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BOYD from AAl

Pitting private aid against official aid malkes no sense

The most authoritative anal-
ysis of both private and public
aid is an annual study called
the “Commitment to Develop-
ment Index” (CDI), developed
jointly by the Center for Glob-
al Development and Foreign
Policy magazine (cgdev.org/
rankingtherich/home.html).

The study for 2004 was the
source for the chart you see on
page AAl. According to the rig-
orous, and totally transparent,
analysis supporting the CDI,
private aid from the United
States totals about $6 billion a
year, or about 5 cents per day
per American.

Asyou can see from the chart,
while that indeed is generous by
international standards, it is not
the most generous, and it totals
less than half of what Americans
give officially through their gov-
ernment, which itself is a mea-
sly 13 cents a day per American.
That wins the United States
a ranking of 19th among the
world’s donor nations.

However, the CDI goes fur-
ther: It ranks nations by their
use of military forces in support
of multilateral security or de-
velopment programs, by their
openness to trade with the de-
veloping world, by their open-
ness to immigration, by their
dedication to protecting the

environmental commons and
several other factors.

The United States scores
high on free trade and immigra-
tion measures. But even after all
these factors are taken into ac-
count, it rises only to seventh,
tied with France, Germany and
Norway (although very gener-
ous in cash terms, Norway’s
protectionism works against it
in the final ranking).

There is extant in the United
States now a belief that private
giving is better than official aid,
even that private giving should
replace official aid. Both notions
are dangerously off base.

For starters, private giving
frequently is impulsive and epi-
sodic, as the tsunami shows. The
outpouring of private aid has
been incredibly generous, but
that’s partly because there were
people with video cameras to re-
cord the waves crashing ashore.
The suffering caught our atten-
tion, and we responded.

But every day, out of view,
people die for want of water,
housing, medical care or food in
numbers that dwarf the deaths
caused by the earthquake and
tsunami.

Indeed, far more people in
the area affected by the tsu-
nami die each year for lack of
clean water and sanitation than

will die from this disaster. It is
estimated that a child some-
where dies every 15 seconds for
want of access to clean water.
Each month, 240,000 people
worldwide die of AIDS, few of
them in wealthy nations, and
136,000, mostly children, die of
diarrhea.

Itis to these unremarked sit-
uations that official U.S. aid can
be effectively directed, wheth-
er sent bilaterally or funneled
through such U.N. agencies as
the World Health Organization
or the World Food Program.

Further, it's important to
distinguish between emer-
gency aid, to which individu-
als often respond generously in
the moment, and ongoing de-
velopmental aid, which largely
is funded by governments. One
treats a wound; the other works
to prevent future wounds.

Numerous commentators
have argued, correctly, that the
tsunami took such a heavy toll
because it hit mostly poor coun-
tries, which can't afford warning
systems or the infrastructure to
protect against the sea.

It's those kinds of situations
that developmental aid from
governments seeks to correct.
Such aid is dependable, usually
multiyear and thus aids the sort
of planning needed to make de-

velopment projects work.

To cite just one example, the
Center for Global Development
reports that a single “river blind-
ness control program supported
by 22 donor countries prevent-
ed 600,000 cases of blindness in
west Africa and made 25 million
hectares of arable land safe for
resettlement — enough to feed
17 million people.” (For more
such examples, see cgdev.org/
publications/MillionsSaved)

Pitting private aid against
official aid makes no sense
at all; they are apples and or-
anges. Both are essential parts
of a moral obligation, and a
strong self-interest, that require
wealthy nations to help the im-
poverished of this world deal
with the traumas of today and
the challenges of achieving a
better life tomorrow.

Americans can be rightly
proud of their contributions to
this effort. But they should do
much more, especially in offi-
cial aid.

Those who believe Ameri-
cans are the most giving people
are mistaken. But they can be:
They have the means; they must
find the will.

Jim Boyd is at
Jjboyd@startribune.com.

More secure than Bush Is saying

I woke up the other morning
to hear a BBC Radio reporter
discussing President Bush and
America’s “bankrupt Social Se-
curity program.”

And I thought: Oh no, the
plan is working.

The plan, of course, is a
White House strategy to push
private retirement accounts by
convincing Americans that So-
cial Security is on the brink of
collapse.

“If you're 20 years old, or in
your mid-20s, and you're begin-
ning to work, I want you to think
about a Social Security system
that will be flat bust, bankrupt,
unless the United States Con-
gress has got the willingness to
act now,” President Bush told
an audience in Washington last
Tuesday.

He wasn’t improvising. Last
week the Associated Press ob-
tained an internal White House
memo arguing that Congress
will never adopt the president’s
plan for private retirement ac-
counts unless Bush can con-
vince voters that Social Security
is “heading toward an iceberg.”
The dangers facing Social Se-
curity must be “seared into
the public consciousness,” the
memo said.

Scare tactics like this worked
three years ago, when the ad-
ministration was trying to sell
voters on a preemptive war in
Iraq. That’s because most Ameri-
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cans simply didn't have the facts
to evaluate Bush’s claims about
Saddam Hussein.

With Social Security, how-
ever, we have very good in-
formation and it completely
contradicts the White House
crisis scenario. Social Security
is running very large surpluses
at the moment and it will have
enough money to pay full ben-
efits until the year 2042. By then
the median baby boomer will be
20 years into retirement. After
that, it will still have funds to
pay about 70 percent of prom-
ised benefits. This isn’t liberal
propaganda. It'’s from the an-
nual report of the Social Securi-
ty trustees, several of them Bush
appointees. The Congressional
Budget Office (CBO), a nonpar-
tisan and trusted forecasting
agency, says Social Security will
be able to pay more like 80 per-
cent of promised benefits long
after 2050.

This is not a system that will
be “flat broke” when today’s 20-
somethings retire.

To be fair, there is a grain of
truth at the heart of the presi-
dent’s argument. As baby boom-

ers reach their 60s, the number
of younger workers supporting
each retiree will dwindle rapidly.
After 2042 or so, Social Security
will face a solvency gap.

But the president surely
knows two things. First, his plan
allowing workers to divert Social
Security taxes into personal re-
tirement accounts wouldn't fix
that problem; it would acceler-
ate the date of Social Security’s
insolvency. Second, respected
experts all over Washington
have proposed workable plans
to close the solvency gap. Rob-
ert Ball, a former Social Secu-
rity commissioner, has devised
one plan, and Rep. David Obey,
D-Wis., has introduced it in
Congress. Robert Reischauer,
a former CBO director, and
Henry Aaron, a respected labor
economist, have proposed an-
other. Both would involve mod-
est sacrifices by working baby
boomers, but I don’t see why
we're not up to the task. Espe-
cially when the White House al-
ternative is to borrow $2 trillion
and shift the whole problem to
future generations.

What'’s infuriating about the
Bush strategy is that it exploits
two great American character
flaws, cynicism and greed.

Since the 1980s or so, Ameri-
cans have come to believe that
government can’t do anything
right. But Social Security has
been a huge success. Between

1959 and 2000, it cut the pov-
erty rate of elderly Americans
by more than two-thirds, from
35 percent to 10 percent. When
it needed mid-course correc-
tions, in 1977 and 1983, Con-
gress made them.

Americans also love the idea
of controlling their own money
and building their own retire-
ment accounts. But that’s ex-
actly what they do today. The
number of workers with 401 (k)s
has tripled over the last two de-
cades, to 45 million, and Ameri-
cans derive two-thirds of their
retirement income from private
pensions and savings. Social Se-
curity is just the third leg of the
stool — the insurance leg that
retirees can depend on if every-
thing else goes wrong.

“Most younger people in
America think they’ll never see
a dime from Social Security,”
Bush told another audience
recently.

Well, fine. But Congress
shouldn’t dismantle a program
that serves 45 million Ameri-
cans because of what young
people think, especially when
those young people have their
facts wrong. And the president
shouldn’t use his bully pulpit
to reinforce those misconcep-
tions.

Dave Hage is a Star Tribune edito-
rial writer. He is at
dhage@startribune.com.

Pilot unfairly blamed in Airbus crash

By Peter Garrison

Ever heard of Sten Molin? He
was the pilot whose overaggres-
sive use of the rudder pedals
of an American Airlines Airbus
brought the airplane down on
LongIsland late in 2001 with the
loss of 265 lives. His name was
in all the papers. The National
Transportation Safety Board
said it was his fault.

Close reading of the NTSB
report, released in late Decem-
ber 2004, reveals, however, that
Molin was merely a convenient
fall guy. The real cause of the
accident was a conspiracy of
ignorance persistently toler-
ated by the Federal Aviation
Administration, the airlines
and the airplane manufactur-
ers. The pilot was the last link
in a chain of causes that made
him as much the innocent vic-
tim as anyone else who died in
that airplane.

Molin, whom colleagues de-
scribed as a smooth, accurate
and above-average pilot, was
just doing what he had been
trained to do, and under circum-
stances in which he and all other
pilots believed that nothing they
did could possibly hurt the air-
plane. That a few not-very-hard
kicks on the Airbus’ unusually
sensitive rudder pedals could
actually break the vertical fin
off the plane, dooming it to
certain loss of control, was a
fact that only some aeronauti-
cal engineers, and a few oddly
reticent bureaucrats at the FAA,
understood.

The Federal Aviation Regu-
lations prescribe the strength
of every part of an airplane.

The cockpit of an Airbus.

Some requirements are based
on turbulence, others on ma-
neuvers that the pilot can per-
form. Because the strains that
maneuvers impose on an air-
plane increase as the plane’s
speed increases, engineers se-
lect a certain speed, called the
maneuvering speed, as an upper
boundary. Before the Airbus ac-
cident, nearly all pilots believed
that as long as an airplane was
flying at or below the maneuver-
ing speed, nothing they could
do would break it.

That belief was universal in
part because it was so logical.
After all, what would be the
point of publishing a “maneu-
vering speed” if it were not a
safe speed for maneuvering?
Besides, the FAA explicitly sup-
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ported it. The government’s own
Pilot’s Handbook of Aeronauti-
cal Knowledge says “any com-
bination of flight control usage
(below the maneuvering speed),
including full deflection of the
controls ... should not create
an excessive air load.”

Airlines and manufacturers
had developed training cur-
ricula designed to encourage
pilots, who normally fly with
a velvet touch to keep passen-
gers comfortable, to use all the
controls uninhibitedly in cer-
tain emergencies. Sometime
before the Airbus crash, when
an instructor pilot asked Molin
why he had used the rudder so
vigorously during a simulated
wake turbulence encounter,
Molin had cited an American

Airlines pilot-education pro-
gram that specifically encour-
aged doing so.

Molin’s Airbus was below
the maneuvering speed when
it broke apart. Its fin came off
because he stepped on the rud-
der pedals alternately, in quick
succession, in an attempt to
steady the aircraft after it had
been jolted by the wake of an-
other airliner.

Strangely, federal regula-
tions require the vertical fin to
be strong enough to withstand
full deflection of the rudder
— the movable rear portion of
the surface — only when the
airplane is flying straight ahead,
but not when it’s “yawed” — that
is, pointed a few degrees to one
side or the other. The effect of
alternating rudder inputs is just
that — to yaw the airplane. Yet
no pilot’s handbook, no simula-
tor curriculum and no FAA pub-
lication mentioned the possible
dire consequences before the
Airbus crash.

Neither the regulations nor
the airplanes have changed, nor
will they, but there’s been a good
deal of verbal backing and filling
in the three years since the acci-
dent. Handbooks and curricula
have been revised, articles have
been written and bulletins have
been circulated to pilots point-
ing out the limited protection
provided by the maneuvering
speed. Too late for Sten Molin,
though, and for his fellow vic-
tims of a pervasive and danger-
ous misunderstanding.

Peter Garrison, a columnist for Fly-
ing magazine, wrote this article for
the Los Angeles Times.
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Consider how well we treat
those on the margins

Politics is the process by
which we shape our common
life. We choose what kind of
people we want to be together,
and in a democracy we elect
representatives to do the work
of making us into that kind of
community.

These representatives both
frame the discussion and make
the decisions for us. This isn’t
just politics; it’s moral delibera-
tion about us as a people.

If we wish to take a moral po-
sition that we value all persons
equally, then we shape a public
life that doesn't give favor or
privilege to a few.

If our moral judgment about
the dignity of every person
leads us to believe that each
of us should have life’s basic
needs met (food, shelter, edu-
cation, health care), that chil-
dren should be valued, that
recent immigrant and longtime
resident have equal worth, then
politics is the means by which
we arrive at becoming that kind
of people.

So language is important.
Each issue, each political deci-
sion, expresses a moral position.
For instance:

We ought not to decide first
on whether to raise or lower tax-
es, but rather consider what we
want to be and do (the moral de-
liberation). Former Gov. Elmer
L. Andersen said, “The first or-
der was determining need, and
the last bill considered was the
tax bill to finance those needs.”
Taxes, like government, aren’t
inherently good or evil; they are
the means we use to pool our re-
sources to be who we wish to be
as a people.

If human services costs are
rapidly rising, we ought not to
speak of a human services bud-
get “out of control,” but rather of
“the rapid rise of human need
for human services.”

We ought not to speak of
“capping rising costs,” but
rather of “limiting access to
human services” — for that is
what capped costs do — and
then deliberate about whether
that is what we want to do.

You see, language is impor-
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tant. These decisions change the
kind of place we are, the kind of
people we are.

Deciding to let a large seg-
ment of our people live without
health care is not only a finan-
cial decision, but also a moral
decision that shapes what kind
of people we together will be.

Eliminating human services
for mentally ill people (nearly
half of homeless persons are
mentally ill) is not cutting costs;
it's amoral decision that says we
choose to leave these people
alone without help.

Responding to an education-
al crisis by tightening budgets
instead of providing teach-
ers and specialists to meet the
needs of increased poverty and
immigration is a moral deci-
sion about the value of these,
our children.

Minnesota has long been a
place that ranks high in many
indices of quality of life, human
care and service. The 1973 Time
magazine that depicted “The
Good Life in Minnesota” didn’t
come about by chance; it arose
from our being a people that
placed high value on how we
live together.

The median has never been
our yardstick. Being a people
who care for each other has
been our hallmark. And the
most telling measure of how
well we care for each other is
to consider how we treat those
on the margins — the poor, the
children, the elderly, the immi-
grant, the disabled.

We have been a state that has
cared for each other well.

Today we are heirs of that
legacy. We are also the ones who
will choose what kind of people
we will be this year and next, for
years to come.

I want our legislators who
make decisions on my behalf
to recognize the moral dimen-
sion of those decisions. I want
them to challenge and lead and
ennoble us. I want the conver-
sation to be about morality, and
I want us to be recommitted to
living moral lives, both private
and public.
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