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Tony Blankley with a sober view of the reaction to the deficit commission's report.  
"If only we had sold our stocks a few weeks ago." "If only I'd had the brakes checked before she 
drove up to the mountains." There are few sadder words than those of regret at letting time pass until 
the catastrophe hits. Neither individuals nor armies nor nations are exempt from the human tendency 
to wait too long before acting - and paying a terrible price for the delay.  

These thoughts, among others, have crossed my mind as I have watched politicians across the 
ideological spectrum react to the deficit commission's report of last week. 

Whatever substantive view of the proposal the various politicians had, I didn't see a single senior 
player express the desire to take the report as an opportunity to throw all of our effort immediately into 
developing and passing a workable proposal into law. ... 

... Even as Greece, Spain and Ireland raise the specter of sovereign debt crises, even as France and 
Britain take bold action to bring their excessive spending under control (at the price of major street 
violence in their capital cities ) - American politicians focus on the general unacceptability of a 
proposal that includes anything that doesn't quite fit their ideological predelictions. If they can't have it 
exactly their way, they don't want it at all. They are prepared to just coast forward at multitrillion-dollar 
yearly deficits, leaving only a string of condemnatory press releases in their wake. ... 

  
  
Abe Greenwald thinks Obama's worst week ever has been going on since June.  
... Here’s a mordant laugh. On Face the Nation, Bob Schieffer said, “Every administration has a 
period where things just go haywire, nothing seems to go right. But I can’t recall a week like the 
Obama White House has had.” That was June 6, when Obama’s worst week was composed of lame 
PR attempts to deal with an oil spill that was not — at all — his fault. But clearly, as far back as June, 
the American people sensed that not all was well with the state of the country. The spill was 
convenient prey — and Barack Obama has scarcely had a week that easy since. What this really 
means is that our worst week ever has been going on for almost six months. This is a full season of 
collective uncertainty. With no reset on the horizon, the concept of worst is becoming infinitely elastic. 
  
  
Joel Kotkin knows why the Dems got wiped. Their ideas suck.  
Democrats are still looking for explanations for their stunning rejection in the midterms — citing 
everything from voting rights violations and Middle America’s racist orientation to Americans’ inability 
to perceive the underlying genius of President Barack Obama’s economic policy.  
 
What they have failed to consider is the albatross of contemporary liberalism.  
 
Liberalism once embraced the mission of fostering upward mobility and a stronger economy. But 
liberalism’s appeal has diminished, particularly among middle-class voters, as it has become 
increasingly control-oriented and economically cumbersome.  
 
Today, according to most recent polling, no more than one in five voters call themselves liberal.  
 
This contrasts with the far broader support for the familiar form of liberalism forged from the 1930s to 
the 1990s. Democratic presidents from Franklin D. Roosevelt to Bill Clinton focused largely on basic 
middle-class concerns — such as expanding economic opportunity, property ownership and growth.  



 
Modern-day liberalism, however, is often ambivalent about expanding the economy — preferring a 
mix of redistribution with redirection along green lines. Its base of political shock troops, public-
employee unions, appears only tangentially interested in the health of the overall economy. ... 
  
  
Since there is almost universal condemnation, why is Bernanke doing QE2? WSJ Op-Ed 
has a suspicion.  
... I have a different explanation for the Fed's latest easing program: Without another $600 billion 
floating through the economy, Mr. Bernanke must believe that real estate (residential and 
commercial) would quickly drop, endangering banks. 

The 2009 quantitative easing lowered mortgage rates and helped home prices rise for a while. But 
last month housing starts plunged almost 12%. And in September, according to Core-Logic, home 
prices dropped 2.8% from 2009. Commercial real estate values are driven by job-creation and 
vacancy rates, both of which are heading the wrong way.  

Because of unexpectedly bad construction loans, the staid Wilmington Trust was sold to M&T Bank 
earlier this month in a rare "takeunder"—what Wall Street calls a deal done below a company's stock 
value, in this case by 40%.  

In other words, real estate is at risk again. But Mr. Bernanke would create a panic if he stated publicly 
that, if not for his magic dollar dust, real estate would fall off a cliff. ... 

  
  
  
Charles Krauthammer comments on TSA pat-downs.  
Ah, the airport, where modern folk heroes are made. The airport, where that inspired flight attendant 
did what everyone who's ever been in the spam-in-a-can crush of a flying aluminum tube - where we 
collectively pretend that a clutch of peanuts is a meal and a seat cushion is a "flotation device" - has 
always dreamed of doing: pull the lever, blow the door, explode the chute, grab a beer, slide to the 
tarmac and walk through the gates to the sanity that lies beyond. Not since Rick and Louis 
disappeared into the Casablanca fog headed for the Free French garrison in Brazzaville has a stroll 
on the tarmac thrilled so many.  

Who cares that the crazed steward got arrested, pleaded guilty to sundry charges, and probably was 
a rude, unpleasant SOB to begin with? Bonnie and Clyde were psychopaths, yet what child of the 
'60s did not fall in love with Faye Dunaway and Warren Beatty?  

And now three months later, the newest airport hero arrives. His genius was not innovation in getting 
out, but deconstructing the entire process of getting in. John Tyner, cleverly armed with an iPhone to 
give YouTube immortality to the encounter, took exception to the TSA guard about to give him the 
benefit of Homeland Security's newest brainstorm - the upgraded, full-palm, up the groin, all-body pat-
down. In a stroke, the young man ascended to myth, or at least the next edition of Bartlett's, warning 
the agent not to "touch my junk." ... 

  
  
 



According to CNet News, one typical human brain has more switches than all computers 
on earth.  
... Researchers at the Stanford University School of Medicine have spent the past few years 
engineering a new imaging model, which they call array tomography, in conjunction with novel 
computational software, to stitch together image slices into a three-dimensional image that can be 
rotated, penetrated and navigated. Their work appears in the journal Neuron this week. ... 

... They found that the brain's complexity is beyond anything they'd imagined, almost to the point of 
being beyond belief, says Stephen Smith, a professor of molecular and cellular physiology and senior 
author of the paper describing the study: 

"One synapse, by itself, is more like a microprocessor--with both memory-storage and information-
processing elements--than a mere on/off switch. In fact, one synapse may contain on the order of 
1,000 molecular-scale switches. A single human brain has more switches than all the computers and 
routers and Internet connections on Earth." ... 
  
  
  
Licking off the humor section is a feel good story from the editors of Investor's Business 
Daily.  
As the case for global warming and cap-and-trade has collapsed, so too has the market that was to 
exploit this manufactured crisis for fun and profit. The climate-change bubble has burst. 

Lost in the hubbub leading up to the Republican and Tea Party tsunami on Nov. 2 was the collapse of 
the Chicago Climate Exchange (CCX). But its implications for the future of the American economy 
and the business climate are staggering: It is an acknowledgment that both the case for climate trade 
and cap-and-tax legislation has also collapsed. ... 

... The biggest losers are CCX's two biggest investors, Al Gore's Generation Investment Management 
and Goldman Sachs, that champion of sound money management that serves as the farm team for 
administration staffing. ... 

  
 
 
 

  
  
Washington Times 
Race against time to balance the budget 
Failure to act quickly could trigger a double-dip recession 
by Tony Blankley 
  
"If only we had sold our stocks a few weeks ago." "If only I'd had the brakes checked before she 
drove up to the mountains." There are few sadder words than those of regret at letting time pass until 
the catastrophe hits. Neither individuals nor armies nor nations are exempt from the human tendency 
to wait too long before acting - and paying a terrible price for the delay.  

These thoughts, among others, have crossed my mind as I have watched politicians across the 
ideological spectrum react to the deficit commission's report of last week. 



Whatever substantive view of the proposal the various politicians had, I didn't see a single senior 
player express the desire to take the report as an opportunity to throw all of our effort immediately into 
developing and passing a workable proposal into law. 

What we did see were the predictable criticisms being muttered while all sides seemed to be 
preparing for a long blocking campaign. 

This fits into the emerging Washington mentality regarding most topics: We are set for gridlock and 
the long slog of the 2012 campaign before anything significant is likely to be passed into law 
sometime in 2013 or beyond. 

Even as Greece, Spain and Ireland raise the specter of sovereign debt crises, even as France and 
Britain take bold action to bring their excessive spending under control (at the price of major street 
violence in their capital cities ) - American politicians focus on the general unacceptability of a 
proposal that includes anything that doesn't quite fit their ideological predelictions. If they can't have it 
exactly their way, they don't want it at all. They are prepared to just coast forward at multitrillion-dollar 
yearly deficits, leaving only a string of condemnatory press releases in their wake. 

But there are Cassandras out there warning against such delays. This spring, Federal Reserve 
Chairman Ben S. Bernanke warned Congress that the United States could soon face a debt crisis like 
the one in Greece. "It's not something that is 10 years away. It affects the markets currently," he told 
the House Financial Services Committee. "It is possible that bond markets will become worried about 
the sustainability [of yearly deficits over $1 trillion], and we may find ourselves facing higher interest 
rates even today." 

Just last weekend, the former Fed chairman, Alan Greenspan, spoke on NBC's "Meet the 
Press,"saying he thought "something equivalent to what [Erskine] Bowles and [Alan] Simpson put out 
is going to be approved by Congress. But the only question is whether it is before or after a crisis in 
the bond market." 

He said the risk is that the deficit, which hit $1.3 trillion this year, could spook the bond market. That 
would result in long-term interest rates moving up rapidly and could lead to a double-dip recession. 

The Fed chairmen are not alone. According to Bloomberg News, earlier this year New York University 
professor Nouriel Roubini, who predicted the last crash, said that "the U.S. may fall victim to bond 
vigilantes targeting indebted nations from the U.K. to Japan in a potential second stage of the 
financial crisis. Bond market vigilantes have already woken up in Greece, in Spain, in Portugal, in 
Ireland, in Iceland, and soon enough they could wake up in the U.K., in Japan, in the United States if 
we keep on running very large fiscal deficits. The chances are, they are going to wake up in the 
United States in the next three years and say, 'This is unsustainable.' " 

Mr. Roubini suggested that "the public debt burden incurred after the 2008 bank panic may now 
cause the financial crisis to metamorphose. There is now a massive re-leveraging of the public 
sector, with budget deficits on the order of 10 percent" of gross domestic product "in a number of 
countries," Mr. Roubini said. "History would suggest that maybe this crisis is not really over. We just 
finished the first stage and there's a risk of ending up in the second stage of this financial crisis." 

Of course, we may get lucky. But the sad thing is that we don't even have to fully implement a 10-year 
deficit-reduction plan to reduce vastly the risk of a bond crisis. If we were to enact a serious, credible 
plan - even if it didn't begin to bite for a few years, that probably would assure the bond market that 
we are taking care of the problem. 



By immediate action, I mean that Congress and the president go into intense negotiations in January 
and keep at it until we have a plan that brings us back to fiscal probity and is reflected in a budget 
resolution and the early appropriation and authorization bills. It will take about six months of intense 
good-faith work. 

And let me just add that a corollary to my call for immediate action (more of which in a future column) 
requires all sides to concede some points of principle - as neither side has the votes to pass 
something without the support of the other. We can't concede too much - but perfect adherence to 
principle assures failure and risks catastrophe. 

Of course, the stronger we can make our case to the public for fuller application of our principles, the 
less we will have to concede. Let the battle of ideas commence, but let it lead to results - and safety. 

  
  
Contentions 
The Never-Ending Worst Week Ever 
by Abe Greenwald  

Barack Obama is on an open-ended run of “worsts.” The New York Post’s Michael Goodwin opened 
his November 7 column thus: “He took a ‘shellacking,’ a 2012 poll shows him trailing two 
Republicans, and losing candidates in his own party are griping about his ‘tone deaf’ leadership. And 
the Mad Hatter, Nancy Pelosi, refuses to exit quietly. Welcome to Barack Obama's worst week in the 
Oval Office.” 

Days later, on November 12, Baruch College political scientist Doug Muzzio told the Daily News: 
“This certainly was the worst 10 days of [Obama’s] political life.” Commenting on the president’s failed 
Asia trip, Muzzio noted, "He came back with bupkis,” and said, "Given that he's not going to be able 
to get any domestic achievements with the Republicans in control of the House ... if he doesn't do it in 
foreign policy that's a big problem for him.” 

Today, those two look like the boys who cried worst. Look at the big-ticket disasters that have struck 
the administration since Muzzio’s diagnosis. Senator Jon Kyl announced his plan to block ratification 
of the New START arms control treaty with Russia — Obama’s single foreign-policy bragging point. 
Then, in a perverse miscarriage of wartime justice, a jury in a civilian court found Ahmed Khalfan 
Ghailani not guilty of 284 out of 285 charges of conspiracy and murder relating to the 1998 U.S. 
Embassy bombings in Kenya and Nairobi. This was an inch-perfect demonstration of the failure of 
Obama’s plan to try more terrorism suspects as mere criminals. 

Every day brings fresh defeat to the administration. Aside from the pivotal headline events, there are 
the small roiling undercurrents and large extended cliffhangers: the challenge in Afghanistan, more 
government waivers being quietly granted to employers who otherwise would be crushed by 
ObamaCare, the anti-TSA fanaticism, the pushback on quantitative easing, the pushback on ending 
the Bush tax cuts. 

On some of those issues, the president may very well be forced to triangulate. 

But is it not becoming clear that on the most crucial fronts, Barack Obama is somewhat beyond a 
centrist escape route? Moving to the center is a political solution; Obama’s problem is beyond politics. 
His predicament has put the fundamental health of the country at risk. It’s no longer useful to speak of 
Obama’s or the Democrats’ problem, but rather of our problem; hence the radical nature of the 



suggestions from within the Democratic camp. Democratic consultants Patrick H. Caddell and 
Douglas E. Schoen took to the pages of the Washington Post to advise Obama not to seek re-
election. “From the faltering economy to the burdensome deficit to our foreign policy struggles, 
America is suffering a widespread sense of crisis and anxiety about the future,” they write. “The best 
way for [Obama] to address both our national challenges and the serious threats to his credibility and 
stature is to make clear that, for the next two years, he will focus exclusively on the problems we face 
as Americans, rather than the politics of the moment — or of the 2012 campaign.” At a press 
breakfast in Washington, Democratic strategist Stanley Greenberg offered this advice to the 
president: “I don’t think there is any reason why you can’t reset and start over. I think he can say, got 
it wrong.” 

Indeed, a reset is more relevant here than a pivot. The idea of political triangulation almost becomes 
a logical non sequitur when applied to the Obama presidency. Barack Obama came to Washington to 
remake things. His biggest failures don’t come from liberal adornments added on to standard policies; 
they are more like inventions, unprecedented creations that were forced into existence before being 
revealed as hazardous. ObamaCare, the stimulus, the establishment of an unexceptional America — 
there is no pivot away from these. We either retain them or abandon them. 

We’ve already seen the inutile results of “compromise” on some of these issues. The selective 
application of ObamaCare is a threat to our tradition of equality under the law; the arbitrary 
designation of some terror suspects as enemy combatants while others face civil juries creates 
national-security incoherence; the simultaneous announcement of both a troop surge and a 
withdrawal date in Afghanistan did incalculable damage to out war effort. Calls for compromise are 
essentially calls to go forward half-pregnant with bad policy. 

Here’s a mordant laugh. On Face the Nation, Bob Schieffer said, “Every administration has a period 
where things just go haywire, nothing seems to go right. But I can’t recall a week like the Obama 
White House has had.” That was June 6, when Obama’s worst week was composed of lame PR 
attempts to deal with an oil spill that was not — at all — his fault. But clearly, as far back as June, the 
American people sensed that not all was well with the state of the country. The spill was convenient 
prey — and Barack Obama has scarcely had a week that easy since. What this really means is that 
our worst week ever has been going on for almost six months. This is a full season of collective 
uncertainty. With no reset on the horizon, the concept of worst is becoming infinitely elastic. 

Politico 
How Liberalism self-destructed 
by Joel Kotkin 
  
Democrats are still looking for explanations for their stunning rejection in the midterms — citing 
everything from voting rights violations and Middle America’s racist orientation to Americans’ inability 
to perceive the underlying genius of President Barack Obama’s economic policy.  
 
What they have failed to consider is the albatross of contemporary liberalism.  
 
Liberalism once embraced the mission of fostering upward mobility and a stronger economy. But 
liberalism’s appeal has diminished, particularly among middle-class voters, as it has become 
increasingly control-oriented and economically cumbersome.  
 
Today, according to most recent polling, no more than one in five voters call themselves liberal.  
 
This contrasts with the far broader support for the familiar form of liberalism forged from the 1930s to 



the 1990s. Democratic presidents from Franklin D. Roosevelt to Bill Clinton focused largely on basic 
middle-class concerns — such as expanding economic opportunity, property ownership and growth.  
 
Modern-day liberalism, however, is often ambivalent about expanding the economy — preferring a 
mix of redistribution with redirection along green lines. Its base of political shock troops, public-
employee unions, appears only tangentially interested in the health of the overall economy.  
 
In the short run, the diminishment of middle-of-the-road Democrats at the state and national level will 
probably only worsen these tendencies, leaving a rump party tied to the coastal regions, big cities and 
college towns. There, many voters are dependents of government, subsidized students or public 
employees, or wealthy creative people, college professors and business service providers.  
 
This process — driven in large part by the liberal attachment to economically regressive policies such 
as cap and trade — cost the Democrats mightily throughout the American heartland. Politicians who 
survived the tsunami, such as Sen. Joe Manchin in West Virginia, did so by denouncing proposals in 
states where green policies are regarded as hostile to productive local industries that are major 
employers.  
 
Populism, a traditional support of liberalism, has been undermined by a deep suspicion that President 
Barack Obama’s economic policy favors Wall Street investment bankers over those who work on 
Main Street. This allowed the GOP, a party long beholden to monied interests, to win virtually every 
income segment earning more than $50,000.  
 
Obama also emphasized an urban agenda that promoted nationally directed smart growth, inefficient 
light rail and almost ludicrous plans for a national high-speed rail network. These proposals appealed 
to the new urbanist cadre but had little appeal for the vast majority of Americans who live in outer-ring 
neighborhoods, suburbs and small towns.  
 
The failure of Obama-style liberalism has less to do with government activism than with how the 
administration defined its activism. Rather than deal with basic concerns, it appeared to endorse the 
notion of bringing the federal government into aspects of life — from health care to zoning — 
traditionally controlled at the local level.  

This approach is unpopular even among “millennials,” who, with minorities, represent the best hope 
for the Democratic left. As the generational chroniclers Morley Winograd and Michael Hais point out, 
millennials favor government action — but generally at the local level, which is seen as more effective 
and collaborative. Top-down solutions from “experts,” Winograd and Hais write in a forthcoming book, 
are as offensive to millennials as the right’s penchant for dictating lifestyles. 

Often eager to micromanage people’s lives, contemporary liberalism tends to obsess on the 
ephemeral while missing the substantial. Measures such as San Francisco’s recent ban on Happy 
Meals follow efforts to control the minutiae of daily life. This approach trivializes the serious things 
government should do to boost economic growth and opportunity.  
 
Perhaps worst of all, the new liberals suffer from what British author Austin Williams has labeled a 
“poverty of ambition.” FDR offered a New Deal for the middle class, President Harry S. Truman 
offered a Fair Deal and President John F. Kennedy pushed us to reach the moon.  
 
In contrast, contemporary liberals seem more concerned about controlling soda consumption and 
choo-chooing back to 19th-century urbanism. This poverty of ambition hurts Democrats outside the 
urban centers. For example, when I met with mayors from small, traditionally Democratic cities in 
Kentucky and asked what the stimulus had done for them, almost uniformly they said it accomplished 



little or nothing.  
 
A more traditional liberal approach might have focused on improvements that could leave tangible 
markers of progress across the nation. The New Deal’s major infrastructure projects — ports, 
airports, hydroelectric systems, road networks — transformed large parts of the country, notably in 
the West and South, from backwaters to thriving modern economies.  
 
When FDR commissioned projects such as the Tennessee Valley Authority, he literally brought light 
to darkened regions. The loyalty created by FDR and Truman built a base of support for liberalism 
that lasted for nearly a half-century.  
 
Today’s liberals don’t show enthusiasm for airports or dams — or anything that may kick up some 
dirt. Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Interior Deanna Archuleta, for example, promised a Las Vegas 
audience: “You will never see another federal dam.”  
 
Harold Ickes, FDR’s enterprising interior secretary, must be turning over in his grave.  
 
The administration would have done well to revive programs like the New Deal Works Progress 
Administration and Civilian Conservation Corps. These addressed unemployment by providing jobs 
that also made the country stronger and more competitive. They employed more than 3 million people 
building thousands of roads, educational buildings and water, sewer and other infrastructure projects.  
 
Why was this approach never seriously proposed for this economic crisis? Green resistance to 
turning dirt may have been part of it. But undoubtedly more critical was opposition from public- sector 
unions, which seem to fear any program that threatens their economic privileges.  
 
In retrospect, it’s easy to see why many great liberals — like FDR and New York City Mayor Fiorello 
LaGuardia — detested the idea of public-sector unions.  
 
Of course, green, public-sector-dominated politics can work — as it has in fiscally challenged blue 
havens such as California and New York. But then, a net 3 million more people — many from the 
middle class — have left these two states in the past 10 years.  
 
If this defines success, you have to wonder what constitutes failure.  
 
Joel Kotkin, author of “The Next Hundred Million: America in 2050,” is distinguished senior fellow in 
urban futures at Chapman University. 

WSJ 
What's Really Behind Bernanke's Easing?  
My guess is that the Fed chairman knows that we still have too many banks overstuffed with 
toxic real estate loans and derivatives. 
by Andy Kessler 

Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke's $600 billion quantitative easing program has been 
roundly criticized in this country and around the world. So why is he doing it? Does he know 
something the rest of us don't? 

Mr. Bernanke claimed earlier this month in a Washington Post op-ed that "higher stock prices will 
boost consumer wealth and help increase confidence, which can also spur spending." But, as Mr. 
Bernanke must know, the Japanese have been trying to influence their stock market for 20 years, 



with little effect on their economy. It is also unlikely, as some claim, that the Fed chairman is whipping 
up a stealth stimulus or orchestrating a currency devaluation. He knows these have been tried and 
are more likely to destroy jobs than create them.  

I have a different explanation for the Fed's latest easing program: Without another $600 billion floating 
through the economy, Mr. Bernanke must believe that real estate (residential and commercial) would 
quickly drop, endangering banks. 

The 2009 quantitative easing lowered mortgage rates and helped home prices rise for a while. But 
last month housing starts plunged almost 12%. And in September, according to Core-Logic, home 
prices dropped 2.8% from 2009. Commercial real estate values are driven by job-creation and 
vacancy rates, both of which are heading the wrong way.  

Because of unexpectedly bad construction loans, the staid Wilmington Trust was sold to M&T Bank 
earlier this month in a rare "takeunder"—what Wall Street calls a deal done below a company's stock 
value, in this case by 40%.  

In other words, real estate is at risk again. But Mr. Bernanke would create a panic if he stated publicly 
that, if not for his magic dollar dust, real estate would fall off a cliff.  

In a normal economic recovery, the stock market rises in anticipation of higher corporate profits. 
Companies then use their higher stock prices to raise capital and hire workers, who buy homes and 
remodel kitchens.  

Before growth can occur, however, we have to fix what caused a recession in the first place. Often 
that means drawing down inventory that built up in the last boom, or tightening credit to whip inflation, 
as then-Fed Chairman Paul Volcker did in 1981. In late 2010, though, we still have banks overstuffed 
with toxic real estate loans and derivatives. But what about the trillion in bank reserves sitting at the 
Fed and earning 0.25% interest? Why isn't it being lent out? Perhaps because it's needed to offset 
unrealized losses on these fouled loans. 

Like it or not, banks are still weak, and another panic may be on its way. Bank of America is the best 
example. As of Sept. 30, its balance sheet claimed a book value (assets minus liabilities) of $230 
billion. But the stock market values the company at just $118 billion. Who's right? Usually the stock 
market is ahead of bad news and write-offs. Citibank is selling at 20% below its book value. The 
market wasn't gloomy enough on Wilmington Trust—hence the takeunder. 

Mr. Bernanke is clearly buying time with our dollars. If real estate drops, we're back to September 
2008 in a hurry. On Wednesday, the Fed announced that all 19 banks that underwent stress tests in 
2009 need to pass another one. This suggests central bankers are nervous about real-estate loans 
and derivatives on bank balance sheets. In 2009, even with TARP money injected directly into their 
balance sheets, banks faced a $75 billion capital shortfall. Mr. Bernanke orchestrated a stock market 
rally so they could sell equity for much needed capital. 

My sense is the stock market is less likely to cooperate this time. Since the QE2 announcement, the 
Dow is down 254 points and bond yields have backed up, exactly the opposite of what Mr. Bernanke 
was trying to achieve. If the latest boost doesn't work, we may see real estate seek its true lower 
value, causing a sell-off of bank stock that requires them to begin paying more for short-term debt.  

The Fed may have to act quickly. It can't reprise the 2009 bailouts, which failed when banks wouldn't 
sell their distressed mortgage-backed securities because they didn't have enough capital to stay 
solvent. No politician would agree to bailouts anyway. This time, the Fed should do what it didn't do in 



2008-09: detoxify and recapitalize the big banks. The Dodd-Frank banking reform provides the 
authority for the Fed and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. (FDIC) to do this.  

Think of it as what the FDIC does on Fridays (taking over failed banks), but on a huge scale. First, 
guarantee deposits so lines don't form at branches, and provide short-term loan guarantees as a 
backstop to short-term lenders. Then move the toxic debt onto the balance sheets of the FDIC and 
the Fed, and refloat the banks with fresh capital to open on Monday morning. Also, fire management. 
And get the banks public again so that the market can properly value them and provide an early 
warning of bad loan portfolios. 

All that's missing is a mechanism to make sure foreclosures continue in a fair and measured way so 
real estate prices stay accurate. But the freshly capitalized banks, free of nonperforming loans, will 
help fund an economic recovery. The stock market will fly based on prospects for future corporate 
profits, rather than on unsustainable Fed goosing. 

As commercials for Fram oil filters used to say, "You can pay me now or pay me later." In our case 
today, "pay me later" is a perpetuation of weak banks, substandard growth, persistent unemployment 
and stymied productivity. Better to do takeunders of banks now than to hire an undertaker for the 
whole U.S. economy later. 

Mr. Kessler, a former hedge-fund manager, is the author of "Eat People—And Other Unapologetic 
Rules for Game-Changing Entrepreneurs," due out from Portfolio next February. 

  
  
Washington Post 
Don't touch my junk 
by Charles Krauthammer 

Ah, the airport, where modern folk heroes are made. The airport, where that inspired flight attendant 
did what everyone who's ever been in the spam-in-a-can crush of a flying aluminum tube - where we 
collectively pretend that a clutch of peanuts is a meal and a seat cushion is a "flotation device" - has 
always dreamed of doing: pull the lever, blow the door, explode the chute, grab a beer, slide to the 
tarmac and walk through the gates to the sanity that lies beyond. Not since Rick and Louis 
disappeared into the Casablanca fog headed for the Free French garrison in Brazzaville has a stroll 
on the tarmac thrilled so many.  

Who cares that the crazed steward got arrested, pleaded guilty to sundry charges, and probably was 
a rude, unpleasant SOB to begin with? Bonnie and Clyde were psychopaths, yet what child of the 
'60s did not fall in love with Faye Dunaway and Warren Beatty?  

And now three months later, the newest airport hero arrives. His genius was not innovation in getting 
out, but deconstructing the entire process of getting in. John Tyner, cleverly armed with an iPhone to 
give YouTube immortality to the encounter, took exception to the TSA guard about to give him the 
benefit of Homeland Security's newest brainstorm - the upgraded, full-palm, up the groin, all-body pat-
down. In a stroke, the young man ascended to myth, or at least the next edition of Bartlett's, warning 
the agent not to "touch my junk."  

Not quite the 18th-century elegance of "Don't Tread on Me," but the age of Twitter has a different 
cadence from the age of the musket. What the modern battle cry lacks in archaic charm, it makes up 
for in full-body syllabic punch.  



Don't touch my junk is the anthem of the modern man, the Tea Party patriot, the late-life libertarian, 
the midterm election voter. Don't touch my junk, Obamacare - get out of my doctor's examining room, 
I'm wearing a paper-thin gown slit down the back. Don't touch my junk, Google - Street View is cool, 
but get off my street. Don't touch my junk, you airport security goon - my package belongs to no one 
but me, and do you really think I'm a Nigerian nut job preparing for my 72-virgin orgy by blowing my 
johnson to kingdom come?  

In "Up in the Air," that ironic take on the cramped freneticism of airport life, George Clooney explains 
why he always follows Asians in the security line:  

"They pack light, travel efficiently, and they got a thing for slip-on shoes, God love 'em."  

"That's racist!"  

"I'm like my mother. I stereotype. It's faster."  

That riff is a crowd-pleaser because everyone knows that the entire apparatus of the security line is a 
national homage to political correctness. Nowhere do more people meekly acquiesce to more useless 
inconvenience and needless indignity for less purpose. Wizened seniors strain to untie their shoes; 
beltless salesmen struggle comically to hold up their pants; 3-year-olds scream while being searched 
insanely for explosives - when everyone, everyone, knows that none of these people is a threat to 
anyone.  

The ultimate idiocy is the full-body screening of the pilot. The pilot doesn't need a bomb or box cutter 
to bring down a plane. All he has to do is drive it into the water, like the EgyptAir pilot who crashed his 
plane off Nantucket while intoning "I rely on God," killing all on board.  

But we must not bring that up. We pretend that we go through this nonsense as a small price paid to 
ensure the safety of air travel. Rubbish. This has nothing to do with safety - 95 percent of these 
inspections, searches, shoe removals and pat-downs are ridiculously unnecessary. The only reason 
we continue to do this is that people are too cowed to even question the absurd taboo against 
profiling - when the profile of the airline attacker is narrow, concrete, uniquely definable and 
universally known. So instead of seeking out terrorists, we seek out tubes of gel in stroller pouches.  

The junk man's revolt marks the point at which a docile public declares that it will tolerate only so 
much idiocy. Metal detector? Back-of-the-hand pat? Okay. We will swallow hard and pretend airline 
attackers are randomly distributed in the population.  

But now you insist on a full-body scan, a fairly accurate representation of my naked image to be 
viewed by a total stranger? Or alternatively, the full-body pat-down, which, as the junk man correctly 
noted, would be sexual assault if performed by anyone else?  

This time you have gone too far, Big Bro'. The sleeping giant awakes. Take my shoes, remove my 
belt, waste my time and try my patience. But don't touch my junk.  

  
  
 
 
 
 



CNet News 
Human brain has more switches than all computers on Earth 
by Elizabeth Armstrong Moore 

The human brain is truly awesome. 

A typical, healthy one houses some 200 billion nerve cells, which are connected to one another via 
hundreds of trillions of synapses. Each synapse functions like a microprocessor, and tens of 
thousands of them can connect a single neuron to other nerve cells. In the cerebral cortex alone, 
there are roughly 125 trillion synapses, which is about how many stars fill 1,500 Milky Way galaxies. 

   

 

This is a visual reconstruction from array-tomography data of synapses in the mouse somatosensory 
cortex, which is responsive to whisker stimulation. 

These synapses are, of course, so tiny (less than a thousandth of a millimeter in diameter) that 
humans haven't been able to see with great clarity what exactly they do and how, beyond knowing 
that their numbers vary over time. That is until now. 

Researchers at the Stanford University School of Medicine have spent the past few years engineering 
a new imaging model, which they call array tomography, in conjunction with novel computational 
software, to stitch together image slices into a three-dimensional image that can be rotated, 
penetrated and navigated. Their work appears in the journal Neuron this week. 

To test their model, the team took tissue samples from a mouse whose brain had been bioengineered 
to make larger neurons in the cerebral cortex express a fluorescent protein (found in jellyfish), making 
them glow yellow-green. Because of this glow, the researchers were able to see synapses against 
the background of neurons. 

They found that the brain's complexity is beyond anything they'd imagined, almost to the point of 
being beyond belief, says Stephen Smith, a professor of molecular and cellular physiology and senior 
author of the paper describing the study: 

"One synapse, by itself, is more like a microprocessor--with both memory-storage and information-
processing elements--than a mere on/off switch. In fact, one synapse may contain on the order of 
1,000 molecular-scale switches. A single human brain has more switches than all the computers and 
routers and Internet connections on Earth." 



Smith adds that this gives us a glimpse into brain tissue at a level of detail never before attained: "The 
entire anatomical context of the synapses is preserved. You know right where each one is, and what 
kind it is." 

While the study was set up to demonstrate array tomography's potential in neuroscience (which is 
starting to resemble astronomy), the team was surprised to find that a class of synapses that have 
been considered identical to one another actually contain certain distinctions. They hope to use their 
imaging model to learn more about those distinctions, identifying which are gained or lost during 
learning, after experiences such as trauma, or in neurodegenerative disorders like Alzheimer's. 

In the meantime, Smith and Micheva are starting a company that is gathering funding for future work, 
and Stanford's Office of Technology Licensing has obtained a U.S. patent on array tomography and 
filed for a second. 

  
  
IBD  -  Editorial 
The Crash Of The Climate Exchange 

Climate Fraud: As the case for global warming and cap-and-trade has collapsed, so too has the 
market that was to exploit this manufactured crisis for fun and profit. The climate-change bubble has 
burst. 

Lost in the hubbub leading up to the Republican and Tea Party tsunami on Nov. 2 was the collapse of 
the Chicago Climate Exchange (CCX). But its implications for the future of the American economy 
and the business climate are staggering: It is an acknowledgment that both the case for climate trade 
and cap-and-tax legislation has also collapsed. 

On Oct. 21 the exchange announced it was ending carbon trading, which, as Pajamas Media's Steve 
Milloy points out, was "the only purpose for which it was founded." Launched as a "voluntary" method 
of trading "carbon credits," CCX rested on the hope that cap-and-tax legislation would make such 
trading mandatory — and profitable. 

CCX billed itself as "North America's only cap-and-trade system for all six greenhouse gases, with 
global affiliates and projects worldwide." Barack Obama served on the board of the Joyce Foundation 
from 1994 to 2002, when it issued CCX start-up grants. Presidential adviser Valerie Jarrett also once 
sat on the Joyce board. As president, cap-and-trade is one of Obama's highest priorities. 

The exchange's founder, Richard Sandor, says he knew Obama as far back as when the Joyce 
Foundation awarded money to the Kellogg Graduate School of Management, where Sandor was 
research professor. He estimated that climate trading could be "a $10 trillion market," which it very 
well might have been if cap-and-trade legislation like Waxman-Markey and Kerry-Boxer made into 
law. But now, in the wake of Climate-gate and other scandals, as well as recent election results, that's 
an unlikely event. 

For his efforts, Sandor was named as one of Time magazine's "Heroes of the Planet" in 2002 and 
one of its "Heroes of the Environment" in 2007. Sanders eventually sold his 16.5% stake in CCX for 
$98.5 million, making him a hero of take-the-money-and-run. 



The biggest losers are CCX's two biggest investors, Al Gore's Generation Investment Management 
and Goldman Sachs, that champion of sound money management that serves as the farm team for 
administration staffing. 

Other CCX founders include former Goldman Sachs partner David Blood, as well as Mark Ferguson 
and Peter Harris, also of Goldman Sachs. In 2006, CCX received a big boost when another investor 
purchased a 10% stake on the prospect of making a great deal of money for itself. That investor was 
Goldman Sachs, accused of selling financial instruments it knew were doomed to fail. 

A mechanism for extending carbon trading on the exchange to residences was purchased and 
patented by none other than Franklin Raines, who was CEO of Fannie Mae at the time. Raines 
profited to the tune of some $90 million by buying and bundling bad mortgages that led to the 
collapse of the American economy. 

His interest in climate trading is curious until one realizes cap-and-trade would make housing, like 
energy, more costly. Cap-and-trade and carbon regulation extended down to the homeowner level 
would have raised the cost of homes and homeownership and made him richer that way and through 
his patent. 

CCX's collapse was inevitable as both the enthusiasm for cap-and-trade — and the world itself — 
cooled. After the e-mail exchanges from the Climate Research Unit at the University of East Anglia 
reveled the extent to which global climate data were being manipulated to "hide the decline" in global 
temperatures, hopes for profiting off the scam with another scam evaporated. 

Nor did the global recession create a hospitable environment for pushing another job-killing Kyoto-
style agreement. People were lining up for jobs, not electric cars, and bills such as the House-passed 
Waxman-Markey suddenly were going nowhere. Carbon trading at CCX all but dried up as prices 
plunged from over $7 a ton in 2008 to just 10 cents as of August. 

Like Dracula, cap-and-tax may yet rise from the grave. Anything can happen in the lame-duck 
session, and the EPA still conspires to regulate carbon and other emissions through the back door. 
Still, CCX's carbon-trading demise is reassuring evidence that eventually all houses of cards will 
collapse. 

  
  



 
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
  
 


