem, residents are especially unhealthy. Among all states, Mississippi has the secondhighest obesity rate, the second-highest percentage of adults with diabetes and the fifth-highest percentage
of adult smokers in the nation. Probably on account of both high uninsurance rates and poor personal
health, Mississippi is the only state where life expectancy was below 75 years at birth in 2010. Mississippi’s
excess death rate was the highest among all states and twice that of 28 states in 2010.
2. Louisiana
•
•
•
•

Excess deaths from a lack of insurance (per 100,000): 14.94
Percent of population uninsured: 17.8 percent (10th highest)
Percent living below the poverty line: 18.7 percent (sixth highest)
Life expectancy at birth: 75.39 years (fourth lowest)

Louisiana has one of the lowest life expectancies at birth in the U.S. at 75.4 years. Though much of this
certainly can be attributed to poor health choices — the state has a higher number of smokers and its
residents eat comparatively little fruit or vegetables — the inability of many residents to receive proper care
due to lack of insurance is also a contributing factor. In Louisiana, 17.8 percent of the population goes
without health insurance, despite the fact that 21.9 percent of the population qualifies for Medicaid — the
fifth-highest proportion among all 50 states. The high uninsurance rate is partly due to the relative
economic disadvantage of the state’s residents. With 18.7 percent of residents living below the poverty line
— the sixth-highest rate in the nation — and a median income that is more than $5,000 lower than the U.S.
average, just 58.39 percent of state residents have private insurance. That is the fourth-lowest such rate in
the nation.
3. Arkansas
•
•
•
•

Excess deaths from a lack of insurance (per 100,000): 13.49
Percent of population uninsured: 17.5 percent (tied for 12th highest)
Percent living below the poverty line: 18.8 percent (fifth highest)
Life expectancy at birth: 76.09 years (sixth lowest)

According to the Council for Community and Economic Research’s ACCRA Cost of Living Index, Arkansas had
the second-lowest cost of health care in the United States. However, with 18.8 percent of the population
living below the poverty line and a median annual household income of just $38,307 — both among the
lowest figures for any state — many Arkansans cannot afford private health coverage. As a result, just
58.78 percent of the population has private insurance, the sixth-lowest figure in the country.
4. South Carolina
• Excess deaths from a lack of insurance (per 100,000): 13.48

• Percent of population uninsured: 17.5 percent (tied for 12th highest)
• Percent living below the poverty line: 18.2 percent (seventh highest)
• Life expectancy at birth: 76.57 years (ninth lowest)
South Carolina is not a particularly healthy state: 67.4 percent of the state’s residents are either overweight
or obese, just 23.3 percent eat proper amounts of fruit, only 22.9 percent eat proper amounts of vegetables
and 10.7 percent are diabetic. All of these are among the highest rates in the country. Meanwhile, much of
the cost of health care falls to private individuals. The state spent about $6,300 per person on health care in
2009, among the lowest levels, and just 51.9 percent of residents have employer-based health coverage.
Unfortunately, South Carolinians have trouble affording insurance on their own: Median income was just
$42,000 in 2010, significantly lower than the $50,000 national average, 18.2 percent of residents live below
the poverty line and the cost of health care is higher than is the case in many states.
5. New Mexico
•
•
•
•

Excess deaths from a lack of insurance (per 100,000): 12.15
Percent of population uninsured: 19.6 percent (sixth highest)
Percent living below the poverty line: 20.4 percent (tied for the highest)
Life expectancy at birth: 78.21 years (20th lowest)

New Mexico has a fairly healthy population, with relatively low heart disease and obesity rates. However,
just 55.8 percent of residents have private health insurance — the lowest rate of any state in the country.
One possible reason is that few employers provide insurance — just 45.6 percent of the population has
employer-based health coverage. The relative poverty of the state also means many residents cannot afford
medical coverage. The median income in the state was just above $42,000 in 2010, far below the national
median of about $50,000, while 20.4 percent of people live below the poverty line — the highest rate in the
country.
6. Florida
•
•
•
•

Excess deaths from a lack of insurance (per 100,000): 12.06
Pct. of population uninsured: 21.3% (3rd highest)
Pct. living below the poverty line: 16.5% (16th highest)
Life expectancy at birth: 79.7 years (12th highest)

The sheer number of excess deaths from a lack of insurance in Florida is staggering: 12,336 from 2005
through 2010. The driving factor for this imposing total is that 21.3% of the population is uninsured — the
third-highest rate among all states. Floridians may have difficulty affording health insurance — median
income was just $44,400 in 2010. Meanwhile, only 45.7% of residents have employer-based health
insurance, while just 15.6% of residents received Medicaid benefits. Both of these rates are among the
lowest in the country.
7. West Virginia
•
•
•
•

Excess deaths from a lack of insurance (per 100,000): 12.03
Pct. of population uninsured: 14.6% (24th highest)
Pct. living below the poverty line: 18.1% (8th highest)
Life expectancy at birth: 75.16 years (2nd lowest)

West Virginia residents have the second-shortest life expectancy among all 50 states. Contributing to
shorter life spans are the 26.8% of West Virginians who smoke, a higher rate than in any other state.
Additionally, the Mountain State has some of the highest rates of heart disease deaths, adult obesity and
diabetes in the U.S. Perhaps indicative of the cost of such poor health factors is that there are more
prescription drugs filled per capita in West Virginia than in any other state.
8. Oklahoma

•
•
•
•

Excess deaths from a lack of insurance (per 100,000): 12.02
Pct. of population uninsured: 18.9% (7th highest)
Pct. living below the poverty line: 16.9% (14th highest)
Life expectancy at birth: 75.6 years (5th lowest)

It can hardly be said that Oklahomans are healthy. Among all states, Oklahoma has the third-highest
percentage of adults who smoke, the sixth-highest rate of heart disease death, the seventh-highest obesity
rate and a lower proportion of adults who consume fruit twice a day than any other state. Making matters
worse, Oklahoma spends just over $6,500 per capita on health care — one of the lowest amounts in the
United States. Relatively few residents have employer-based health coverage, and many residents cannot
otherwise afford private insurance because the median household income in the state is just $42,072 — one
of the lowest figures in the country.
9. Georgia
•
•
•
•

Excess deaths from a lack of insurance (per 100,000): 11.95
Pct. of population uninsured: 19.7% (5th highest)
Pct. living below the poverty line: 17.9% (tied for 9th highest)
Life expectancy at birth: 77.09 years (10th lowest)

With a 10.2% unemployment rate in 2010 and 17.9% of residents living below the poverty line, many
Georgians simply cannot afford health care. Additionally, the state of Georgia spent just $5,467 on health
care in 2009, the third-lowest figure among all states that year. The state’s ability to provide for its residents
is limited. Just 16% of Georgians were in the state Medicaid program in 2010, far lower than many other
states.
10. Nevada
•
•
•
•

Excess deaths from a lack of insurance (per 100,000): 11.83
Pct. of population uninsured: 22.6% (2nd highest)
Pct. living below the poverty line: 14.9% (tied for 23rd highest)
Life expectancy at birth: 77.59 years (14th lowest)

Nearly 23% of Nevadans lack health insurance, the second-highest proportion of all the states in the
country. At the same time, the state also has comparatively few people who are eligible for either Medicare
(13.44%) or Medicaid (11%). Few states spend less per capita on health care than Nevada, which spent $5
,735 per person in 2009. The state also had the nation’s highest average unemployment rate in 2010 at
13.7%, which may help contribute to residents’ inability to obtain insurance.
[And I guess we all should notice that Texas, Rhode Island, Tennessee, ans even Indiana are not on the “worst”
list. –SteveB]
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Fw: CREDO Action Action: End Secret Election Spending!

The U.S. Supreme Court's disastrous Citizens United v. FEC ruling has unleashed a torrent of anonymous campaign
spending into our political system. And the Supreme Court just reaffirmed their terrible decision by overturning a
Montana ban on corporate spending in elections.
Since the passage of Citizens United, political organizations like Karl Rove's Crossroads GPS, powered by tens of
millions of dollars in anonymous contributions, have spent alarming amounts of money to elect their preferred
candidates.
And corporations have been able to exert a massive influence on our electoral process without being subject to any
accountability for that influence.

Progressive champion Senator Sheldon Whitehouse is fighting back by pushing Congress to pass the DISCLOSE Act.
And he has asked the public to join him as citizen co-sponsors.
As Sen. Whitehouse said, "We need a groundswell of support to show Congress that the American people want an
end to the secret election spending that is threatening our democracy."
To be clear, what we really need is to get all corporate money out of politics, to roll back Citizens United, end
corporate personhood and institute public financing of elections. And we are working hard toward those long term
goals.
But we must move the ball forward in the interim.
The Supreme Court is highly unlikely to undo Citizens United anytime soon. Indeed, the Supreme Court recently
doubled-down on Citizens United by overturning Montana's 100-year-old ban on corporate spending of elections.
And passing a constitutional amendment to overturn Citizens United, while one of our highest priorities, will take
years to achieve.
In the meantime, the DISCLOSE Act would force most groups spending money on elections to reveal the
corporations, individuals and entities who fund them.
As the Washington trade publication The Hill explains:
The new version of the Disclose Act would require any group that spends $10,000 or more on election ads,
or any other political activity, to file a disclosure report with the Federal Election Commission (FEC) within
24 hours. Groups would also have to file a new report for each additional $10,000 spent, disclose donors
who gave $10,000 or more and provide a statement from the group's head ratifying that there was no
coordination with any campaign, which is illegal.1
While it won't end unlimited corporate election spending, the DISCLOSE Act at least brings this spending out of the
shadows — where we can expose it, and fight back.
Become a citizen co-sponsor of the DISCLOSE Act of 2012 to end secret election spending. Click here to add your
name:
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/disclose_citizen_cosponsor/?p=disclose_citizen_cosponsor&r=6902764&id=42
536-5766577-uK9Ev3x
The DISCLOSE Act is the first step to restoring the voice of everyday citizens in our elections, and restoring a small
measure of sanity to a system of campaign finance that has become completely insane.
And even taking this first step will require a massive outcry by the American public to make sure Congress does not
sweep this issue under the rug.
Matt Lockshin, Campaign Manager, CREDO Action from Working Assets
1

Senate Dems push 'Disclose Act 2.0', The Hill, March 21, 2012
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Fw: EDF Action: Make a Gift Now to Help Protect Our Shared Environment!

For any of you tea party types who still think global warming is a President Obama inspired hoax. Over 1000 heat
records broken in a week!
How'd he do this?

from Environmental Defense Action Fund:
The National Weather Service is forecasting dangerous heat this weekend for the entire Southeast, from Maryland
to Texas. And, The USA Today reports that 1,011 heat records have already been broken across the country this
week alone.
First of all, please be safe out there, stay hydrated, and be alert.
Secondly, we need to stabilize our climate now. That's why I urge you to take advantage of our special $1-for-$1
matching gift offered by an anonymous EDAF Trustee funding our climate and energy programs.
So your $35 investment becomes $70, your $50 investment becomes $100, and so on. Please help us get the full
benefit of the special matching gift opportunity by making a gift now:
https://secure2.edf.org/site/SPageNavigator/CustomDonationPages/c3donate_7462.html?subsrc=web_donate_head
er_nav_button_how-you-can-help-1.
Wildfires in the West have grown so large that smoke and haze can be seen from the International Space Station
orbiting the Earth.
In Florida, at least seven deaths have been linked to flooding from Tropical Storm Debbie, which dumped two feet
of rain in parts of the state.
Can this pattern of wild and often violent weather patterns — which climate scientists have long predicted — simply
be coincidence?
Incredibly, that's what the anti-science politicians in Congress and big energy companies like Koch Industries would
have you believe.
Really? This spring was the hottest ever recorded in the lower 48 and in March an astonishing 15,000 heat records
were set across the country, with some records shattered by more than 30 degrees.
The last 12 months have been the hottest ever recorded in American history.
And all of this follows last year's record breaking $55 billion in natural disasters in the U.S. Everywhere you look, the
extreme is becoming the norm.
That's why I am outraged by the Dirty Energy Lobby's continued disregard for our planet.
Consider this: more than 80 percent of 2012 Super PAC spending by groups like the Koch Industries has gone to
ads about energy. Not health care, not jobs, not government spending — energy.
The goliaths of the fossil fuel industries, with their backs against history's wall, know this could be their last chance
to knock out the clean energy movement.
Unless you're willing to chance more and more of these freakish and punishing storms, floods, droughts, and record
heat waves, please help protect our shared environment today.
Thank you for your support, Sam Parry, Director of Membership
20120629-05
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Fw: MoveOn Petition for Student Loan Forgiveness!

For the last two days, I've been in Washington, D.C., helping deliver over 1 million signatures to Congress in
support of the Student Loan Forgiveness Act of 2012—a bill to extend a helping hand to those struggling under
massive amounts of student loan debt.
It's an amazing moment—the culmination of a huge movement for student debt forgiveness. Please take a moment
to make sure your voice is counted among those demanding action from Congress.
Click here to sign the petition for student debt forgiveness now.
Since 1999, average student loan debt has increased by a shameful 511%. In 2010, total outstanding student loan
debt exceeded total outstanding credit card debt in America for the first time ever. In 2012, total outstanding
student loan debt is expected to exceed $1 trillion.
In response to this crisis, U.S. Representative Hansen Clarke of Michigan has just introduced H.R. 4170, the Student
Loan Forgiveness Act of 2012, which would extend a helping hand to those struggling under massive amounts of
student loan debt.
Armed with stacks of petitions demanding sweeping student debt relief, we're showing Congress that this is an
issue they can't ignore any longer.
The petition says:
Total outstanding student loan debt in America is expected to exceed $1 TRILLION this year. Millions of
hardworking, taxpaying, educated Americans are being crushed under the weight of their educational debts,
while the economy continues to sputter. Support a REAL economic stimulus and jobs plan. Support the
Student Loan Forgiveness Act of 2012 (H.R. 4170).
Will you sign the petition? Click here to add your name, and then pass it along to your friends:
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=272847&id=44965-20195165-oR5Xk0x&t=3.
Thanks! –Robert Applebaum
20120629-04
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“The Republican War on Elections”

“The Republican War on Elections” by Thomas Magstadt, NationofChange
June 29, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/republican-war-elections-1340978741)
They wrap themselves in a constitution we were taught to revere, a constitution they secretly hold in contempt.
They are subversives in Armani suits, and they are far more dangerous to the survival of this creaky, old republic
than communists and terrorists ever were.
News that a Republican leader recently boasted that Pennsylvania’s new voter identification law will boost Willard
Mitt Romney’s chances of winning that key state in the November election is causing a stir among progressives and
liberals. Why?
First, a few facts: The loquacious protagonist in this story is a tool named Mike Turzai. Not exactly a household
name, unless you happen to live in the state founded by William Penn – you know the state where the “Miracle at
Philadelphia” (aka the Constitutional Convention of 1787) happened, where the Liberty Bell proudly displays its
crack, and where the likes of Benjamin Franklin and Betsy Ross famously helped launch a revolution.
Turzai is the Republican House Majority Leader in Pennsylvania’s state legislature. As such, he was instrumental in
getting House Bill 934 – otherwise known as the Pennsylvania Voter Identification Protection Act – passed. The bill,
which was recently signed into law by Republican Governor Tom Corbett, will require Pennsylvanians to show valid

photo identification each and every time they vote. Think of it as a form of contraception: like safe sex, this bill is
for the voters' "protection".
Imagine: Ben Franklin and Betsy Ross could not vote in Pennsylvania without a valid ID. Something tells me that
under the new rules few of Franklin's contemporaries could have voted back then. One can't help but wonder how
many eligible white male property owners would have remembered to bring a birth certificate to the polling place.
Of course, Betsy Ross and her lot would not get the right to vote in the Land of Liberty until 1920. Likewise, many
Pennsylvanians will be turned away from the polls in the upcoming November general election. At least that’s the
expectation, as none other than Republican Majority Leader Mike Turzai has confirmed.
Turzai was speaking at a meeting of the Republican State Committee in Hershey when he made the loose-lipped
comments that have lately landed him in the national spotlight. Here’s are the words that actually spilled out of his
spleen, passed through his larynx, and came out his oral cavity:
Pro-Second Amendment? The Castle Doctrine, it's done. First pro-life legislation—abortion facility
regulations—in 22 years, done. Voter ID, which is going to allow Gov. (Mitt) Romney to win the state of
Pennsylvania, done.
Allegheny County’s three-member election board has voted to file a lawsuit challenging the new law. The vote was
2 to 1. The two Democrats voted to sue. Republican Heather Heidelbaugh voted against the measure.
So there it is, the Republican strategy for staging a quiet coup by first putting the right to buy votes and bribe
politicians in the hands of billionaires (think Supreme Court and Citizens United), then using control of state
legislatures thus gained to deny some citizens (the ones least likely to support a proto-fascist party) the right to
vote. All the while claiming that the aim of restrictive voter ID laws designed to keep the turnout low is to create
the fairest possible playing field for all candidates.
"The fact is, fraud does exist," declared Turzai spokesman, Steve Miskin. "The idea is to stop fraud before it
happens." In fact, the fraud has already happened. And it will happen again and again if this new breed of
rightwing subversives prevails. It happened in Florida in 2000 when the Republicans stole a presidential election.
It’s what just happened in Pennsylvania where the new voter ID law is designed to disenfranchise voters in order to
steal another presidential election.
Another fact that can’t be overemphasized: to target elections with the intention of predetermining the outcome it
to strike at the very heart of the republic. Republics are not democracies in the strictest, purest sense. A true
republic is always based on a “scheme of representation” to borrow a phrase from Madison’s Federal #10. In the
United States, the genius of this system has been its progressive movement toward ever more popular
representation – representation, in other words, that is truly representative. The integrity of the system, therefore,
depends entirely on the integrity of elections.
But the killer fact, the fact behind the facts, the one the mainstream news media dares not report is this: the new
Republican party, financed by billionaires like the Koch Brothers and the Adelsons and radicalized by antigovernment Tea Party fanatics, has transformed itself into a subversive organization seeking to undermine elections
while hiding behind patriotic rhetoric and the very symbols Americans associate with this nation’s birth – ironically,
in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.
Don't be fooled when tools like Turzai and the tools of tools like Miskin make soothing noises about protecting
voters and the "integrity of the process". That’s how it’s done, that’s how the Big Lie becomes a bludgeon to
destroy Truth, discredit Reason, and deny Justice. And that’s how historians may someday record that the brave
little republic launched at Philadelphia in 1787, having expanded into a vast empire over the next two centuries,
died in 2012; how a subversive organization in the guise of a traditional political party seized power by stealth; and
how a dysfunctional old republic called the United States came to be replaced by an aggressive, militaristic
corporate-state oligarchy – the Citizens United of America.
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Graphic: GOP on USA
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“Conservative Southern Values Revived: How a Brutal Strain of American
Aristocrats Have Come to Rule America”

If you should happen to believe that America's wealthy elite is monolithic, the following provocative article will
provide a historical perspective on the subject that may change the way you think....
“Conservative Southern Values Revived: How a Brutal Strain of American Aristocrats Have Come to Rule America”
by Sara Robinson, AlterNet
June 28, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/story/156071/)
It's been said that the rich are different than you and me. What most Americans don't know is that they're also
quite different from each other, and that which faction is currently running the show ultimately makes a vast
difference in the kind of country we are.
Right now, a lot of our problems stem directly from the fact that the wrong sort has finally gotten the upper hand; a
particularly brutal and anti-democratic strain of American aristocrat that the other elites have mostly managed to
keep away from the levers of power since the Revolution. Worse: this bunch has set a very ugly tone that's
corrupted how people with power and money behave in every corner of our culture. Here's what happened, and
how it happened, and what it means for America now.
North versus South: Two Definitions of Liberty
Michael Lind first called out the existence of this conflict in his 2006 book, Made In Texas: George W. Bush and the
Southern Takeover of American Politics. He argued that much of American history has been characterized by a
struggle between two historical factions among the American elite -- and that the election of George W. Bush was a
definitive sign that the wrong side was winning.
For most of our history, American economics, culture and politics have been dominated by a New England-based
Yankee aristocracy that was rooted in Puritan communitarian values, educated at the Ivies and marinated in an
ethic of noblesse oblige (the conviction that those who possess wealth and power are morally bound to use it for
the betterment of society). While they've done their share of damage to the notion of democracy in the name of
profit (as all financial elites inevitably do), this group has, for the most part, tempered its predatory instincts with a
code that valued mass education and human rights; held up public service as both a duty and an honor; and
imbued them with the belief that once you made your nut, you had a moral duty to do something positive with it for
the betterment of mankind. Your own legacy depended on this.
Among the presidents, this strain gave us both Roosevelts, Woodrow Wilson, John F. Kennedy, and Poppy Bush -nerdy, wonky intellectuals who, for all their faults, at least took the business of good government seriously. Among
financial elites, Bill Gates and Warren Buffet still both partake strongly of this traditional view of wealth as power to

be used for good. Even if we don't like their specific choices, the core impulse to improve the world is a good one -and one that's been conspicuously absent in other aristocratic cultures.
Which brings us to that other great historical American nobility -- the plantation aristocracy of the lowland South,
which has been notable throughout its 400-year history for its utter lack of civic interest, its hostility to the very
ideas of democracy and human rights, its love of hierarchy, its fear of technology and progress, its reliance on
brutality and violence to maintain “order,” and its outright celebration of inequality as an order divinely ordained by
God.
As described by Colin Woodard in American Nations: The Eleven Rival Regional Cultures of North America, the elites
of the Deep South are descended mainly from the owners of sugar, rum and cotton plantations from Barbados -the younger sons of the British nobility who'd farmed up the Caribbean islands, and then came ashore to the
southern coasts seeking more land. Woodward described the culture they created in the crescent stretching from
Charleston, SC around to New Orleans this way:
It was a near-carbon copy of the West Indian slave state these Barbadians had left behind, a place
notorious even then for its inhumanity....From the outset, Deep Southern culture was based on radical
disparities in wealth and power, with a tiny elite commanding total obedience and enforcing it with statesponsored terror. Its expansionist ambitions would put it on a collision course with its Yankee rivals,
triggering military, social, and political conflicts that continue to plague the United States to this day.
David Hackett Fischer, whose Albion's Seed: Four British Folkways in America informs both Lind's and Woodard's
work, described just how deeply undemocratic the Southern aristocracy was, and still is. He documents how these
elites have always feared and opposed universal literacy, public schools and libraries, and a free press. (Lind adds
that they have historically been profoundly anti-technology as well, far preferring solutions that involve finding more
serfs and throwing them at a problem whenever possible. Why buy a bulldozer when 150 convicts on a chain gang
can grade your road instead?) Unlike the Puritan elites, who wore their wealth modestly and dedicated themselves
to the common good, Southern elites sank their money into ostentatious homes and clothing and the pursuit of
pleasure -- including lavish parties, games of fortune, predatory sexual conquests, and blood sports involving
ritualized animal abuse spectacles.
But perhaps the most destructive piece of the Southern elites' worldview is the extremely anti-democratic way it
defined the very idea of liberty. In Yankee Puritan culture, both liberty and authority resided mostly with the
community, and not so much with individuals. Communities had both the freedom and the duty to govern
themselves as they wished (through town meetings and so on), to invest in their collective good, and to favor or
punish individuals whose behavior enhanced or threatened the whole (historically, through community rewards such
as elevation to positions of public authority and trust; or community punishments like shaming, shunning or
banishing).
Individuals were expected to balance their personal needs and desires against the greater good of the collective -and, occasionally, to make sacrifices for the betterment of everyone. (This is why the Puritan wealthy tended to
dutifully pay their taxes, tithe in their churches and donate generously to create hospitals, parks and universities.)
In return, the community had a solemn and inescapable moral duty to care for its sick, educate its young and
provide for its needy -- the kind of support that maximizes each person's liberty to live in dignity and achieve his or
her potential. A Yankee community that failed to provide such support brought shame upon itself. To this day, our
progressive politics are deeply informed by this Puritan view of ordered liberty.
In the old South, on the other hand, the degree of liberty you enjoyed was a direct function of your God-given place
in the social hierarchy. The higher your status, the more authority you had, and the more "liberty" you could
exercise -- which meant, in practical terms, that you had the right to take more "liberties" with the lives, rights and
property of other people. Like an English lord unfettered from the Magna Carta, nobody had the authority to tell a
Southern gentleman what to do with resources under his control. In this model, that's what liberty is. If you don't
have the freedom to rape, beat, torture, kill, enslave, or exploit your underlings (including your wife and children)
with impunity -- or abuse the land, or enforce rules on others that you will never have to answer to yourself -- then
you can't really call yourself a free man.

When a Southern conservative talks about "losing his liberty," the loss of this absolute domination over the people
and property under his control -- and, worse, the loss of status and the resulting risk of being held accountable for
laws that he was once exempt from -- is what he's really talking about. In this view, freedom is a zero-sum game.
Anything that gives more freedom and rights to lower-status people can't help but put serious limits on the freedom
of the upper classes to use those people as they please. It cannot be any other way. So they find Yankee-style
rights expansions absolutely intolerable, to the point where they're willing to fight and die to preserve their divine
right to rule.
Once we understand the two different definitions of "liberty" at work here, a lot of other things suddenly make
much more sense. We can understand the traditional Southern antipathy to education, progress, public investment,
unionization, equal opportunity, and civil rights. The fervent belief among these elites that they should completely
escape any legal or social accountability for any harm they cause. Their obsessive attention to where they fall in the
status hierarchies. And, most of all -- the unremitting and unapologetic brutality with which they've defended these
"liberties" across the length of their history.
When Southerners quote Patrick Henry -- "Give me liberty or give me death" -- what they're really demanding is the
unquestioned, unrestrained right to turn their fellow citizens into supplicants and subjects. The Yankee elites have
always known this -- and feared what would happen if that kind of aristocracy took control of the country. And that
tension between these two very different views of what it means to be "elite" has inflected our history for over 400
years.
The Battle Between the Elites
Since shortly after the Revolution, the Yankee elites have worked hard to keep the upper hand on America's culture,
economy and politics -- and much of our success as a nation rests on their success at keeping plantation culture
sequestered in the South, and its scions largely away from the levers of power. If we have to have an elite -- and
there's never been a society as complex as ours that didn't have some kind of upper class maintaining social order - we're far better off in the hands of one that's essentially meritocratic, civic-minded and generally believes that it
will do better when everybody else does better, too.
The Civil War was, at its core, a military battle between these two elites for the soul of the country. It pitted the
more communalist, democratic and industrialized Northern vision of the American future against the hierarchical,
aristocratic, agrarian Southern one. Though the Union won the war, the fundamental conflict at its root still hasn't
been resolved to this day. (The current conservative culture war is the Civil War still being re-fought by other
means.) After the war, the rise of Northern industrialists and the dominance of Northern universities and media
ensured that subsequent generations of the American power elite continued to subscribe to the Northern worldview
-- even when the individual leaders came from other parts of the country.
Ironically, though: it was that old Yankee commitment to national betterment that ultimately gave the Southern
aristocracy its big chance to break out and go national. According to Lind, it was easy for the Northeast to hold onto
cultural, political and economic power as long as all the country's major banks, businesses, universities, and
industries were headquartered there. But the New Deal -- and, especially, the post-war interstate highways, dams,
power grids, and other infrastructure investments that gave rise to the Sun Belt -- fatally loosened the Yankees'
stranglehold on national power. The gleaming new cities of the South and West shifted the American population
centers westward, unleashing new political and economic forces with real power to challenge the Yankee
consensus. And because a vast number of these westward migrants came out of the South, the elites that rose
along with these cities tended to hew to the old Southern code, and either tacitly or openly resist the moral
imperatives of the Yankee canon. The soaring postwar fortunes of cities like Los Angeles, Las Vegas, Phoenix,
Houston, Dallas, and Atlanta fed that ancient Barbadian slaveholder model of power with plenty of room and
resources to launch a fresh and unexpected 20th-century revival.
According to historian Darren Dochuk, the author of From Bible Belt to Sunbelt: Plain-Folk Religion, Grassroots
Politics, and the Rise of Evangelical Conservatism, these post-war Southerners and Westerners drew their power
from the new wealth provided by the defense, energy, real estate, and other economic booms in their regions. They
also had a profound evangelical conviction, brought with them out of the South, that God wanted them to take
America back from the Yankee liberals -- a conviction that expressed itself simultaneously in both the formation of

the vast post-war evangelical churches (which were major disseminators of Southern culture around the country);
and in their takeover of the GOP, starting with Barry Goldwater's campaign in 1964 and culminating with Ronald
Reagan's election in 1980.
They countered Yankee hegemony by building their own universities, grooming their own leaders and creating their
own media. By the 1990s, they were staging the RINO hunts that drove the last Republican moderates (almost all
of them Yankees, by either geography or cultural background) and the meritocratic order they represented to total
extinction within the GOP. A decade later, the Tea Party became the voice of the unleashed id of the old Southern
order, bringing it forward into the 21st century with its full measure of selfishness, racism, superstition, and
brutality intact.
Plantation America
From its origins in the fever swamps of the lowland south, the worldview of the old Southern aristocracy can now
be found nationwide. Buttressed by the arguments of Ayn Rand -- who updated the ancient slaveholder ethic for
the modern age -- it has been exported to every corner of the culture, infected most of our other elite communities
and killed off all but the very last vestiges of noblesse oblige.
It's not an overstatement to say that we're now living in Plantation America. As Lind points out: to the horror of his
Yankee father, George W. Bush proceeded to run the country exactly like Woodard's description of a Barbadian
slavelord. And Barack Obama has done almost nothing to roll this victory back. We're now living in an America
where rampant inequality is accepted, and even celebrated.
Torture and extrajudicial killing have been reinstated, with no due process required.
The wealthy and powerful are free to abuse employees, break laws, destroy the commons, and crash the economy
-- without ever being held to account.
The rich flaunt their ostentatious wealth without even the pretense of humility, modesty, generosity, or gratitude.
The military -- always a Southern-dominated institution -- sucks down 60% of our federal discretionary spending,
and is undergoing a rapid evangelical takeover as well.
Our police are being given paramilitary training and powers that are completely out of line with their duty to serve
and protect, but much more in keeping with a mission to subdue and suppress. Even liberal cities like Seattle are
now home to the kind of local justice that used to be the hallmark of small-town Alabama sheriffs.
Segregation is increasing everywhere. The rights of women and people of color are under assault. Violence against
leaders who agitate for progressive change is up. Racist organizations are undergoing a renaissance nationwide.
We are withdrawing government investments in public education, libraries, infrastructure, health care, and
technological innovation -- in many areas, to the point where we are falling behind the standards that prevail in
every other developed country.
Elites who dare to argue for increased investment in the common good, and believe that we should lay the
groundwork for a better future, are regarded as not just silly and soft-headed, but also inviting underclass revolt.
The Yankees thought that government's job was to better the lot of the lower classes. The Southern aristocrats
know that its real purpose is to deprive them of all possible means of rising up against their betters.
The rich are different now because the elites who spent four centuries sucking the South dry and turning it into an
economic and political backwater have now vanquished the more forward-thinking, democratic Northern elites.
Their attitudes towards freedom, authority, community, government, and the social contract aren't just confined to
the country clubs of the Gulf Coast; they can now be found on the ground from Hollywood and Silicon Valley to Wall
Street. And because of that quiet coup, the entire US is now turning into the global equivalent of a Deep South
state.

As long as America runs according to the rules of Southern politics, economics and culture, we're no longer free
citizens exercising our rights to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness as we've always understood them. Instead,
we're being treated like serfs on Massa's plantation -- and increasingly, we're being granted our liberties only at
Massa's pleasure. Welcome to Plantation America.
(Sara Robinson, MS, APF is a social futurist and the editor of AlterNet's Vision page. Follow her on Twitter, or
subscribe to AlterNet's Vision newsletter for weekly updates.)
© 2012 Independent Media Institute
20120630-11

13:25 Pam

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to Dennis, above)

This is fantastic. I'm a mid-westerner who's lived in New England and now in the South, and a lifetime's experience
tells me that this essay is absolutely on target. I read "Albion's Seed" many years ago and thought it explained so
well the different strains of American culture--at least the ones derived from Britain. The author traces mindsets
from their original geographical location to the areas they ended up in America. Elites and aristocrats settled
around tidewater Virginia, Scottish wild folk settled in Appilachia, the Puritans in New England and so on. It's a
fascinating study. Another good book is W.J. Cash's "The Mind of the South." It was written back in the forties,
but it still rings true. When I read it, so many things fell into place for me, including things about my family. My
mother's mother was from Richmond, VA, and I was brought up to revere the South. My mother always said she
thought damn Yankees was one word until she was an adult. Sadly, Cash committed suicide after writing this book.
It is beautifully written, a real gem.
I feel like we're turning into the old South Africa. There is no guarantee at all that the right (side) will prevail.
Many noble civilizations have fallen to lesser peoples. I've talked before about my best friend, who is as southern
as they come. She criticizes liberals for fomenting "class warfare," and says she thinks that's so wrong; she
idealizes money and is ornery about maintaining her independence. Her rebelliousness and mine are one of the
bases of our friendship. She's a good person, better than the Tea Baggers, whom she disdains, but she reflects the
southern mentality described here, and she always will. It amazes me that this southern influence has come to
dominate our culture, at least our politics. I think there's more than a little racism behind it as well. (My friend is
not a racist.) It's not so much the illegal immigrants that upset folks as it is their brown skin and funny way of
talking. At least that's my humble opinion. Rather than attack Obama's race, the Tea Baggers went after his
Americanness and tried to turn him into a foreigner, an outsider. His was a victory that scared the bejeebers out of
them. There's an expression I used to hear a lot when I was young. If you wanted to do something a little out of
the way, you might be told, "You're free, white, and twenty-one." In other words, you can do what you like; it's a
free country--if you're free, white, and 21. I feel like I'm watching America crumble a little more everyday. I don't
know if the comparison is apt, but I feel like the Jews must have when the enlightened country they thought they
knew (Germany) was taken over by brutes. I feel it's now or never. Truth, justice, and the American way were
never in such jeopardy.
20120630-20

16:50 Art

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to Pam, above)

And the Germans had a history of being brutes towards the Jews. South=slavery? Hmmmmm

20120630-12

14:08 SteveB

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to Pam & Dennis,
above)

Just got this…I love southern humor!!!!
Sumb*tch....

A large jet plane crashed on a farm in the middle of rural Kentucky . Panic stricken, the local sheriff mobilized and
descended on the farm in force. By the time they got there, the aircraft was totally destroyed with only a burned
hull left smoldering in a tree line that bordered the farm.
The sheriff and his men entered the smoking mess but could find no remains of anyone. They spotted the farmer
plowing a field not too far away as if nothing had happened. They hurried over to the man's tractor.
"Hank," the sheriff yelled, panting and out of breath. "Did you see this terrible accident happen?" "Yep. Sure did,"
the farmer mumbled unconcerned, cutting off the tractor's engine. "Do you realize that is Air Force One, the
airplane of the President of the United States?"
"Yep."
"Were there any survivors?"
"Nope. They's all kilt straight out," the farmer answered. "I done buried them all myself. Took me most of the
morning."
"President Obama is dead?" the sheriff asked.
"Well," the farmer grumbled, restarting his tractor.
"He kept a-saying he wasn't... But you know how bad that sumb*tch lies...
From “Rick Perry's Battle Against Federal Government Leads to More Oversight”
(http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/29/rick-perry-texas_n_1638607.html?utm_hp_ref=politics):
“We're very conservative and we're very stubborn," said Bill Miller, a lobbyist in Austin for HillCo who has
represented both Republicans and Democrats. He described the Texas mindset this way: "We're not going to be
smart. We're going to be pure. It's a point of pride and if there's something else we're proud of, it's
our pride.”
20120630-15

16:40 Pam

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to SteveB, above)

Great. What a recipe for disaster: Proud to be pure; unashamed to be stupid.
20120630-21

16:59 Art

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to Pam, above)

The new tea party motto????
20120630-22

17:16 Art

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to SteveB, above)

Well, they certainly seem to live up to the "We're not going to be smart" part.
20120630-23

19:20 LarryK

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to SteveB, above)

Bill Miller [quoted above] would probably have advised William Travis to surrender the Alamo to Santa Anna -- "it
would be the smart thing to do".
20120630-24

20:13 SteveB

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to LarryK, above)

:-)
Well, we love Texas anyway and are proud to have her be part of US! Spent quite a bit of time working from
Houston to Dallas, myself.
20120630-27

22:46

SteveG

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to LarryK, above)

Lived in Texas twice, should have remained a part of Mexico.
20120701-01

05:29 SteveB

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to SteveG, above)

I feel exactly the same way about Tennessee!
20120701-03

08:32 Art

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to SteveB, above)

And then there's Rhode Island!
20120701-06

10:05 Pam

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to Art, above)

What's wrong with Rhode Island?! I was born there.
20120701-07

10:08 SteveG

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to Pam, above)

Really don’t like South Carolina, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, Tennessee, and Louisiana either. Southern accents
and the s l o w t a l k e r s really bother me. O h yeah, Florida too – lived there twice and since they drained the
swamps, it isn’t what it used to be.
20120701-12

12:36 Art

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to Pam, above)

They're small and can't fight back?
By the way, no offense but not sure the action at the Alamo directly had much to do with Texan independence. It
was a pretty fumbled defense and the reality was probably a far cry from what the movies would have us believe.
Santa Anna's decision to massacre the prisoners at the Alamo and Goliad may have given the remaining Texans a
nice battle cry but that was about it.
Of course, at San Jacinto the Texans caught the Mexican napping, literally, and the rest is history.
20120701-10

11:09 SteveB

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to Art, above)

Careful…I used to live in Rhode Island. So does…Beth???
20120701-11
Nope. NJ.

11:44 Beth

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to SteveB, above)

20120701-13

12:46 SteveB

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to Beth, above)

Darn, that’s right, we talked about Christie… Somebody in the group lives there…I’ll find out tomorrow. Anyway, I
liked Rhode Island.
20120701-17

18:35 LarryK

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to Art, above)

I don't want to bore you with too much Texas history, but let me clarify a couple of points.
First, your description of a "fumbled defense" suggests that Travis' plan during the Alamo's siege was flawed. I'm
certainty not an expert on 19th century military tactics, but in light of his overwhelming manpower, arms and
ammunition disadvantage, I don't think any other strategy would have changed the eventual outcome for the better
for the Alamo's defenders.
Second, don't underestimate the motivational influence of revenge, (i.e. "remember the Alamo"; "remember
Goliad"). Sam Houston needed to recruit, inspire and train an army once Texas declared its independence from
Mexico. The stories of the Alamo and later Goliad were major direct factors in building that army.
Finally, maybe just as important, and certainly a direct influence was that the Texians delayed Santa Anna's army in
San Antonio for an additional two weeks giving Houston the time he desperately need to prepare his army, also the
fighters at the Alamo inflicted as many as 600 causalities on the Mexican army which, in spite of the reinforcements
Santa Anna later received, did somewhat even-out the strength of the two armies.
Obviously, the ultimate outcome at San Jacinto was decided by Houston's tactic of attacking the Mexicans at siesta
time and Santa Anna's foolish mistake of failing to post lookouts, but the events leading up to April 21st, 1836,
including the resistance at the Alamo, made it possible for Houston to exploit that opportunity.
20120701-19

19:24

Art

Re: “Conservative Southern Values Revived…” (reply to LarryK, above)

Well pretty much agree, but defending the Alamo in the first place with only what 125 men, was a mistake.
Nothing I can read from any serious histories says the two weeks made any difference. Think about it. In any case
it really wasn't a defense of two weeks. Santa Anna just had to get his army up there.
As to the Mexican causalities, I seriously doubt that number. What was significant was Santa Anna split his army
up into 3 columns and so lost any significant numbers advantage when he met Houston at San Jacinto. I do agree,
as part of the law of unintended consequences, the decision to massacre prisoners at Goliad and the Alamo, may
well have added inspiration to the remaining Texans.
Most heroic military actions are wrapped in myth. This one is no different. People love it.
20120629-09

21:31

Marci

Fw: Key to Preventing Moldy Fresh Berries!!!!

We already use this tip, but thought I’d pass it on. Kills all kinds of germs easily, quickly, cheaply, and safely. Don’t
know if this would work for mushrooms, Anne. :-)
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]
Berries are delicious, but they're also kind of delicate. Raspberries in particular seem like they can mold before you
even get them home from the market. There's nothing more tragic than paying $4 for a pint of local raspberries,
only to look in the fridge the next day and find that fuzzy mold growing on their insides. Well, with fresh berries just
starting to hit farmers markets, we can tell you that how to keep them fresh! Here s a tip I m sharing on how to
prevent them from getting there in the first place: Wash them with vinegar.

When you get your berries home, prepare a mixture of one part vinegar (white or apple cider probably work best)
and ten parts water. Dump the berries into the mixture and swirl around. Drain, rinse if you want (though the
mixture is so diluted you can't taste the vinegar,) and pop in the fridge. The vinegar kills any mold spores and other
bacteria that might be on the surface of the fruit, and voila! Raspberries will last a week or more, and strawberries
go almost two weeks without getting moldy and soft. So go forth and stock up on those pricey little gems, knowing
they'll stay fresh as long as it takes you to eat them. You're so berry welcome!
20120629-11

22:03 Marci

Fw: On Becoming Illegal

Also see: http://articles.superhunky.com/4/485.
Get your Forms NOW!! Call your Internal Revenue Service at 1-800-289-1040. FORMS ARE GOING FAST- SIGN UP
TODAY!
Becoming Illegal (Actual letter from an Oregon resident to his senator.)
The Honorable Wyden
731 Hart Senate Office Building
Phone: (202) 224 3254, (202) 224 3254
Washington DC, 20510
Dear Senator Wyden:
As a native Oregonian and excellent customer of the Internal Revenue Service, I am writing to ask for your
assistance. I have contacted the Department of Homeland Security in an effort to determine the process for
becoming an illegal alien and they referred me to you.
My primary reason for wishing to change my status from U.S. Citizen to illegal alien stems from the bill which was
recently passed by the Senate and for which you voted. If my understanding of this bill is accurate, as an illegal
alien who has been in the United States for five years, all I need to do to become a citizen is to pay a $2,000 fine
and income taxes for only three of the last five years. I know a good deal when I see one and I am anxious to get
the process started before everyone figures it out.
Simply put, those of us who have been here legally have had to pay taxes every year so I'm excited about the
prospect of avoiding two years of taxes in return for paying a $2,000 fine. Is there any way that I can apply to be
illegal retroactively? This would yield an excellent result for me and my family because we paid heavy taxes in 2004
and 2005.
Additionally, as an illegal alien I could begin using the local emergency room as my primary health care provider
Once I have stopped paying premiums for medical insurance, my accountant figures I could save almost $10,000 a
year.
Another benefit in gaining illegal status would be that my daughter would receive preferential treatment relative to
her law school applications, as well as 'in-state' tuition rates for many colleges throughout the United States for my
son.
Lastly, I understand that illegal status would relieve me of the burden of renewing my driver's license and making
those burdensome car insurance premiums. This is very important to me, given that I still have college age children
driving my car.
If you would provide me with an outline of the process to become illegal (retroactively if possible) and copies of the
necessary forms, I would be most appreciative. Thank you for your assistance.

Your Loyal Constituent, Dale B. Rilyeu, Lebanon, OR (hoping to reach 'illegal alien' status rather than just a bonafide
citizen of the USA)
20120630-03

08:10

MarthaH

Fw: 50’s Car Test

50's Car Test
All right you young & older whipper-snappers, let’s see how you do. Be honest with yourself….no cheating. See how
you do. The average score is 73% of 48 questions. This will really rattle the cobwebs in the 'ol brain.
http://www.americantorque.com/game/car-show-50s/
MarthaH: ENJOY this! The 10 I missed had a few I knew better on...but it was such fun to TRY to Remember, as
the song goes!
PhilH: This is fun. I got 92%. In all but one set of questions I got 4 of 4. In one set I got 0 of 4.
Art: I got 2 right!!!
SteveB: That’s just because you’re a youngster, Artemus.
SteveB:
. and I think that’s the second time I’ve taken it. Now,
show me ‘50’s Playmates of the Month and I’ll tell you what month. haha I’m just too young (like Art)!
Frank: I got 39 which was 81%.
20120630-04

08:20

MarthaH

“Which Democrats Voted to Hold Eric Holder in Contempt of Congress?”

I should never have looked at this. THEY are the contemptable ones! Now my choices for senator are between
Murdock, who beat Lugar, and Donnelly, who kowtows to the NRA!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! Is the NRA in the
constitution (with Romney's repealing power on Day 1?)????? I am beginning to wonder what we are becoming
even more... NOTE THEIR STATES...They need to stand up and be contrary to the bullies...unless they REALLY
believe in their votes...but no, they fear them. GRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRR....How dishonorable this list is!
“Which Democrats Voted to Hold Eric Holder in Contempt of Congress?” by Ed O'Keefe, The Washington Post
June 29, 2012, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/2chambers/post/which-democrats-voted-to-hold-ericholder-in-contempt-of-congress/2012/06/28/gJQAUKVy9V_blog.html)
The House of Representatives voted 255 to 67 Thursday to hold Attorney General Eric H. Holder Jr. in contempt of
Congress, capping months of partisan bickering over an ongoing congressional investigation into Operation “Fast
and Furious.”
More than 100 Democrats left the House floor before the vote, but 17 moderate Democrats stayed behind and
joined with Republicans in voting for contempt, robbing the Obama administration and congressional Democrats of
its main argument that the vote was a blatant partisan maneuver to discredit Holder and the White House in an
election year.
All but one of the 17 Democrats has previously been endorsed by the National Rifle Association, which said it would
be tracking Thursday’s vote in determining future endorsements. In a letter to lawmakers last week, the NRA said,
“It is no secret that the NRA does not admire Attorney General Holder.” But the gun rights group said it supported
the contempt resolution because the Justice Department was obstructing a congressional investigation.

So which Democrats voted for contempt? And which Republicans bucked the party line? Check out the listings
below — with links to each’s members bio pages from The Washington Post Congressional Votes Database.
ON THE HOLDER CRIMINAL CONTEMPT CHARGE:
Final vote count: 255 to 67. According to the Office of the House Republican Whip, 110 members did not vote; 108
were Democrats and two were Republicans.
Two Republicans voted no, or against the Holder criminal contempt charge: Scott Rigell (R-Va.), Steven
LaTourette (R-Ohio).
One Democrat voted present: Daniel Lipinski (D-Ill.).
17 Democrats voted yes — with most Republicans — to hold Holder in criminal contempt. A * denotes a
previous NRA endorsement: Jason Altmire (D-Pa.)*, John Barrow (D-Ga.)*, Dan Boren (D-Okla.)*, Leonard
Boswell (D-Iowa)*, Ben Chandler (D-Ky.)*, Mark Critz (D-Pa.)*, Joe Donnelly (D-Ind.)*, Kathleen Hochul
(D-N.Y.), Ron Kind (D-Wis.)*, Larry Kissell (D-N.C.)*, Jim Matheson (D-Utah)*, Mike McIntyre (D-N.C.)*,
William Owens (D-N.Y.)*, Collin Peterson (D-Minn.)*, Nick Rahall (D-W. Va.)*, Mike Ross (D-Ark.)*, Timothy
Walz (D-Minn.)*.
ON THE HOLDER CIVIL CONTEMPT CHARGE:
Final vote count: 258 to 95. According to the office of the House Majority Whip, 75 members did not vote and five
members voted present.
Five Democrats voted present on the civil contempt charge: Gary Ackerman (D-N.Y.), Jim Costa (D-Calif.), Marcy
Kaptur (D-Ohio), Daniel Lipinski (D-Ill.), Edolphus Towns (D-N.Y.).
Twenty-one Democrats voted yes — with all Republicans — on the Holder civil contempt charge: Altmire, Ron
Barber (D-Ariz.), Barrow, Boren, Boswell, Chandler, Critz, Peter DeFazio (D-Ore.), Donnelly, Hochul, Kind, Kissell,
Matheson, McIntyre, Michael Michaud (D-Maine)*, Brad Miller (D-N.C.)*, Owens, Peterson, Rahall, Ross, Walz.

20120630-05

08:59

Pam

Re: “Which Democrats Voted to Hold Eric Holder in Contempt of
Congress?” (reply to MarthaH, above)

I'm glad to know about McIntyre from NC. He won't get my vote. I don't know what to think about the Fast and
Furious program, but from what I've heard it sounds like a nutty idea to me. I just read an article on Mexico and its
drug criminals that is chilling and scary. I can't imagine how it could ever be a good idea to sell those lunatics
assault weapons, and tracking them seems next to impossible. What were they thinking? That aside, it's clear
these Democrats voted their pocketbooks. The NRA, Big Oil, Big Pharma, Big Insurance--they all call the shots in
Washington, whatever the party. Thank god Justice Roberts voted as he did. Otherwise, the SC would look like the
Republican tool it is.

20120630-14

16:35 Art

Re: “Which Democrats Voted to Hold Eric Holder in Contempt of Congress?”
(reply to Pam, above)

Fast and Furious was a sting operations The Mexican Drug Cartels were getting the guns by the thousands just
fine from American dealers in the SW. The idea was to let some guns go that the ATF possibly could have picked
up (don't worry thousands were getting through anyway) and possibly trace them to the top Mexican Drug Cartel
leaders who were buying them and cut off the head of the snake instead of just picking off little small time runners.
Of course. it would have severely crimped the business of gun dealers in the SW so they cried foul to the NRA and
the rest is history. One Federal agent was later killed in an unrelated shootout and one of the guns was traced
back to F&F.

A similar sting operation was tried under the Bush Administration call "Wide Receiver". The Republicans aren't
interested in the "guns going to Mexico issue", and have not asked for any papers about that. They are strictly
focused on the statement that Holder made that he did not know anything about the operation. This, despite the
fact that Holder has publicly stated he takes responsibility since he is Attorney General, is apparently irrelevant.
This is purely political public theater of the most despicable kind.
Remember these are the guys that invaded Iraq over a questionable issue of WMDs and cost 4000 lives. Guess that
was OK. The NRA approved.

20120630-17

16:43 Pam

Re: “Which Democrats Voted to Hold Eric Holder in Contempt of Congress?”
(reply to Art, above)

Thanks for the explanation, Art. I find it astounding that it wasn't the selling of guns that brought the big guns out
(so to speak), but a perceived chink in Holder's armor. Despicable.

20120630-13

16:20

Art

Re: “Which Democrats Voted to Hold Eric Holder in Contempt of
Congress?” (reply to MarthaH, above)

Between the NRA and Norquist's bunch, whatever their name, you have to wonder who really runs this country.

20120630-16

16:40 Pam

Re: “Which Democrats Voted to Hold Eric Holder in Contempt of Congress?”
(reply to Art, above)

I think I have a pretty good idea.
20120630-07

09:16

SteveG

Fw: Bear Beer Market

[Source of original email unknown. Believe it or not, this joke has been debunked by Snopes.com:
http://www.snopes.com/humor/business/beer.asp. --SteveB]
If you had purchased $1,000 of shares in Delta Airlines one year ago, you would have $49.00 today!
If you had purchased $1,000 of shares in AIG one year ago, you would have $33.00 today.
If you had purchased $1,000 of shares in Lehman Brothers one year ago, you would have $0.00 today.
But, if you had purchased $1,000 worth of beer one year ago, drank all the beer, then turned in the aluminum cans
for the recycling refund, you would have received $214.00.
Based on the above, the best current investment plan is to drink heavily & recycle.
It is called the 401-Keg.
And, as a bonus... A recent study found that the average American walks about 900 miles a year. Another study
found that, on average, Americans drink 22 gallons of alcohol a year.
That means that the average American gets about 41 miles to the gallon!
Wow! Makes you darned proud to be an American!

20120630-19

16:47 Art

Re: Bear Beer Market (reply to SteveG, above)

At last, a retirement plan that works!
20120630-08

10:30

SteveG

Graphic: Trickle-Down Economics: Down to Where?

20120630-10

12:24

SteveG

“Trickle-Down Economics: Four Reasons Why It Just Doesn't Work”

“Trickle-Down Economics: Four Reasons Why It Just Doesn't Work” by Mehrun Etebari, UFE
July 17, 2003, (http://www.faireconomy.org/research/TrickleDown.html)
We've all heard the claims that cutting tax rates for the richest Americans will improve the standard of living for the
working class. Supposedly, top-bracket tax breaks will result in more jobs being created, higher wages for the
average worker, and an overall upturn in our economy. It's at the heart of the infamous trickle-down theory.
The past 40 years have seen a gradual decrease in the top bracket's income tax rate, from 91% in 1963 to 35% in
2003. It went as low as 28% in 1988 and 1989 due to legislation passed under Reagan, the trickle-down theory's
most famous adherent. The Clinton years saw the top bracket hold steady at a higher rate of 39.6%, but under the
younger Bush's tax-cut policies, the rich are once again paying less. The drastic change in tax policy that has taken
place since the early 1960s gives us a great opportunity to study and evaluate the claims that lower taxes for the
rich translate to more wealth for the average American.
We can compare changes in the top tax rate with the real GDP growth rate (a measure of the growth of the entire
U.S. economy), and three measures of how life is for the average working American: annual median income
growth, annual average hourly wage growth, and job creation. If cuts for the rich were really the magic elixir for
the economy and the middle class that the Republican consensus claims it is, we would see an increase in the four
indicators whenever the tax rate dropped. However, this is not the case. Such a trend occurs sometimes, but the
opposite happens at other times!
Let's look one by one at comparisons of key economic indicators to the top tax rate.
1. Cutting the top tax rate does not lead to economic growth.

This graph shows the fluctuations of the real GDP growth rate over the period, indicating the performance of the
U.S. economy as a whole. It is true that growth increased drastically after the 1982 tax cut, reaching as high as
7.3% in 1984. However, as the Reagan-Bush, Sr. administrations went on and taxes for the rich were slashed even
further, growth fell to negative levels during 1991, at the heart of the last recession. And, two of the three years
with the highest growth were during the 1950s, when the top tax rate was 91%. Overall, there seems to be no
close relationship between the top tax rate and the GDP growth rate, and statistical analysis backs this up: the
correlation coefficient between the two variables is 0.03, meaning that there is essentially no connection. (If tax
cuts were strongly related to GDP growth, we would see a coefficient close to -1.) So much for upper-class tax cuts
boosting the economy; now it's on to median income growth.
2. Cutting the top tax rate does not lead to income growth.

Again, we see inconclusive evidence for the power of tax cuts. We do see small peaks in median income growth, a
good measure of how the average American household is doing, after top-bracket tax cuts in the mid-1960s and
early 1980s, but we also actually see income decreases after the tax cuts of the late 1980s, and strong growth after
the tax increase of 1993. It is true that in the year with the worst median income decrease (3.3% in 1974), the top
tax rate was 70%. However, it was also 70% in the year with the highest median income growth (4.7% in 1972)!
Once again, the lack of connection between the two measures is backed up by a correlation coefficient near zero:

0.06, to be exact. And yes, yet again, the coefficient is positive, indicating that income has gone up slightly (though
negligibly) more in years with higher taxes. Two strikes. How about hourly wages?
3. Cutting the top tax rate does not lead to wage growth.

Not surprisingly, we have mixed results yet again! Growth in average hourly wages did increase during the 1980s
following the first Reagan tax cuts, albeit two years after the cuts took effect. But, just like GDP growth and median
income growth, hourly wages decreased following the late 1980s tax cuts, and spiked upwards after the 1993 tax
increase.
Furthermore, wages grew at a level of at least 1%, and usually much more, all throughout the period when the top
income tax rate was 91%. In fact, it isn't until 1972 that we see a wage growth rate of less than 1%. However, if
we look at the 19 years of the study period when the top tax rate was 50% or less, we see that 8 of the years saw
an increase in wages of less than 1%. Thus, it seems that hourly wages grew more when taxes were higher -indeed, the correlation coefficient is 0.34, indicating a mild positive relationship between higher taxes for the rich
and higher hourly wages. This finding flies in the face of the conservative theory. As if that's not enough, now let's
see about what President Bush claimed would be the biggest result of tax cuts -- job creation.
4. Cutting the top tax rate does not lead to job creation.

Here, we see the change in the unemployment rate laid against the top tax rate from 1954 to 2002. Thus, negative
values signify a decrease in unemployment -- in essence, job creation. Once again, while the top tax rate trends
downward over the period, the annual change in unemployment doesn't seem to trend at all! Although the largest
increase (2.9%) did occur in 1975, when the top marginal tax rate was 70%, three of the four largest decreases in
unemployment occurred in years when the top rate was 91%. The mixed results do not bode well for those who
see tax cuts for the richest as a sparkplug to incite job growth. The correlation coefficient between the variables
here is 0.11 -- meaning that there have been slightly more jobs created in years with lower top tax rates, but this
pattern is negligible -- nowhere near strong enough to signify a relationship.
So, can you tell what our conclusion is yet?
Overall, data from the past 50 years strongly refutes any arguments that cutting taxes for the richest Americans will
improve the economic standing of the lower and middle classes or the nation as a whole. To be sure, the economic
indicators examined in this report are dependent on a variety of factors, not just tax policy. However, what this
study does show is that any attempt to stimulate economic growth by cutting taxes for the rich will do nothing -- it
hasn't worked over the past 50 years, so why would it work in the future? To put it simply and bluntly, Bush's topbracket tax cut is an ineffective attempt at stimulus that will not cause any growth -- unless, of course, if you're
talking about the size of the deficit.
[Excellent, excellent article. A must read! –SteveB]
20120630-25

21:48

SteveG

ALEC

A nonprofit that has 300+ members and writes templates for laws to decrease regulations, for smaller government,
decrease taxation, decrease environmental regulations, etc.
It seems extremely right wing/Republican oriented to me.
What thoughts do others have?
http://www.alec.org/
20120701-04

08:55 Pam

Re: ALEC (reply to SteveG, above)

I saw that piece on ALEC on the news as well, and my despair got a little deeper.
20120701-05

10:05 SteveG

Re: ALEC (reply to Pam, above)

It is amazing the number of corporations involved in the process. Looked up some of them and trying to think of
ways to boycott products of the companies, at least as many as I can. I know it will only make me feel a little
better and not cause them a problem in the long run, unless we can get 1 million to do the same.
20120701-08

10:20

Pam

Re: ALEC (reply to SteveG, above)

Wal Mart pulled out, which redeems them somewhat in my eyes. All the big ones belong; it will be hard to avoid all
of them. It's just one more sign of how big business owns everything. At least it's not the drug cartels, like in
Mexico.
20120701-09

10:45

SteveG

Re: ALEC (reply to Pam, above)

In some respects it may be worse. Drug cartels just want to sell drugs and the problem is everyone wants to stop
them. ALEC members want to control our working environment, our environment, our taxes, the essence of how
we live and they are legally/slowly/methodically doing it under our noses.
20120701-14

12:49 Pam

Re: ALEC (reply to SteveG, above)

At least they're not shooting us in the street. Yet.
20120701-18

18:57

Dennis

Re: ALEC (reply to all, above)

Here's the latest on the ColorOfChange organized boycott of ALEC:
Today, tech industry giant Dell dropped its membership in the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC), the
group that has pushed discriminatory voter ID legislation throughout the country. A representative confirmed that
the company would no longer fund ALEC in an email obtained by ColorOfChange.
With its decision, Dell becomes the 20th corporation to announce that it's left ALEC since ColorOfChange launched
its campaign to stop corporate-funded voter suppression. We applaud the company for doing the right thing and
encourage corporations still standing by ALEC to follow suit.
20120630-28

23:41

SteveG

“Higgs Boson Buzz Hits New High”

[‘God particle’ becomes a star? Hey, what’s that boson smokin’??? –SteveB]
“Higgs Boson Buzz Hits New High” by Alan Boyle, MSNBC
June 29, 2012, (http://cosmiclog.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2012/06/29/12488155-higgs-boson-buzz-hits-newhigh?lite)

This diagram shows the results of a proton-on-proton collision in the Large Hadron Collider's ATLAS detector last
September, with four muons indicated by red tracks. Such a result could be consistent with the Standard Model with
or without the Higgs boson, depending on the analysis of multiple events. (ATLAS Collaboration / CERN)
Has the Higgs boson finally been detected? It's almost gotten to the point that if a discovery of some sort doesn't
come out of next week's update on the multibillion-dollar subatomic search, it'll be a big surprise. But how far will
the announcement go, and what will it mean for the future of physics?
To refresh your memory, the Higgs boson is the only fundamental subatomic particle predicted by theory but not
yet detected. It's thought to play a role in endowing some particles, such as the W and Z boson, with mass ... while
leaving other particles, such as the photon, massless. The Higgs mechanism, proposed by British physicist Peter
Higgs and others in the 1960s, could have played a role in electroweak symmetry breaking, which was a key event
in the rise of the universe as we know it.
The Higgs boson is so key to the current understanding of fundamental physics that Nobel-winning scientist Leon
Lederman nicknamed it the "God Particle" — a term that has been making other physicists wince ever since.
Another religion-tinged cliche would be to call it the "holy grail of particle physics," as CERN physicist John Ellis has.
He says finding the Higgs is a key goal for the $10 billion Large Hadron Collider.
"That's one thing that we're really looking forward to with the LHC," Ellis told me five years ago. "In fact, back when
we persuaded the politicians to stump up the money to build the thing, that's probably what we told them."
Last December, the teams reported that they saw "tantalizing hints" of the Higgs' existence at a mass of around
125 billion electron volts, or 125 GeV. But the confidence in those results was not yet high enough to claim a
discovery. Now the teams behind the collider's CMS and ATLAS experiments have collected higher piles of data, at
higher energy levels, sparking higher expectations.
An hour-long BBC Horizon documentary focuses on the hunt for the Higgs boson:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=raKN0RddL3A&feature=player_embedded.
The 5-sigma fetish

When physicists talk about their confidence, they talk in terms of statistical "sigma" levels. The higher the sigma,
the less likely that the results are just a fluke. In particle physics, 3 sigma constitutes strong evidence, but it takes 5
sigma to accept the results as a discovery. At the 5-sigma level, statisticians say there's roughly one chance out of 3
million that you're leaping to the wrong conclusion, as opposed to a 1-in-1,000 chance at the 3-sigma level. That
distinction makes a big difference when you're sifting through billions upon billions of proton-on-proton collision
reports.
Last year, the best that the LHC teams could do was 3.6 sigma for ATLAS, and 2.6 for CMS. Now physicists are
looking for a 5.
For three weeks, the teams have been running the numbers on their experimental results in secret, so as to avoid
any chance that one analysis will influence the other. Their results are to be announced during a presentation at the
CERN nuclear research center in Geneva, which will be webcast starting at 9 a.m. CEST (3 a.m. ET) on July 4.
Although no official word has leaked out, the unofficial word is that someone looking for a discovery could get to
the magic number.
"Reports from the experiments indicate that at least one of them, if not both, will reach the 5 sigma level of
significance for the Higgs signal, when they combine 2011 and 2012 data and the most sensitive channel. So, this
will definitely be the long-awaited Higgs discovery announcement, and party time for HEP [high-energy physics]
physicists," Columbia mathematician Peter Woit wrote on his Not Even Wrong blog a week ago.
Since then, other physicist-bloggers have been fine-tuning the expectations. Here's a selection:
• On the Resonaances blog, physicist Adam Falkowski (a.k.a. Jester) has a countdown clock ticking toward
the Higgs discovery. "It is not clear, at least to me, if either of the two experiments will pass the 5-sigma
fetish. But it does not really matter. ... What's going to change next Wednesday is that the status of the
Higgs will be upgraded from 'almost certain' to 'beyond reasonable doubt.'"
• On Quantum Diaries, Southern Methodist University physicist Aidan Randle-Conde advises against trying to
combine the data from the two teams to get to 5 sigma. "With all this pressure to get as much out of the
data as possible, it's tempting to move too quickly and do what we can to get a discovery, but now is not
the time to rush things," he writes.
• On the ViXra Log, Philip Gibbs says that when CERN's researchers report their progress, "it is likely that
the main question they are investigating will switch from 'Is there a Higgs Boson?' to 'Is it the Standard
Model Higgs boson?'"
• On a blog titled "Of Particular Significance," Rutgers physicist Matt Strassler advises caution, but also
suggests getting "the cases of champagne ready, in case the time has finally come to pop the corks." He
points out that a discovery announcement would by no means be the end of the story. "Even if we see
strong evidence of a Higgs-like particle ... the correct understanding of that particle — in particular,
determining whether it is or isn't a 'simplest Higgs' — may take years."
• As we approach H-Hour, you can expect to hear more via all these outlets as well as other blogs such as
Cosmic Variance and "A Quantum Diaries Survivor."
Physicist Gigi Rolandi discusses the Higgs search in a CERN video:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=eL1u0AlOGRQ.
Hedging on the Higgs
What Strassler and Gibbs are saying is important: Technically speaking, CERN is unlikely to announce that the Higgs
boson has been definitively discovered. It's more likely that physicists will talk about a new particle that has a
signature consistent with the Higgs but has to be investigated further.

CERN hinted at that approach last week in the news release announcing Wednesday's webcast. "It's a bit like
spotting a familiar face from afar," said the center's director general, Rolf Heuer. "Sometimes you need closer
inspection to find out whether it's really your best friend, or actually your best friend's twin."
Gigi Rolandi, a senior research physicist at CERN, used a similar analogy in a video released this week, referring to
crops of corn (which he calls maize, as most Europeans do), wheat (which he calls corn) and poppy flowers. Some
particles are as easy to spot as a red poppy in a wheat field, he said. But not the Higgs. "The search for the Higgs is
more similar to looking for a single plant of maize among many, many corn plants, than looking for a poppy among
the corn," he said.
We'll get a foretaste of Wednesday's proceedings on Monday, when Fermilab is due to provide its final update on
the Higgs boson search, based on the full set of data from the now-closed Tevatron. Will Fermilab try to steal some
of CERN's thunder, at least for a couple of days? Stay tuned....
Update for 12:05 p.m. ET June 30: Some commenters are asking whether there are practical applications for
the discoveries that could be made at the Large Hadron Collider. I addressed that question in a story I wrote four
years ago, headlined "Discovery or Doom? Collider Stirs Debate." Please check out the article, as well as the Flash
interactive on "Nightmares and Dreams" at the LHC.
Update for 6 p.m. ET July 1: To watch streaming video of the Fermilab Higgs update at 9 a.m. CT (10 a.m. ET)
Monday, click through to this Web link: http://vms-db-srv.fnal.gov/fmi/xsl/VMS_Site_2/000Return/video/r_live.xsl.
The buzz leading uo to H-Hour is getting even louder, as expected. The Daily Mail reports that some of the theorists
behind the Higgs boson concept have been invited to the CERN briefing on Wednesday, which some observers see
as another sign that something definitive will be announced. Also, Reuters' Robert Evans keeps the buzz humming
in a dispatch published today.
Previous episodes in the Higgs hunt:
• Ups and downs for Higgs boson buzz: http://cosmiclog.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2012/06/21/12345552ups-and-downs-for-higgs-boson-buzz?lite.
• Cartoons visualize the Higgs boson: http://cosmiclog.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2012/05/04/11542567cartoons-visualize-the-higgs-boson?lite.
• Can physicists crack the big puzzle? http://cosmiclog.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/11/30/9124154-canphysicists-crack-the-big-puzzle.
• Flash graphic: Inside the Big Bang Machine:
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/26562876/ns/technology_and_science-science/t/large-hadron-collider/.
• Flash graphic: Michio Kaku on LHC nightmares and dreams:
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/25356219/ns/technology_and_science-science/t/nightmares-dreamssurrounding-lhc/.
• Msnbc.com's special report on the Large Hadron Collider: http://lhc.msnbc.com/.
20120701-02

06:04 SteveB

Re: “Higgs Boson Buzz Hits New High” (reply to SteveG, above)

This is very exciting news, SteveG. Thank you. And you got the scoop on it! I love this Higgs stuff and I was caught
nappin’. Your article above is very good and here’s another for those with a deeper interest in how God does all the
stuff he has to do and not lose his freakin’ mind!
http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/2012/jun/29/higgs-boson-rumours-fly-cern-results?newsfeed=true

Hey, what’s that boson smokin’???
20120701-20

20:09 SteveB

Fw: Roadfood Eating Tour 2012

from Roadfood.com:
Connecticut Eats

Save the dates: September 29-30, 2012. The Roadfood eating tour this year is going to explore Connecticut, home
of the hot lobster roll and (maybe) the hamburger but definitely the steamed cheeseburger, Neapolitan apizza, ice
cream, fried clams, donuts, and superb weenies. Above: a well-dressed Blackie's hot dog and a cup of Big
Dipper turtle ice cream.

FOODFEST: America's Hometown Eats

The eating extravaganza formerly known as the New Orleans Roadfood Festival has a new name. FOODFEST:
America's Hometown Eats. Pictured above is the crowd cheering on contestants in last year's beignet eating
contest. The 2013 Festival will take place March 22-24. See you there! User "Howard" is the winner of our naming
contest and will receive some BBQ from Louie Muellers.

Summer Travels

A summer eating adventure on one tank of gas? That was the challenge Parade magazine handed us: to come up
with delicious one-tank-of-gas road trips from 10 major cities. The hard part was winnowing down the list to only
10. Every city we know has good things to eat in it or near it. (READ MORE:
http://www.dashrecipes.com/blogs/dashboard/2012/06/24-great-road-food-destinations.html)

Tomato Harvest

Good tomatoes are a joy of summer. At Stanziato's pizzeria in Danbury, Connecticut, flavor-bursting grape tomatoes
star along with fresh basil and house-made mozzarella on the occasionally available summer love pizza.

20120629-10

21:53

Marci

Photo: Fw: Spear Fishing

I bet this is going to be your favorite. See! I know my husband.
You think there was beer involved????
I've never been spear fishing, but I'm fairly certain this isn't how it's done.

—Friends of the Middle,

Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line,
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the
subject line.
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to
sign with your desired user name.
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential.
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking.
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved

