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Honor thy geezers 
The era of big government may be over, but the World War II generation knows something about big government: It works.
The cultural imperative of the moment is to honor our elders, whose achievements during the past half-century are now being celebrated in bestselling books by network anchormen Tom Brokaw and Peter Jennings, as well as in essays and columns and television specials. When it comes to values like ethics, patriotism, and sacrifice for the common good the generation that overcame the Depression and won World War II looks pretty good -- especially in contrast to the baby boomers now in power. 

Implicit in this chorus of praise for Mom and Dad (or Grandma and Grandpa) is a conservative parable for America at the end of the American Century, a stark morality play about hard-working, self-denying citizens as opposed to their lazy, narcissistic offspring. Yet within this same fable lies another very different message that contradicts and subverts the conventional wisdom of our time. The venerable generation now passing into history knows something critical that we are being taught to deny. 

In their dotage, older Americans understand that their generation's best friend has been big government, which has saved so many of them from poverty, insecurity and medical bankruptcy. They know, from their own experience with Social Security and Medicare, that government can do big things and do them well. 

To say this sounds almost shocking in the present political climate, when the corporatization of pensions, health care, schools and even prisons is so fashionable among Republicans and Democrats alike, that the suggestion of any new federal program encounters almost automatic derision. The old faith in public institutions has been discarded, and we are advised every day to bend our knees instead before the great Golden Bull of the Market, from which all blessings supposedly flow. 

The sustained rise of the Dow Jones index has validated this new idolatry -- and now, in an irony few seem to appreciate, we are told that the systems of social insurance devised by our venerated elders must be dismantled. If only we will place our faith in Wall Street and turn our faces from Washington, then we can all be rich in our old age. All we have to do is "privatize" Social Security through individual investment accounts (and turn Medicare over to the managed-care industry). 

Heroic media images of the World War II generation subtly reinforce those arguments, urging us by example to emulate the rugged individualism of a more upright and self-sufficient era. But even a glance at the real history of postwar America demolishes that free-market myth. Our parents and grandparents did work hard and sacrifice, but they also relied heavily upon the state to help them earn a better life. Government provided the G.I. Bill that educated them, the home loans that sheltered them, the highways that transported them and the student loans that educated their children. 

And, unlike their parents, they had little fear of old age because government had helped them provide for themselves and each other, collectively, through Social Security and Medicare. 

It may seem sentimental to say so, but the result is a powerful testament to democratic progress. Among the lasting achievements of the generation lauded by Jennings, Brokaw and the rest is the virtual elimination of poverty among the aged. They reached this milestone despite the dedicated opposition of corporate conservatives who tried for decades to kill Social Security, and who fought to prevent the passage of Medicare. 

While only a few of their generation actually set out to create or expand the federal apparatus that guarantees their security now, they became nearly unanimous in defending it. Not so long ago, before the current nostalgia took hold, the World War II generation was regularly slandered as a gang of "greedy geezers." All kinds of data were cranked out by budget-cutters and privatizers to demonstrate that the elderly were bankrupting the country for their own comfort, at the expense of future generations. But that wave of nasty propaganda didn't last long, in part because the political muscle of the geezers thumped any politician who uttered such slurs. (By the way, that's another bit of wisdom handed down from the aged: "Vote!") 

Sometime in the next century, after the last of this generation has departed, Social Security may reach the point of fiscal deficit. Nobody really knows, because nobody can predict how fast the economy will grow decades from now. Medicare's future financing seems more uncertain because of rising health-care costs. The contentious debate over reforms and revisions has scarcely begun to engage the consciousness of those who will be most affected by its outcome. 

Seductive chatter about individual retirement accounts will undoubtedly grow louder -- as will demands to increase the retirement age, cut benefits to the disabled and leave Medicare patients to the mercies of the managed-care executives. Experts will materialize on television to warn that government cannot be trusted to protect our economic security. 

By then we may no longer be quite so preoccupied with the generation we now glorify in books and movies; amnesia, not memory, is more our normal state of mind. But if we mean to show respect, then we should honor them as they really were: a people who used government to improve their lives and their nation. 
SALON | March 9, 1999 
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Meet the Greedy Grandparents.  Why America's elderly are so spoiled.  By Steve Chapman, Posted Wednesday, Dec. 10, 2003, at 8:16 AM PT 
	


When Social Security was founded, offering a federal pension at age 65, most of the people born 65 years earlier couldn't take advantage of it. They were dead. For the lucky ones who lived long enough to collect, the new pension system, founded in 1935, was meant as a modest support in the brief span before they passed on to glory. No more. Since then, life expectancy at birth in America has increased to more than 77 years. For the majority of people, that means lots of time being supported by the government. A working life is now just a tedious interregnum between two long periods of comfortable dependence. 

America's elderly have never had it so good. They enjoy better health than any previous generation of old people, high incomes and ample assets, access to a host of medical treatments that not only keep them alive but let them enjoy their extra years, and a riotous multitude of ways to spoil their grandchildren. Still they are not content. From gratefully accepting a basic level of assistance back in the early decades of Social Security, America's elderly have come to expect everything their durable little hearts desire.

They often get their way, as they did recently when years of complaints finally induced Congress and the president to agree to bear much of the cost of their prescription drugs. From the tenor of the debate, you would think these medications were a terrible burden inflicted by an uncaring fate. In fact, past generations of old people didn't have to make room in their budgets for pharmaceuticals because there weren't many to buy. If you suffered from high cholesterol, chronic heartburn, or depression, you were left to primitive remedies, or none. Today, there are pills and potions for just about any complaint—except the chronic complaint that many of them are pricey. It's not enough to be blessed with medical miracles. Modern seniors also want them cheap, if not free.

That's on top of everything else they get. Retirement benefits used to be just one of the federal government's many maternal functions. But in recent years, the federal government has begun to look like an appendage of Social Security. In 2000, 35 percent of all federal spending dollars went to Social Security and Medicare. By 2040, barring an increase in total federal outlays, they'll account for more than 60 percent of the budget. And that's before you add in the prescription drug benefit. Most of the projected growth is due to rising health-care costs, not to the aging of the population, according to the Congressional Budget Office. Retirees eyeing this bounty feel no pangs of guilt, thanks to their unshakable conviction that they earned every dime by sweat and toil. In fact, economists Laurence Kotlikoff and Jagadeesh Gokhale say that a typical man reaching age 65 today will get a net windfall of more than $70,000 over his remaining years. A luckless 25-year-old, by contrast, can count on paying $322,000 more in payroll taxes than he will ever get back in benefits. 

Why do we keep indulging the grizzled ones? The most obvious reason is that they are so tireless and well-organized in demanding alms. No politician ever lost an election because he was too generous to little old ladies. A lot of people are suckered by the image of financially strapped seniors, even though the poverty rate among those 65 and over has been lower than that for the population as a whole since 1974. But it's not just the interests of old coots that are being served here. Young and middle-aged adults tend to look kindly upon lavish federal generosity to Grandma because it means she won't be hitting them up for help. Paying taxes may be onerous, but it's nothing compared to the cost, financial and otherwise, of adding a mother-in-law suite to the house. Working-age folks also assume that whatever they bestow upon today's seniors will be likewise bestowed on them, and in the not too distant future. It's not really fair to blame the greatest generation for this extravagance. They are guilty, but they have an accomplice. 

It's surely no coincidence that the new drug benefit is being enacted just as the first baby boomers are nearing retirement age. Nor can it be forgotten that the organization formerly known as the American Association of Retired Persons—it's now just AARP—has lately broadened its membership to include all the boomers it can get its wrinkled hands on. AARP, to the surprise of many, endorsed the plan. And what a surprise it is that the prescription drug program, which will cost some $400 billion over the next 10 years, could balloon to $2 trillion in the 10 years following that—when guess-who will be collecting. You would expect taxpayers in their peak earning years to recoil in horror from a program that will vastly increase Washington's fiscal obligations for decades to come. In fact, they—make that we—can see that the time to lock in a prosperous old age is now, before twentysomethings know what's hit them.

Boomers have gotten our way ever since we arrived in this world, and the onset of gray hair, bifocals, and arthritis is not going to moderate our unswerving self-indulgence. We are the same people, after all, who forced the lowering of the drinking age when we were young, so we could drink, and forced it back up when we got older, so our kids couldn't. On top of that, we're used to the best of everything, and plenty of it. We weren't dubbed the Me Generation because we neglect our own needs, Junior. If politicians think the current geezers are greedy, they ain't seen nothin' yet.

But responsible middle-aged sorts may yet be brought to their senses when they realize that their usual impulse to get all they can will sooner or later collide with another boomer obsession: the insatiable desire to furnish our kids with every advantage known to humanity. Load Social Security with more obligations than it can bear, and our precious offspring will be squashed under the weight. To fund all the obligations of the Social Security system, payroll taxes will have to more than double by 2040—on top of whatever it costs to buy all those prescription drugs. At that point, our children will realize the trick we've pulled and start to hate our guts. That would be a cruel blow to a generation that thinks of itself as the most wonderful parents in history.

To avoid that fate, boomers need to recognize the need to stop writing checks that today's youngsters will have to cash. With the eager help of our own parents, we've created an entitlement that is fast becoming unaffordable. To bring Social Security into conformity with reality, we'll have to resign ourselves to a higher retirement age reflecting our prospective vigor and life expectancy. We'll have to accept more stringent controls on Medicare spending and take more responsibility for our own medical needs. We'll have to abandon our assumption that the point of the health-care system is to keep each of us alive forever. At some point—don't worry, not anytime soon—we will have to embrace a duty to stop functioning as a fiscal burden on our children and start serving as a nutritional resource for worms.
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Socialism, American-Style.  Why American CEOs covet a massive European-style social-welfare state.  By Daniel Gross, Posted Friday, Aug. 1, 2003, at 2:23 PM PT 
In late June, the Business Roundtable enthusiastically endorsed the plan to add a prescription drug benefit to Medicare. Normally, you'd think that the white-hot center of the industrial establishment would oppose the creation of an open-ended entitlement that will cost at least $400 billion over 10 years. After all, big business has historically cried "Socialism!" when Congress enacted safety net programs such as Social Security and Medicaid.

But these days self-interest trumps ideology. Many large employers would love to dump the burden of buying drugs for their retirees onto the federal government. (A study by the Congressional Budget Office determined that about one-third of Medicare recipients who now receive drug benefits from former employers would lose them if the plan were to pass.)

The embrace of the drug benefit reflects a larger shift in American big business. Even as they profess love for free-market capitalism, CEOs are discovering that European-style big government may turn out to be a surprising competitive advantage. For many old-line industrial companies faced with massive pension liabilities and spiraling health care costs, survival may depend on persuading the government to fulfill the financial promises they made to prior generations of employees.

Over the past few decades, large U.S. companies have generally done a great job at restructuring, reinvention, downsizing, and producing more with fewer (and less costly) employees. But even the shrewdest and most agile large manufacturers can't escape so-called legacy costs—commitments made to unionized employees in flusher times.

There's no doubt that the drug coverage would be a boon to some very large companies: Goldman Sachs analyst Gary Lapidus estimated that it would save General Motors and Ford $150 million and $50 million per year, respectively.

And drug costs are the least of the legacy costs weighing on large manufacturers. Starting in the 1920s, under what became known as "welfare capitalism," companies offered benefits to workers that the federal government did not require—notably health insurance and pensions. The bargain between large manufacturers and unions continued through the Cold War, but it has been fraying recently. The downsized GMs and IBMs of the world have to meet promises made to former employees who are living longer and (more expensive) lives. GM today has 2.5 retirees for each active U.S. employee.

GM and other firms have been especially mauled by continually rising health costs. In 2002, GM and Ford combined spent $7.8 billion on health care, even as GM's total profits were only $1.7 billion and Ford lost $980 million.

Given the inability of private-market mechanisms to contain costs, the Hillary Clinton-Magaziner Rube-Goldberg single-payer plan may no longer look so crazy when viewed from Detroit corner offices. As Danny Hakim put it in the New York Times:

The absence of a national health system in the United States means that the Big Three take on social responsibilities that the governments in Japan and Germany bear. … G.M. alone provides medical coverage to nearly half a percent of the United States population, when dependents are included.

In the same article, Princeton economist Uwe Reinhardt referred to the Big Three as ''a social insurance system that sells cars to finance itself.'' Like Social Security, this social insurance system can't be sustained in its present form and may require government aid.

Similarly, old companies with generous pension plans are sinking as pension liabilities keep climbing. Investors are reluctant to inject new cash into capital-starved industries such as steel and airlines if the new dough will only go to shore up shaky pension funds.

The answer, again, is a form of big government: the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corp. This federally chartered independent corporation insures some 32,500 old-fashioned private defined-benefit pension plans covering 44 million workers. When companies file for Chapter 11, they can essentially terminate their pension plans and shift responsibility to the PBGC.

The PBGC covers the costs of administering and shoring up pensions by selling insurance premiums to participants. But it has the makings of a massive obligation for taxpayers. In testimony last spring, PBGC Executive Director Steven Kandarian described how the restructuring in industries like steel, airlines, retailing, and textiles is taking a toll on his agency's balance sheet. From fiscal 2002 to fiscal 2003, the number of pensioners that the PBGC is directly responsible for will rise from 783,000 to 1 million, with the sum paid out increasing from $1.5 billion to $2.5 billion. The total underfunding in the kind of pensions covered by PBGC exceeds $300 billion. And with these pensions concentrated in what PBGC euphemistically calls "our most mature industries," it's likely the PBGC will require some form of public bailout.

The United States may be heading toward a two-tiered economy, one part like Europe, one like China. Older industries will be able to survive only by persuading the federal government to absorb their massive social welfare obligations—just as occurs in Europe. Meanwhile, newer companies with young work forces, few retirees, and 401(K)s instead of pensions (think Dell) will fight to minimize government intervention and stay free. One fundamental conflict in American economic policy has been business united against government. That may change: The divide may soon be between old businesses that love and need government, and new businesses that don't.

http://www.slate.com/id/2086511

What Is the National Debt?
Emily Yoffe
Posted Thursday, Oct. 26, 2000, at 10:38 AM PT 
Now that the federal government is rolling in surpluses, politicians are arguing about what to do about the national debt. Just what is the national debt?

When the government spends more than it collects in taxes, it covers the shortfall by issuing debt in the form of Treasury bills, notes and bonds, and U.S. savings bonds. This debt is purchased by, for example, individuals, or pension funds, or foreign investors. This accumulated amount of money owed to creditors, the net public debt, is about $3.5 trillion. This is what almost everyone is talking about when they refer to the national debt. But right now the total national debt is about $5.67 trillion.

Where's the other $2.2 trillion come from? (You're going to be sorry you asked.) The $2.2 trillion is money the government owes to itself. For example, the Social Security Trust fund is currently running a surplus--meaning that it collects more in Social Security taxes than it pays out in benefits. By law, that surplus must be invested in government securities. For bookkeeping purposes, all the securities the government issues to itself get included in the gross national debt. And no, our current Social Security obligations are not part of the debt.

Today the debt--the $3.5 trillion net public debt--is going down because the flush Treasury can pay off debt as it comes due and issue less. The Treasury is also saving money by buying back some particularly high-interest securities before their date of maturity. This declining portion of the debt is causing the size of the debt relative to the size of the overall U.S. economy to shrink. Today the debt is about 40 percent of the Gross Domestic Product; five years ago it was near 50 percent. (Before getting too cocky: In 1974 it was 25 percent.) Another benefit for the economy is that the interest that's paid to service the net public debt is also going down, allowing that money to be used more productively. Last year that interest payment was about $230 billion; this year's it's expected to be $220 billion.

The U.S. has almost always run a national debt. As the new country was being formed, the debt was needed to pay off the cost of the Revolutionary War. In 1835 Andrew Jackson was the last president to preside over a debt-free country. Economists differ over the need to eliminate, as opposed to reduce, the debt. Debt itself is not necessarily bad. The problem comes when debt runs beyond means. A family is probably better off taking out a mortgage than trying to save enough money to buy a house outright, as long as that monthly mortgage bill is covered by income. Similarly a government may want to build battleships or fund school lunches with money it doesn't have on hand, so it pays for it with debt. But when a government takes on too much debt it often resorts to printing money, resulting in high inflation. Al Gore's plan is to take advantage of the booming economy by paying down the national debt by 2012 (George Bush wants to eliminate it, too; he's just not saying when). But economists warn unless baby boomers suddenly revert to a Colonial America life expectancy, their retirement will deplete the now flush Social Security trust funds. The money will have to come from somewhere, making an increasing national debt a near certainty.
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Against Retirement.  Timothy Noah, Posted Tuesday, Feb. 15, 2000, at 3:31 PM PT 
In July, Chatterbox wrote that economists weren't certain whether the U.S. retirement age was going up or down. Clearly, it had gone down for most of the 20th century. But on July 12, the Wall Street Journal reported that the downward trend had stopped, and that the retirement age might be headed back up again. Now a new study by Gary Burtless of the Brookings Institution and Joseph F. Quinn of Boston College concludes that it does indeed seem to be going up.

Retirement was more or less invented during the last century. In 1900, the vast majority of Americans didn't even live to age 65 (average life expectancy back then was about 45). But if you were a man and still living at that ripe age, odds were you worked: Two-thirds of all American males older than 65 had jobs. That proportion dropped to fewer than half by 1950. By 1985, only 16 percent were either employed or seeking employment. According to Burtless and Quinn, the 20th-century trend toward retiring began with the very oldest people and later spread to the not-so-old. For men older than 70, the big stampede to retire occurred between 1910 and 1940; for men between the ages of 65 and 69, it occurred between 1940 and 1970; and for men younger than 65, it occurred during the 1960s after it became possible to collect Social Security benefits starting at age 62. (For women, the trend toward lower retirement ages got swamped by women's overall greater participation in the workforce. As a result, between 1950 and 1999 the percentage of 70-year-old women who were employed actually rose by 7 percent.) In America today, work has become what you do when you're done being a kid and you're waiting to get old. Indeed, Burtless and Quinn note, "for many workers, retirement will last longer than the period from birth until full-time entry in the job market."

But that appears now to be changing. Starting in 1985, for both men and women, the average retirement age began going up. For instance, the proportion of 62-year-olds still working started rising about 0.7 percent annually for women, and about 0.3 percent annually for men. Is that because the economy since 1985 has been red hot, with only one recession? Probably not, Burtless and Quinn say; the economy was red hot in the 1960s, too, when U.S. males were retiring in droves. A more likely factor, they argue, is that Social Security benefits aren't rising as steeply as they did between 1950 and 1980, and that Social Security recipients who continue to work are treated more favorably today than they used to be. They also point out that, in the private sector, "defined contribution" pension plans, which are age-neutral, are displacing "defined benefit" plans, which penalize recipients who continue working after age 65. Finally, Burtless and Quinn observe, mandatory retirement has been pretty much wiped out in the United States. As recently as the early 1970s, roughly half of all American workers were forced to retire when they reached a certain age, usually 65; in 1978 the mandatory retirement age was raised to 70; and in 1986, mandatory retirement was eliminated altogether for most workers. Adding to all these policy-related factors is the likelihood that people over 65, feeling much fitter than people over 65 used to feel, often don't want to retire.

This year's presidential candidates have been falling all over one another swearing that they won't raise the Social Security retirement age; Steve Forbes even disavowed an essay he wrote years earlier advocating such an increase ("I grew away from that initial position"). But reforms instituted in 1983 have already been gradually raising Social Security's optimal retirement age from 65 to 67 and older. As baby boomers achieve even longer life expectancies, that will surely have to rise to 70 and older. (The far less attractive alternatives will be to cut benefits or increase payroll taxes.) Medicare eligibility should still start at 65, of course, and Burtless and Quinn sensibly propose that the federal government encourage employers to retain older workers by making Medicare the "first payer" for over-65 workers who also have private health-care plans. (Currently, the private health-care plan is first payer.) They also propose that workers who engage in physical labor--whom Al Gore has argued would be harmed by raising the Social Security retirement age--should be permitted to retire earlier than everyone else. This could be achieved by liberalizing the rules for claiming disability. (It would have to be done with sufficient care that younger whiny layabouts like "Parvati," aka Janice Soprano on Chatterbox's favorite TV show, couldn't abuse the system.) Chatterbox, who turns 70 in 2028, says let's do it.

http://www.slate.com/id/1004607

Server Time Out.  The biggest thing standing between rural communities and Internet service is a new federal subsidy.  By Patrick Quigley, Posted Friday, July 24, 1998, at 12:30 AM PT 
Last month, the Federal Communications Commission dialed in a $1.275 billion subsidy to help schools, libraries, and rural health care providers purchase Internet service. The program, which will help pay for Internet access and internal data wiring at the educational and health facilities, resurrects a two century old debate in the political economy: What services should the federal government subsidize?

Under the rubric of "universal service," the feds already require business and urban phone customers to subsidize rural customers to the tune of $1.7 billion. Some states mandate phone discounts for the poor and make up the difference by boosting other users' bills. In the name of universal service, the federal Rural Electrification Administration spends $33 million subsidizing electric power for upcountry customers. And since its inception, the government has subsidized postal service to rural addresses at the expense of urban customers.

Universal service's original proponents maintain these services are so essential to modern civilization that it would be unconscionable to allow the market to price them beyond the reach of the less affluent. In that spirit, the government currently believes the Internet--which just a few years ago was considered a luxury--is now a necessity.

The merits of universal telephone and postal service aside, there are several strong arguments against an Internet subsidy:

1) You can live and learn quite handsomely without access to the Internet.

2) Many of the poorer rural communities that have applied for the subsidy lack the high speed phone lines that make the Internet worthwhile, keeping them Internet have-nots.

3) Where fast rural lines are available, schools and libraries can scarcely afford textbooks and periodicals, let alone new computers and training for Web surfing.

4) However well-meaning the new subsidy, technology is moving so fast that the old regulatory apparatus--based on permanent scarcity and obstacles of distance--don't apply to the Internet.

If the federal government is serious about making Internet access affordable to schools and libraries, it should disconnect this program.

The Internet "e-rate" subsidies, as they're known, were authorized under the 1996 Telecommunications Act and are funded with new taxes on long-distance telephone companies, the size of each company's contribution depending on its market share. AT&T and MCI have protested the tax and pledged to pass the cost on to consumers: MCI charges 5 percent on all out of state long-distance calls, and AT&T charges a flat rate. The FCC has received 30,000 e-rate applications and expects to start handing out funds this summer.

In places like rural Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, New Mexico, and Arizona, where there are no high speed Internet lines, schools might be willing to settle for POT (plain old telephone) connections to the Internet at 56 kps. But few Internet service providers serve rural America, because the current number of consumers is too small for them to make money. For these communities, the FCC's e-rate department recommends dial-up services like AOL that offer 800 access at a pricey 10 cents a minute premium. If you connect 12 hours a day and six days a week to the Internet via AOL's 800 line, you'll pay $22,727.40 a year (assuming an AOL service rate of $21.95 a month). 
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A library with the maximum allowable e-rate subsidy of 90 percent would still find itself paying a monthly Internet bill of $186. That might not sound like a lot of money, but it's $186 many strapped local libraries don't have. And if they did have it, they'd spend it on periodicals, new books, or capital improvements. As previously mentioned, the e-rate discount won't cover any portion of the hardware bill either, leaving the local community responsible for PCs, modems, and training for teachers and supervisors.

The e-rate plan also mistakenly imagines that high speed, affordable Internet service will never reach rural America without government help. Perhaps the e-raters think technology is still crawling along as it did when Theodore Vail cut his monopoly deal. Instead, the cost of computer gear is falling precipitously, and affordable bandwidth--the measure of data transmission--is growing at an exponential rate. (Click here for a graph that illustrates the growth in bandwidth.)

The Greenlee County, Ariz., public library illustrates the money and technology woes of rural institutions. The three libraries in Greenlee (population 8,000) operate five PCs, one of which is dedicated to public access--word processing, CD-ROM access, and the like. Greenlee librarians are the only ones who can access the Internet, and they do it sparingly, over the libraries' one phone line to a free Arizona State Library connection. How much could Greenlee's libraries afford to pay to bring greater Internet access? "Anything that costs more than 5 cents is prohibitive," says Head Librarian Rebecca Oliver. Next year's library budget of less than $100,000 must cover four staffers' salaries and other expenses.

Today, nobody disputes the argument that Vail's telephone monopoly stifled technological innovation. The first round of telecommunications deregulation in the '70s that opened long-distance service to competition benefited consumers and spurred innovation. Likewise, since the 1982 court order that dismantled the AT&T monopoly, the market has produced new and affordable technologies that have revolutionized telephone service. Do we really want to ghettoize rural Internet service as a welfare operation when the best telecommunications policy seems to be to let the market work instead? Cable and satellite TV didn't require subsidies to serve rural customers. Why should the Internet?

Already, technologies are emerging that reduce Internet access costs and increase bandwidth for rural users. DirecPC and other companies now provide Internet access via satellites that boast download access speeds of up to seven times that of POT connections. The cost is $200 for the satellite dish hardware and $29.95 a month for service. Several companies, such as @Home and Time Warner, are marketing high speed Internet access over cable TV lines, with a national rollout of the service only a couple of years away. Currently, cable lines run past 97 percent of U.S. homes, and many small communities have a cable TV provider in their central districts where schools and libraries are. One company has even experimented with transmitting data signals over common electric power lines--and at speeds of up to 1 megabit a second, which is 150 percent faster than even DirecPC. If this technology proves successful, it would make much of the telephone-based part of the Internet obsolete almost overnight.

If the last two decades of deregulation have proved anything, it is that subsidies are easier to avoid than they are to repeal. Also, subsidies reallocate resources that would be better spent elsewhere. As bandwidth continues to grow exponentially and the price of hardware continues to fall, rural schools, institutions, businesses, and individuals will become a lucrative market. The e-rate might look like the answer to rural and poor America's technology problems, but it isn't. Good things come to those who wait.
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Crime Without Punishment, James Surowiecki, Posted Wednesday, Sept. 2, 1998, at 11:41 AM PT 
It's sometimes hard to remember that American workers are actually legally allowed to join unions, and that it's actually against the law for companies to intimidate workers into not organizing and for companies to refuse to negotiate with unions that represent a majority of employees. One of the real unsung accomplishments of the Clinton Presidency--"accomplishments" and "Clinton" being harder and harder to imagine together--has been the fact that the National Labor Relations Board has put some real teeth back into the Wagner Act, for the first time since the late 1970s.

Today, for example, the NLRB handed down a ruling against the Detroit News, ordering that newspaper to rehire hundreds of workers whom it let go during a bitter 19-month strike three years ago. The Detroit newspaper strike, which ended only when the striking workers agreed to come back to work unconditionally, was one of the most bitter labor clashes of the decade. Unsurprisingly, it was also one of the least-covered. Literally weeks would pass with no news from the strike appearing in any mainstream publication. By the time the workers finally cracked, the Detroit papers had already hired replacement workers, and it only took the strikers back in those cases where there were job openings.

As a result, today's NLRB ruling comes as a real vindication for the strikers. The board ruled unanimously that the Detroit News had committed a series of unfair labor practices during the strike, including: scheduling negotiations at a time when it knew the Newspaper Guild was unavailable and then telling workers that the union wasn't interested in talking and offering a merit-pay proposal and then refusing to disclose the details of the plan. More to the point, the board ruled that the newspapers have to hire back all the striking workers immediately, and give them back pay.

Were the papers to follow the board's injunction, it would come as a devastating--albeit well-deserved--blow. But the Reuters story about the decision contained that most melancholy of sentences: "The newspapers said no changes are planned while they appeal the ruling, which could take years." Justice delayed will be, in this case, justice denied, but then that's par for the course when it comes to labor relations law, in which those with deep pockets are able to tie up the courts for years before ever facing the consequences of their actions.

A bit histrionic, perhaps? In this case, not really. The point of the NLRB, after all, is to ensure that decisions about unionization are taken in conditions of relative freedom, and that labor negotiations are carried on in good faith. When companies are able to dismiss union organizers in the knowledge that doing so can often cripple an organizing drive, or commit unfair labor practices during contract talks because they believe that ultimately the workers will crack, the intent of the law is violated. I know the Wall Street Journal editorial board would like to see the National Labor Relations Act repealed. But until it is, the law is on labor's side. What we need is not just an NLRB that remains active, but also a court system that recognizes that tightening the connection between crime and punishment is necessary.

http://www.slate.com/id/1001837

Federal Reserve FAQ, Emily Yoffe, Posted Friday, March 23, 2001, at 8:25 AM PT 
What is the job of the Federal Reserve System?
The Fed's main job is to keep the economy strong through monetary policy--that is, managing the amount of money and credit available throughout the economy. When the president and Congress make decisions on taxes and government spending, they are affecting fiscal policy.

How exactly does the Fed move interest rates?
First a little background. Rules that govern the banking system dictate that banks cannot loan out all their money but have to keep a required amount in reserve. That money does not earn interest, but banks that find themselves with an excess of reserves can loan that money to banks that are short on reserves. The amount one bank charges to another for those loans is called the federal funds rate. When the Fed met on March 20 and cut its target for a key interest rate by half a percentage point to 5 percent, it was the federal funds rate that they were cutting. So why should some technical transaction between banks affect average Americans? Because the target that the Fed sets--in particular whether they have raised or lowered interest rates--is the rate on which most other rates of credit are based. When the Fed acts, banks immediately adjust their prime lending rate, which effects mortgage rates, credit card rates, car loan rates, etc.

What is the mechanism by which the Fed changes the federal funds rate?
Eight times a year the Fed holds a meeting of the Federal Open Market Committee. The committee consists of the Board of Governors of the Fed--the chairman is Alan Greenspan--and the presidents of five of the 12 regional Federal Reserve banks. At this meeting they decide whether or not to loosen or tighten credit--that is, whether they want to lower or raise the federal funds rate. If they want to loosen credit, as was the case on March 20, because they feel the economy is slumping, the Fed will buy government securities on the open market. The mechanism through which these securities are purchased ends up injecting money into the banking system, making available more money to loan to businesses and consumers. If the Fed wants to head off an inflation threat by tightening credit, it will sell government securities, which takes money out of the banking system.

It seems like Alan Greenspan has been chairman forever. Isn't there some limit on how long anyone can serve?
Yes. Members of the Fed's Board of Governors are appointed by the president and confirmed by the Senate to a single 14-year term. However, someone appointed to fill an unexpired term can subsequently serve an additional full term. That is what happened with Greenspan. He first took office in 1987 and will end his full term in June 2006. He is now serving his fourth four-year term as chairman, which expires in 2004, the longest serving chairman since the Fed was founded in 1913. During his presidential campaign, Sen. John McCain suggested that in the event of Greenspan's untimely demise, he would simply prop him up, put some sunglasses on him and keep him in office.

How many members of the Board of Governors are there?
There are supposed to be seven, but there are currently two vacancies. President Clinton proposed a replacement, but the Republican-led Senate refused to proceed with confirmation. Four members are required for a quorum.

Can anyone tell the Fed what to do about interest rates?
Neither the executive or legislative branch can change or veto a Fed decision. But Congress does have oversight of the Fed and can pass legislation to add to or modify its duties.

Let's say the president really, really hates the Fed chairman. Can he fire him?
The president does have the power to remove a member of the Board of Governors, but only for cause. Cause in this case would mean something like the chairman got the keys to the vault and was found stuffing his pockets with bullion.

http://slate.msn.com/id/1007348

Monopoly

The most commonly known story of the invention of Monopoly centers around Charles Darrow, an unemployed engineer from Germantown, Pennsylvania.  As the legend goes, Darrow created the game on an oil cloth on his kitchen table, all the while dreaming of fame, fortune, and summers spent on the Jersey shore, which explains the game's Atlantic City street names.  It is true that Charles Darrow presented the game to Parker Brothers in 1934, but was turned down because the company felt the game, which they said had "fifty-two fundamental design errors," was too complicated and would take too long to play.  In 1935, after Darrow had some success selling the game on his own, Parker Brothers reconsidered and bought the rights to Monopoly for an undisclosed sum. 

[image: image6.jpg]


Most people don't know, however, that Monopoly is related very closely to a game called The Landlord's Game which was created and patented in 1904 by Elizabeth (Lizzie) J. Magie, from Virginia.  Magie developed the game, which, like Monopoly, had forty spaces, four railroads, two utilities, twenty-two rental properties, and spaces for Jail, Go to Jail, Luxury Tax, and Parking, as a way to teach the single-tax theory.  Magie, a Quaker, was a firm believer in the single-tax theory's basic tenet, that a person's taxes should be based on the amount of land that he owned, a popular idea around the turn of the century. 
Monopoly board
Courtesy of Milton Bradley, a division of Hasbro, Inc. 
The game spread through word of mouth.  Rules were relayed from one group of friends to another and boards and game pieces were homemade. It is believed that Magie's game may have even found its way to the University of Pennsylvania economics department, as well as the campuses of Princeton and Harvard.  Magie kept up with the changes that wider play made in her game, by adapting the rules to allow improving properties, naming the properties, and giving players higher rents if they owned a monopoly.  In 1924, Magie attempted to interest George Parker in purchasing the rights to her improved game, but was turned town on the basis that her game was too political. 
Although there is much speculation about how Darrow happened upon the idea for his game, it is no myth that Monopoly has enjoyed tremendous success since its 1935 Toy Fair debut.  Approximately 100 million games have been sold, making it one of the best-selling games in the world.  It is sold in more than eighty countries and has been translated into twenty-six languages, including Braille. 

http://www.historychannel.com/exhibits/toys/monopoly.html

Designing Women, Remember when Hollywood stars wanted to look rich?
By Kate Taylor, Posted Wednesday, June 26, 2002, at 8:37 AM PT 
	




In the 1980s, professional women who went to work in tailored suits with padded shoulders probably didn't know that their power look was actually a revival from a less socially enlightened time and place: Hollywood in the 1930s. The sharp Donna Karan and Armani suits in which these women conquered the business world recalled the suits and gowns in which Joan Crawford conquered the social world in movie after movie of the Depression and New Deal eras. Armani and Karan were taking their cue from a man who knew how to dress women on the make: costume designer Adrian.

Gilbert Adrian, who is currently the subject of an exhibit at the Met's Costume Institute, designed for MGM from 1928 to 1941 and dressed Crawford, Greta Garbo, Norma Shearer, Judy Garland, and Katharine Hepburn. His designs were widely copied. Half a million women bought a Macy's version of a ruffled dress Crawford wore in Letty Lynton (1932), partly because of its dramatic puffed-sleeve, cinched-waist look but mainly because of what Adrian's clothes meant when Crawford wore them: social opportunity, ambition, and a kind of magical transformative power that could take a poor girl and turn her into a member of the drawing-room set.

	




For poor women, Adrian's movies provided a view of the high life, and of high fashion, that they had never had before. In the 1937 movie The Bride Wore Red, Crawford played a prostitute trying to pass among nobles at a swank resort in the Alps. When her character said she picked up what she knew of upper-class etiquette from the movies, Crawford was describing a process of learning and assimilation that her own fans engaged in when they came to see her pictures.

The fantasy of vaulting into a higher social class really hit home during the 1930s. MGM cast Crawford in several of these Pygmalion roles, in which elegant clothes and manners transformed her from a working girl into a woman of fashion. It is Adrian's dramatic costumes that effect the transformation, both expressing her characters' aspiration and signaling their arrival. In Possessed (1931), in which Crawford plays a factory girl who goes to New York and attaches herself to a rich man, her broad-shouldered and assertive costumes express just what her character does when she announces to her skeptical boyfriend: "If I were a man, you'd think it was right for me to go out and get everything I could out of life. Why should men be so different? All they've got are the brains, and they're not afraid to use them. Well, neither am I!"

	




Even when Crawford stopped playing working girls and started playing socialites—roles that made it easier to use her as a fashion plate—Adrian's costumes still communicate hunger and restlessness, but also power. In the Letty Lynton dress, Adrian picked up on Elsa Schiaparelli's hesitant revival of the padded shoulder and produced a cloud of chiffon with huge ruffled sleeves that is both aggressive and childish at the same time. Later in the movie, when Crawford watches impassively as her playboy boyfriend drinks a poisoned glass of champagne she had prepared for herself, she wears a silver lamé cocktail suit, with a jaggedly cut, lethal-looking collar.

Crawford had her own rags-to-riches history—rising to stardom from the sales counter at a Kansas City department store—so Adrian was talking about both the actress and her on-screen persona when he said that movies and Hollywood style were for her "a belated finishing school." It's inconceivable to imagine any contemporary director or designer saying that of an actress or anyone else. Today, celebrities are hard-pressed to admit that their success and fame have changed them; they're always insisting that they haven't changed from their younger, pre-famous selves. We're contemptuous, and a little suspicious, of people who recreate themselves: Celebrity profiles praise those who stay in touch with their roots and "keep it real." In magazine and TV profiles, stars wear jeans or other casual clothing. One reason the awards-show circuit may be covered so relentlessly is that these events afford us our only opportunity to see stars look like stars, decked out in lavish evening gowns by top designers. But even at the Oscars, some of this year's styles—Gwyneth Paltrow's ruched, sheer Alexander McQueen top and Jennifer Connelly's sagging, flesh-colored Balenciaga—made their wearers look more like little match girls than the high-earning female powerhouses they are. Adrian is hardly the last Hollywood designer to explore clothing's power to disguise. What's changed is that today's clothes let celebrities go in drag as poor folks, instead of the other way around.

http://slate.msn.com/id/2067340/ 

The History of the Zipper, By Mary Bellis
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Photos:  Inventors Whitcomb Judson, Gideon Sundback
It was a long way up for the humble zipper, the mechanical wonder that has kept so much in our lives 'together.' On its way up the zipper has passed through the hands of several dedicated inventors, none convinced the general public to accept the zipper as part of everyday costume. The magazine and fashion industry made the novel zipper the popular item it is today, but it happened nearly eighty years after the zipper's first appearance. 

Elias Howe, who invented the sewing machine received a patent in 1851 for an 'Automatic, Continuous Clothing Closure.' Perhaps it was the success of the sewing machine, which caused Elias not to pursue marketing his clothing closure. As a result, Howe missed his chance to become the recognized 'Father of the Zip.' 

Forty-four years later, Mr. Whitcomb Judson (who also invented the 'Pneumatic Street Railway') marketed a 'Clasp Locker' a device similar to the 1851 Howe patent. Being first to market gave Whitcomb the credit of being the 'Inventor of the Zipper', However, his 1893 patent did not use the word zipper. The Chicago inventor's 'Clasp Locker' was a complicated hook-and-eye shoe fastener. Together with businessman Colonel Lewis Walker, Whitcomb launched the Universal Fastener Company to manufacture the new device. The clasp locker had its public debut at the 1893 Chicago World's Fair and met with little commercial success.  

Canadian, Gideon Sundback, an electrical engineer, was hired to work for the Universal Fastener Company. Good design skills and a marriage to the plant-manager's daughter Elvira Aronson led Sundback to the position of head designer at Universal. He was responsible for improving the far from perfect 'Judson C-curity Fastener.' Unfortunately, Sundback's wife died in 1911. The grieving husband busied himself at the design table and by December of 1913,  he had designed the modern zipper. 

Gideon Sundback increased the number of fastening elements from four per inch to ten or eleven, had two facing-rows of teeth that pulled into a single piece by the slider, and increased the opening for the teeth guided by the slider. The patent for the 'Separable Fastener' was issued in 1917. Sundback also created the manufacturing machine for the new zipper. The 'S-L' or scrapless machine took a special Y-shaped wire and cut scoops from it, then punched the scoop dimple and nib, and clamped each scoop on a cloth tape to produce a continuous zipper chain. Within the first year of operation, Sundback's zipper-making machinery was producing a few hundred feet of fastener per day. 

The popular 'zipper' name came from the B. F. Goodrich Company, when they decided to use Gideon's fastener on a new type of rubber boots or galoshes and renamed the device the zipper, the name that lasted. Boots and tobacco pouches with a zippered closure were the two chief uses of the zipper during its early years. It took twenty more years to convince the fashion industry to seriously promote the novel closure on garments. 

In the 1930’s, a sales campaign began for children's clothing featuring zippers. The campaign praised zippers for promoting self-reliance in young children by making it possible for them to dress in self-help clothing. The zipper beat the button in the 1937 in the "Battle of the Fly," when French fashion designers raved over zippers in men's trousers. Esquire magazine declared the zipper the "Newest Tailoring Idea for Men" and among the zippered fly's many virtues was that it would exclude "The Possibility of Unintentional and Embarrassing Disarray." Obviously, the new zippered trouser owners had not yet discovered the experience of forgetting to zip-up. 

The next big boost for the zipper came when zippers could open on both ends, as on jackets. Today the zipper is everywhere, in clothing, luggage and leather goods and countless other objects. Thousands of  zipper miles produced daily, meet the needs of consumers, thanks to the early efforts of the many famous zipper inventors.                           http://inventors.about.com/library/weekly/aa082497.htm
Angel on FDR's Shoulder, A feminist biography of Eleanor Roosevelt sees her as a vulnerable, tireless, generous pioneer, By LANCE MORROW

Jul. 26, 1999 
In a vintage animated cartoon, a little kitty cat falls into an icy well, and Pluto debates with himself whether to save her.  A tiny red Pluto with horns and tail appears on his shoulder and tells him, in the voice of a gangster, "Nah, forget about the cat, whadda you care?"  On the dog's other shoulder there appears a tiny Pluto outfitted as the better angel of his nature.  She commands Pluto, "Now save that kitty!"  Every adult seeing the cartoon years ago recognized the busybody angel's fluting voice as that of Eleanor Roosevelt. 

Her detractors had great fun with Eleanor Roosevelt.  Her relentlessly feminist biographer, Blanche Wiesen Cook, goes to the other extreme.  Her second volume of Eleanor Roosevelt, a projected three-volume life (Viking; 686 pages; $34.95), runs now and then to hagiography:  "Her ethic was simple:  She wanted to see the best she could imagine for herself and her loved ones made available to everyone." 

The Pluto cartoon had it right, but not necessarily in a bad sense.  As Robert Sherwood observed in the mid-1930s, E.R. became "the keeper of and constant spokesman for her husband's conscience."  She sat on FDR's shoulder and hectored him and sometimes disagreed with him publicly, and filled his famous bedside In box with nightly memos on how to save the nation from the icy well into which it had fallen.  She traveled incessantly and showed a hands-on, sympathetic curiosity about the lives of poor and black and beleaguered working Americans.  TIME called her Eleanor Everywhere. E.R.'s brave, stubbornly autonomous performance broke new psychological and moral ground for American women. 

Cook's Volume II--sometimes overburdened with detail but nonetheless fascinating--covers the Depression years of 1933 to 1938, from FDR's first Inauguration to the eve of World War II. Cook manages a strange optical illusion of history: the men, including FDR, sometimes recede to the muzzy margins--the masculine world being crude and obtuse and brutal--while the busy, vivid termagants of Eleanor's circle go about trying to do good and save the world. 

Woven through Cook's narrative runs the private thread (titillating, somehow endearing) of Eleanor's long affair with Lorena Hickok, a stout and mannish journalist.  In the past, historians have usually sidestepped the question ("...whether Hick and Eleanor went beyond kisses and hugs...there is absolutely no way we can answer with certainty," wrote Doris Kearns Goodwin in No Ordinary Time).  Cook simply takes it for granted that the ardor of their correspondence and their lives together was sapphic.  Next case. 

The Eleanor Roosevelt of Cook's portrait--vulnerable, irritating, indefatigable, self-righteous, almost unthinkably generous--is not an entirely new version of the woman we know, but a more complete one.  E.R. had an insufferable side; she also possessed an imaginative humanity that no First Lady--and no President--has matched since then. 

http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/subscriber/0,10987,1101990726-28228,00.html

Extramarital Sex in the White House!
Jonathan Mahler, Posted Thursday, July 2, 1998, at 3:59 PM PT 
Concealing an extramarital affair is easy as long as there are no witnesses.  Just look at the depths to which Kenneth Starr has been forced to sink in his effort to prove that President Clinton was getting busy with Monica Lewinsky.  Gifts, such as dresses and books of poetry (even that of Walt Whitman), represent only circumstantial evidence, and tape recordings of private conversations are problematic in their own right.

Indeed, it seems that even love letters are not always dispositive.  Which brings us to the case at hand:  Eleanor Roosevelt and Lorena Hickok, the First Lady's reporter pal at the Associated Press.  The 30-year relationship between Eleanor and "Hick," as the First Lady called her, has been the subject of all manner of speculation over the years.  Yet despite the existence of reams of charged correspondence between these two women, the precise nature of their relationship has never been definitively established.

In 1980, the historian Doris Faber penned a biography of the cigar-smoking Hickok in which she concluded that the two had not in fact been lovers, but 12 years later a biographer of Eleanor, Blanche Wiesen Cook, offered a starkly different assessment.  Not surprisingly, Cook's book proved controversial, and she eventually responded indignantly to her critics in The Nation:  "Why are so many wedded to a stereotype of a frigid, sublimating, forever lonely Eleanor Roosevelt?"

The opportunities for romance were no doubt there:  Hick had a small bedroom in the northeast corner of the White House for much of FDR's tenure.  So was the motive of revenge.  For years, FDR was said to be carrying on with his personal secretary, Missy Lehand.  And after 1918, when Eleanor found FDR's trove of love letters to Eleanor's social secretary, Lucy Mercer, husband and wife slept in different bedrooms.  Moreover, Hick would not necessarily have been Eleanor's only dalliance; much has also been made of her relationship with a New York state trooper and presidential bodyguard, Earl Miller, who was 13 years her junior.

Even Doris Kearns Goodwin, whose own 1994 book on the Roosevelts was critical of Cook for getting carried away, acknowledged that the letters between Hick and Eleanor "possess an emotional intensity and a sensual explicitness that is hard to disregard."  But after this brief lapse in No Ordinary Time, Kearns recovers her scholarly detachment:  "Yet the essential question for the biographer is not whether Hick and Eleanor went beyond kisses and hugs, a question there is absolutely no way we can answer with certainty."

She is, of course, right on both counts, yet idle curiosity persists.  So what do the letters say?  Culturebox has not yet seen the galleys of the new book, but can offer up a couple of the more florid lines gleaned from previous biographies.  From Lorena to Eleanor:  "I've been trying today to bring back your face...and the feeling of that soft spot just northeast of the corner of your mouth against my lips."  From Eleanor to Lorena:  "All day I've thought of you.  Oh!  I want to put my arms around you; I ache to hold you close."

http://slate.msn.com/id/1000898/

The Dignity Of Denial, FDR Never Made A Display Of His Suffering. We Can Learn From That, By CHARLES KRAUTHAMMER, May. 12, 1997 


Even as President Clinton officially opened the Franklin Roosevelt memorial last Friday in Washington, the great controversy raged:  the memorial contains no statue of FDR in a wheelchair.  Should it? 

The arguments:  One side points out that when a man has over 35,000 photographs taken of him and exactly two show him in a wheelchair, we can conclude that he was intent upon concealing his disability.  The other side argues that Roosevelt was merely reflecting the prejudices of his time.  He needed to hide his disability to achieve high office.  Had he lived today, he would wear his wheels proudly. 

The whole debate seems to miss the point.  The very question of what Roosevelt would have wanted makes no sense.  It depends on which Roosevelt.  If the real Roosevelt, President of the United States, 1933-45, the answer is obvious:  He would not--he did not--want his "splendid deception" undone. 

And if by Roosevelt we mean Roosevelt today, i.e., a Roosevelt who had absorbed all the self-revelatory cultural conventions of our time, well then, of course he would bare everything.  He would go on Oprah, indeed not just in a wheelchair but hand in hand with Lucy Mercer. 

The point is not what some imaginary FDR would want, a question both indeterminate and unanswerable.  The point is, which of these competing ideals do we want to honor in a great national monument?  I vote for the current statue.

This is an age in which both the Speaker of the House and the President cannot resist, in dramatic televised addresses, making pointed reference to their latest bereavement.  This is an age in which the Vice President, in consecutive convention speeches, makes lachrymose use, first, of a son's accident, then of a sister's death. (Noted one mordant wit:  At this rate, his wife had better not walk near any plateglass windows.)  In such an age, we can use the example of a man who through four presidential terms dealt with the agony of a nation while keeping his own agonies to himself. 

In an age in which every celebrity finds it necessary to bare his soul and open her closet, we need a monument to a man who would have disdained such displays.  Why, even poor Bob Dole found himself going up and down America for months talking about how reluctant he was to talk about the war injuries he could not stop talking about. 

Such is the style of the '90s.  Fine.  But who dares argue that it can match Roosevelt's for nobility?  It is not just that we have no right to impose our sensibility on Roosevelt.  We should be ashamed to. 

Leave Roosevelt out of a wheelchair.  Roosevelt's deception did not reflect the attitudes just of his constituents.  It reflected his own attitude to his disability.  It is not just that he never discussed his paralysis with the voters.  He never discussed it with his mother. 

The critics say that to fail to portray FDR in a wheelchair is to give in to his false--i.e., nonmodern--consciousness about disability.  On the contrary.  It is to celebrate his ethos of bold denial. 

Denial is not in great favor today.  It is considered unhealthy, an almost cowardly psychic constriction.  The mantra today is that all must be dealt with, talked out, coped with, opened up, faced squarely. 

This may work for some.  But it has become something of a religion. And if its priests are so correct about the joys of catharsis and the perils of denial, how do they explain how the champion denier of our century, Franklin Roosevelt, lived such a splendid life? 

Roosevelt's denial of his disability was more than just a denial of crushing adversity, more than a jaunty, smiling, damn-the-torpedoes refusal to dwell upon--indeed, fully acknowledge--his physical reality.  It was a denial of self, a strange notion for us living in this confessional age when self--self-exploration, self-expression, self-love--is paramount.  Roosevelt's life had a grand outer directedness. He was not searching for the inner Franklin.  He was reaching for a new America.  It was the outer Franklin he cultivated, and it is that Franklin, the one who saved his country, that we honor. 

At a time like ours, when every cultural cue is an incitement to self-revelation, we can use a solitary monument to reticence.  Leave FDR as he is.            http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/subscriber/0,10987,1101970512-137645,00.html

Why First Ladies Should Pop Pills, Judith Shulevitz, Posted Monday, Feb. 21, 2000, at 4:37 PM PT 
Why do so many actual or potential first ladies seem to need chemical assistance for emotional uplift?  Think of Joan Kennedy with her alcohol, Betty Ford with her pills, and Kitty Dukakis with her rubbing alcohol.  Jackie Kennedy relied on a Dr. Feelgood to inject her (and her husband) amphetamines.  

The typical explanation is that it's tough to be the wife of a politician.  You drop everything to help your husband get elected, and if you're successful, your reward is to be trapped on the wrong end of the public microscope.  

How hard is it to be a candidate's or president's wife?  Being a candidate's wife can be a physical strain.  Campaigning involves an exhausting amount of travel, speaking publicly over and over again, looking interested while others drone on, shaking an uncountable number of hands, and eating disgusting quantities of inedible food.  

A candidate's wife's emotional life requires a special kind of fortitude.  First, she has to be alone a lot.  Few politicians make it home for dinner, since they do most of their fund raising after-hours, either at dinners or speaking engagements.  Second, whatever her actual personality, she has to create the illusion that she's the wife that voters and pundits appear to want her to be.  To avoid the fate of Eleanor Roosevelt, Rosalynn Carter, Betty Ford, Hillary Clinton, and even, at times, Nancy Reagan, the wife must present herself as a helpmate.  But a pleasant and attractive and supportive helpmate, not a pushy one.  She must neither compete for his time nor be too involved in his activities.  If she has a career, she should make sure it is as distinct from his as possible, to avoid charges of nepotism or log-rolling.  If she has political opinions, she should appear to keep them to herself.  Above all, she must do all this with no power of her own and no remuneration.  This is a pretty big sacrifice for little reward--the royal road to marital frustration.

So why do women do it?  One could speculate that there are types of people drawn to politicians--let's call them masochists.  Masochism is linked to a tendency to succumb to depression, and depression is linked to abuse of prescription drugs and alcohol, and so on and so forth.

This psychosocial generalizations doesn't explain the exceptions, and it may reverse cause and effect.  It could be that politicians' wives develop a taste for masochism--or drugs--as a response to their situation.  What if they married before he entered politics and before she understood what being a politician's wife would entail?  Calling her a masochist amounts to asking why she doesn't leave, which displays a limited grasp of the complexity of human motivations.  What if she loves him and doesn't want to destroy his career?  What if she doesn't believe in divorce?  

So she should drink or pop pills instead?  Your options are 1) leave your husband and ruin his career; 2) stay with your husband but demonstrate your frustration in a way that hurts him politically; or 3) stay with your husband and drug yourself to make it bearable.  Guess what!  No. 3 is the option that requires the least sacrifice by all parties.  But there's another twist:  If it came out that the wife was drinking or taking drugs, that would hurt her husband and turn No. 3 into a variant of No. 2.  So No. 3 works only if secrecy is assured.  Since that's impossible in today's media climate, No. 3 is a difficult course to pursue.  But if it's successful, it's still the best one.

Are presidential couples really required to purvey a soul-destroying fiction to the American public?  If you believe Gil Troy, a historian of presidential couples, the answer is yes.  Troy said, "First Ladies have become prime political targets, attacked, ridiculed, and grilled about their lives.  It is a thankless task."  Troy argues that the "co-presidency," as he calls it, is a product of the mass media, with its emphasis on the personalities of celebrities.  As he sees it, the real job of the political spouse is to do for her husband what the party used to do for candidates, "helping to define the country's leader in an accessible and standard shorthand."

And yet, he notes, no matter how much Americans have come to expect a first lady by the side of the president, we are equally insistent that we don't want anyone to wield power whom we haven't elected.  Any woman seen to usurp her husband's presidential prerogatives will immediately witness a drop in her--and her husband's--popularity.  Troy's solution:  "Don't be yourselves; be who they want you to be."  "The less power you seem to want, the more you'll get and the more popular you shall be."  "When in doubt, go retro."  Troy goes so far as to conclude that the lies required to create an idealized political marriage are a social necessity.  They are, he says, "useful fictions," in that they provide the American public with the role models needed to fight the cynicism he says prevails about both marriage and democracy today.

Troy may be overestimating the social utility of illusions--they seem as likely to produce cynicism as to quell it--but he's right about the media's insistence on them.  

http://slate.msn.com/id/1004654/

The Platt Amendment to the Cuban Constitution was based on a clause in a bill drafted by Senator Orville H. Platt. The Teller Amendment (1898) had disclaimed any intention of annexation of Cuba as a result of the Spanish-American War of 1898, but American policymakers feared the imperial designs of Germany. Platt forged a compromise by introducing the amendment that bears his name to an army appropriation bill in 1901. It barred Cuba from making a treaty that gave another nation power over its affairs, going into debt, or stopping the United States from imposing a sanitation program on the island. Also, the United States could intervene in Cuban affairs to keep order or maintain independence, and could buy or lease sites for naval and coaling stations (the main one was Guantánamo Bay).

Later in 1901, under American pressure, Cuba included the amendment's provisions in its Constitution. After President Theodore Roosevelt withdrew federal troops from the island in 1902, Cuba signed a treaty with the United States that outlined American power in the area.

The United States exercised that power. Roosevelt sent American troops to Cuba in 1906, at the Cuban president's invitation, to restore order out of what they considered revolutionary chaos. The United States also refused to recognize revolutionary governments and dispatched its warships to Cuban waters. Finally, in 1934, as part of Franklin D. Roosevelt's Good Neighbor policy toward Latin America, the United States signed a treaty abrogating the Platt Amendment.

http://college.hmco.com/history/readerscomp/rcah/html/ah_069300_plattamendme.htm

Report of the Special Committee on Investigation of the Munitions Industry (The Nye Report), U.S. Congress, Senate, 74th Congress, 2nd sess., February 24, 1936, pp. 3-13.

FINDINGS

II. THE SALES METHODS OF THE MUNITIONS COMPANIES

The Committee finds, under the head of sales methods of the munitions companies, that almost without exception, the American munitions companies investigated have at times resorted to such unusual approaches, questionable favors and commissions, and methods of "doing the needful" as to constitute, in effect, a form of bribery of foreign governmental officials or of their close friends in order to secure business.

The committee finds also that there is a very considerable threat to the peace and civic progress of other nations in the success of the munitions makers and of their agents in corrupting the officials of any one nation and thereby selling to that one nation an armament out of proportion to its previous armaments. Whether such extraordinary sales are procured through bribery or through other forms of salesmanship, the effect of such sales is to produce fear, hostility, and greater munitions orders on the p art of neighboring countries, culminating in economic strain and collapse or war.

The committee elsewhere takes note of the contempt of some of the munitions companies for those governmental departments and officials interested in securing peace, and finds here that continual or even occasional corruption of other governments naturally leads to a belief that all governments, including our own, must be controlled by economic forces entirely.

III. THEIR ACTIVITIES CONCERNING PEACE EFFORTS

The committee finds there is a record of their active opposition by some to almost all such proposals, of resentment toward them, of contempt for those responsible for them, and of violation of such controls whenever established, and of rich profiting whenever such proposals failed. 

Following the peaceful settlement of the Tacna-Arica dispute between Peru and Chile, L. Y. Spear, vice president of Electric Boat Co. (which supplied submarines to Peru) wrote to Commander C. W. Craven, of Vickers-Armstrong (which supplied material to Chile): 

It is too bad that the pernicious activities of our State Department have put the brake on armament orders from Peru by forcing resumption of formal diplomatic relations with Chile * *

When the proposal to control the international traffic in arms was made in 1924 the Colt licensee in Belgium wrote: 

It is, of course, understood that our general interest is to prevent the hatching up of a new agreement plan "under such a form" (as Sir Eric Drummond says) "that it may be accepted by the governments of all the countries who manufacture arms and munitions of war."

It then proposed methods of "lengthening the controversies" and to "wear out the bodies occupied with this question."

The first great peace effort after the war was incorporated in the Treaty of Versailles and in the treaty of peace between the United States and Germany in the form of a prohibition on the manufacture, import, and export of arms by Germany. The manufacture and export of military powder by German companies, in violation of these treaty provisions first took place in 1924 and was known to the Nobel Co. (predecessors of Imperial Chemical Industries) of England and to the du Pont Co., but was not brought to the attention of the Department of State. The du Pont officials explained that the violation was allowed because of the close commercial relations between the British and German chemical companies. Later, United Aircraft licensed a German company for the manufacture of its airplane engines. Sperry Gyroscope also licensed a German company for the manufacture of its equipment. Both the engines and the equipment were of military availability. (See part V, B, secs. II and III.)

The second peace effort was made in 1922, when the Washington Disarmament Conference took place, not long after the American shipbuilding companies had received post-war awards of destroyers at a cost of $149,000,000, and while battleships whose construction was left pending in 1917 were being completed. The naval part of that conference succeeded in stopping a naval race. There was however, no effective action taken in regard to checking the use of poison gas, which was the other main subject for consideration. The committee's record is incomplete on the activities of the munitions companies in this connection, but does show their opposition to proposals for control of the chemical industry and their interest in the choice of chemical advisers to the American delegation. The conference had been preceded by the sale of all the German chemical patents to the American companies for a small sum, extensive propaganda and expenditures for high-tariff protection on grounds of national defense, and the instigation and writing of news stories from London and Paris designed to give the American public the impression that France and England were engaged in the construction of great poison-gas factories of their own to offset the German ones. Some of these were written by a du Pont agent under an assumed name. The Washington Conference operated in this atmosphere, and contented itself with repeating the declarations of The Hague conventions respecting the use of poisonous gases in warfare which had been violated during the war. Several delegations pointed out that this was no progress at all, but simply a reaffirmation of supposedly existing international law.

The Geneva Arms Control Conference of 1925 was watched carefully by the American and European munitions makers. They knew the American military delegates to the conference several weeks before the public was informed of their names, and one of them told the munitions makers that he believed a licensing system (the sine qua non of any control) to be undesirable. Du Pont representatives made known their objections to publicity. At a conference at the Department of Commerce (prior to the convening of the Geneva Conference) the objections of the munitions manufacturers were considered carefully and reservations to the draft convention to be discussed at Geneva were made. State Department documents not entered into the record ,give credit to the American delegation to the Geneva Conference for weakening the proposed draft convention in two important respects. The du Pont representatives (who attended the meeting at the Department of Commerce) later remarked of the final draft of the convention regarding the arms traffic signed at Geneva in 1925: 

There will be some few inconveniences to the manufacture of munitions in their export trade, but in the main they will not he hampered materially.

The draft convention was widely advertised as a large step forward in the direction of control of the traffic in arms. It has, in 1936, not yet been ratified by sufficient States to put it into effect.

The influence of American naval shipbuilding companies on the Geneva Disarmament Conference of 1927 has been described in the committee's report on Naval Shipbuilding (74th Cong., Rept. 944). Their agent at Geneva claimed credit for the failure of that conference, which came at a time when the Big Three shipyards had been given orders by the Navy for $53,744,000 in cruisers, which would have been cut materially in case the conference had been a success. He was paid by the shipbuilders into 1929. The Navy has not denied to the committee that this agent of the shipbuilders was in possession of confidential Navy Department documents during the time of his activity at Geneva.

Following the Geneva conference an arms embargo resolution was introduced in 1928 by the chairman of the American delegation to that conference, Representative Burton of Ohio. The munitions manufacturers, cocky with their success at Geneva, consulted with such allied interests as the Sporting Arms and Ammunition Manufacturers Institute, and found it unnecessary to appear in the front ranks of opposition to this resolution. In 1932 Representative Fish introduced a resolution for a multilateral agreement renouncing the sale and export of arms. Du Pont representatives were active in lining up War and Navy opposition to it. In 1932-33 President Hoover supported an arms embargo which drew the comment from a du Pont representative: 

Regarding the attempts of Mr. Hoover and the "cooky pushers" in the State Department to effect embargoes on munitions sent out of the country, I do not believe there is the least occasion for alarm at present.

The munitions people were active in opposition to the arms embargo proposal which was adopted in the Senate without opposition. Senator Bingham of Connecticut succeeded in killing the bill on reconsideration and received the thanks of the munitions people and of their organization, the Army Ordnance Association. The War Department also opposed the embargo.

In 1932, another disarmament conference was held at Geneva. By this time the failure to prevent the rearmament of Germany, described above, had resulted in great profits to the French steel industry which had received large orders for the building of the continuous line of fortifications across the north of France, to the French munitions companies, and profits were beginning to flow into the American and English pockets from German orders for aviation matériel. This in turn resulted in a French and English aviation race, and with Germany openly rearming the much-heralded disarmament conference which convened in 1932 has failed completely. It was pointed out by a committee member that Du Pont representatives were aware that-- 

the effect of the failure to check the [Versailles] treaty violation even goes to the extent of making a subsequent disarmament convention, if not improbable in its success, at least calculated to produce only an unworkable document.

In 1934, Congress adopted a joint resolution prohibiting, in effect, sales of munitions to Bolivia and Paraguay, then engaged in the Chaco War, for a period of almost 6 years. During these 6 years, the munitions companies had profited largely from the defeat of the Burton embargo proposal, offered in 1928.

The Chaco embargo, according to indictments issued by a Federal grand jury, was violated by the Curtiss-Wright Export Corporation and the Curtiss Aeroplane Motor Co. The lower court has held the embargo unconstitutional on the ground of delegation of power to the President.

Mayrink-Veiga, agents for many munitions companies in Brazil suggested that the embargo could be evaded by the shipment of planes to Europe first, stating that to be the Curtiss and Bellanca procedure.

In 1935, after a year of hearings by the special committee, a neutrality bill was passed including an embargo on arias, ammunition, and implements of war in the event of a state of war between two or more foreign states, and including a munitions-control board with power to issue export licenses. The Secretary of State has announced that not all the companies supposed to register under this law have done so. In 1936 an attempt was made to amend the neutrality law by holding the exports of necessary war materials (oil, copper, steel, etc.) to belligerents to normal quotas. This was defeated. Considerable quantities of those materials were already being exported to Italy, one of the belligerents in the Italo-Ethiopian War, and some of the exporting companies had connections and investments in Italy.

IV. THE EFFECT OF ARMAMENTS ON PEACE

The committee finds, under the head of the effect of armament, on peace, that some of the munitions companies have occasionally had opportunities to intensify the fears of people for their neighbors and have used them to their own profit.

The committee finds, further, that the very quality which in civilian life tends to lead toward progressive civilization, namely the improvements of machinery, has been used by the munitions makers to scare nations into a continued frantic expenditure for the latest improvements in devices of warfare. The constant message of the traveling salesman of the munitions companies to the rest of the world has been that they now had available for sale something new, more dangerous and more deadly than ever before and that the potential enemy was or would be buying it.

While the evidence before this committee does not show that wars have been started solely because of the activities of munitions makers and their agents, it is also true that wars rarely have one single cause, and the committee finds it to be against the peace of the world for selfishly interested organizations to be left free to goad and frighten nations into military activity.

The committee finds, further, that munitions companies engaged in bribery find themselves involved in the civil and military politics of other nations, and that this is an unwarranted form of intrusion into the affairs of other nations and undesirable representation of the character and methods of the people of the United States.

The export field of our munitions companies has been South America and China, with occasional excursions into Poland, Turkey, Siam, Italy, Japan, and other nations. There was less important dynamite loose in either South America or China than in western Europe. The activities of the munitions makers in Europe were of greater importance to the peace of the western world than their activities in either South America or China. It will remain for commissions with full powers in the large European nations to report on the provocative activities of their companies, particularly to investigate the statements made in the French Chamber of Deputies, that Skoda in Czechoslovakia, a subsidiary of Schneider-Creusot, financed the Hitler movement to power, which, more than any one other event, can be credited with causing the present huge rearmament race in Europe, so profitable to the European steel, airplane, and munitions companies.

In South America there have, in the post-war years, been moments of severe tension, occasionally breaking out into war. One of these moments apparently came directly after the World War, when Chile bought from Vickers a considerable battle fleet. This caused agitation in Brazil, Argentina, and Peru, with Vickers taking the lead in Chile and Argentina, and Electric Boat Co. in Peru and Brazil. The situation was apparently so delicate that an administration countermanded an offer from the United States Navy to sell destroyers to Peru inasmuch as the sale might encourage an outbreak of war between Chile and Peru (exhibits 54, 57).

Later tension developed between Peru and Chile over the Tacna-Arica matter and Aubry, the Electric Boat Co. agent, felt that if he brought the contracts for submarines for Peru-- 

it would be a great blunder going to Argentina, for instance, via Chile (In this business we have to be tactful and a little diplomatist) and so in regard to Brazil as well as to the Argentine now that affairs are going to take place at the same time (exhibit 69).

Mr. Carse, president of Electric Boat, recognized the danger of armament when he pointed out in regard to financing Peruvian purchases "the armament which this money could purchase would not insure victory, as the other nation has much stronger armament and would tend more to bring conflict to a point than if they did not purchase the armament" (exhibit 61). It was sold, nevertheless.

The spreading effects of such fears were reported by Vice President Sutphen of Electric Boat: 

It appears that there has been quite an agitation in Bolivia, as you know, and a revolution has occurred there recently, and in the opinion of the bankers it has been instigated largely by Peru to have Bolivia join with her in opposition to Chile (ex. 60).

Chile was the country which bought the original increased armaments. It was in this connection that Spear wrote Craven of the "pernicious activities" of the United States Department of State in helping the resumption of diplomatic relations between Chile and Peru.

The naval armament had its military side. Evidence read into the record during the Colt Co. hearing in 1936 indicated an arms race with intense activity on the part of all machine-gun manufacturers. The country which was credited with starting military armament "out of all proportion with that of other countries in South America" was identified as a country whose officials were the most susceptible to bribes.

The Department of Commerce obligingly furnished Colts the information that the arms race was bringing about a cabinet crisis in one of the countries reluctant to participate in it.

The statement of a Federal Laboratories salesman that "the unsettled condition in South America has been a great thing for me" is the key, and also, "We are certainly in one hell of a business where a fellow has to wish for trouble to make a living."

Colombia and Peru, at the time of the Leticia incident, were each kept well informed by the munitions companies of the proposed purchases of the other nation. The evidence of the Colt agent in Peru was that the Vickers agent, after unloading a huge armament order on Peru, had boasted to the Peruvians that he would sell "double the amount, and more modern, to the Chilean Government." When a limited amount of materiel, such as machine guns, was available, Bolivia could be forced into ordering them on the threat that unless she acted quickly, Paraguay would get them. Killing the back-country Indians of South America with airplanes, bombs, and machine guns boiled down to an order to get busy because "these opera bouffe revolutions are usually short-lived, and we must make the most of the opportunity"

In China the munitions companies report that there was a certain amount of feeling between the Central (Nanking) Government and the Canton Government. The Boeing agent was able to sell 10 planes to the Canton Government. Referring to the Nanking (recognized) Government he wrote: 

Their anger at us in selling airplanes to the Cantonese is more than offset by the fact that the Cantonese have gotten ahead of them and will have better equipment than they will have. In other words, the Canton sale is quite a stimulant to the sale up here.

The company, interested in making sales also to the recognized Nanking Government, replied: 

If the present deal with the Cantonese can be put through, without unreasonable demands being made upon us, it is to our advantage to successfully conclude the business if for no other reason but for the effect it would have on the Nanking Government.

All this may be little more to the munitions people than a highly profitable game of bridge with special attention on all sides to the technique of the "squeeze" play, but to a considerable part of the world's inhabitants there is still something frightful in death by machinery, and the knowledge that neighboring governments have acquired the latest and fastest engines of destruction leads to suspicion that those engines are meant to be used, and are not simply for play and show.

At the time a naval bill for $617,000,000 was before Congress, the president of the Bath Iron Works in Maine asked the publisher of a string of newspapers to reprint a Japanese war-scare story, although the Chinese source of that story had been thoroughly discredited editorially by the newspaper originally publishing it, the New York Herald Tribune. He thanked the publisher for playing up the scare story (Report on Naval Shipbuilding).

Attempts to sell munitions frequently involve bribery, which, to be effective, must go to those high in authority. This is apt to involve the companies in the politics of foreign nations. Federal Laboratories, by putting itself at the disposal of the administration of Cuba and two opposing factions, all at the same time, is a case in point. The Colt agent in Peru reported on his helping overthrow the general in charge of ordnance orders. American airplane companies reported on the political influence of French and English airplane companies, in a certain European country. Sperry Gyroscope's representative reported on Vickers' (English) political influence in Spain, as did also Electric Boat Co. officials.

The political power of the companies is best indicated, however, by a letter from Mr. John Ball, director of the Soley Armament Co Ltd., of England, in which he pointed out that "the stocks we control are of such magnitude that the sale of a big block of them could alter the political balance of power of the smaller States."

V. THEIR RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

The committee first, under this head, repeats its report on naval shipbuilding, in which "the committee finds, under the head of influence and lobbying of shipbuilders, that the Navy contractors, subcontractors, and suppliers constitute a very large and influential financial group", and "the committee finds that the matter of national defense should be above and separated from lobbying and the use of political influence by self-interested groups and that it has not been above or separated from either of them."

The committee finds, further, that the munitions companies have secured the active support of the War, Navy, Commerce, and even State Departments in their sales abroad, even when the material was to be produced in England or Italy.

The committee finds that by their aid and assistance to munitions companies the War, Navy, and Commerce Departments condone, in effect, in the eyes of those foreign officials cognizant of the details of the transactions the unethical practices of the companies which characterize their foreign sales efforts.

The committee finds that the munitions companies have constantly exerted pressure on the War Department to allow the exportation of the most recent American improvements in warfare, and have usually been successful in securing it, and have also furnished plans of important new machines of war to their foreign agents in advance of any release by the War Department.

The committee finds that the War Department encourages the sale of modern equipment abroad in order that the munitions companies may stay in business and be available in the event of another war, and that this consideration outranks the protection of secrets. (General Ruggles was quoted: "It was vastly more important to encourage the du Pont Co. to continue in the manufacture of propellants for military use, than to endeavor to protect secrets relating to the manufacture.")

The committee finds that as improvements are developed here, often with the cooperation of the military services, and these improvements presumably give the United States a military advantage, we are in the anomalous position of being forced to let the other nations have the advantages which we have obtained for ourselves, in order to keep the munitions manufacturers going, so that the United States can take advantage of the same improvements which its companies have sold abroad.

The committee finds, from official documents it has not entered into the record, that the United States naval missions to Brazil and Peru have been given considerable help to American munitions makers, and that their participation and leadership in war games directed at "a potential enemy" have not advanced the cause of peace in South America, and that their activity can be misinterpreted by neighboring countries as support of any military plans of the nations to which they are attached.

The committee finds, from official documents which it has not entered into the record, that the sales of munitions to certain South American nations in excess of their normal capacity to pay, was one of the causes for the defaults on certain South American bonds; and that the sales of the munitions was, in effect, financed by the American bond purchasers, and the loss on the bonds was borne by the same people.

The committee finds that the Army Ordnance Association, consisting of personnel from the munitions companies, constitutes a self-interested organization and has been active in War Department politics and promotions.

The committee finds that the Navy League of the United States has solicited and accepted contributions from steamship companies, the recipients of subsidy benefits, and that it has solicited contributions from companies with large foreign investments on the ground that these would profit from a large navy and that its contributors have at times been persons connected with Navy supplies. The committee also finds that the Navy League together with various Navy officials have engaged in political activity looking toward the defeat of Congressmen unfavorable to Navy League and Navy views.

The committee finds, further, that any close associations between munitions and supply companies on the one hand and the service departments on the other hand, of the kind which existed in Germany before the World War, constitutes an unhealthy alliance in that it brings into being a self-interested political power which operates in the name of patriotism and satisfies interests which are, in large part, purely selfish, and that such associations are an inevitable part of militarism, and are to be avoided in peacetime at all costs.

The committee finds, finally, that the neutrality bill of 1936, to which all its members gave their support and which provides for an embargo on the export of arms, ammunitions, and implements of war to belligerents, was a much needed forward step, and that the establishment of a Munitions Control Board, under the Department of State, should satisfactorily prevent the shipment of arms to other than recognized governments.

VI. INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS OF MUNITIONS COMPANIES

These findings were concurred in by all members of the committee.
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Terms:

log-rolling--act of exchanging favors for mutual gain; especially trading of influence or votes among legislators to gain passage of certain projects.
Lucy Mercer--Franklin D. Roosevelt had a long standing affair with Lucy Mercer Rutherfurd. Lucy Mercer was a social secretary for Eleanor Roosevelt during the years Roosevelt served as Assistant Secretary to the Navy

Lachrymose-- given to tears or weeping
