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Egypt is in big trouble. We know that because Jimmy Carter is happy with events 
there. Jonathan Tobin has the story.  
If you weren’t already worried about the direction events are heading in in Egypt, here’s one 
more reason to be worried: Jimmy Carter’s feeling good about things. Carter, who was in the 
country monitoring the recent elections, had this to say about the impact of the new Egyptian 
government on the Middle East peace process: 

"This new government will probably be much more concerned about the rights of the 
Palestinians than have the previous rulers or leaders in Egypt, but in my opinion that will be 
conducive to a better prospect of peace between Israel and its neighbors." 

But the only real difference between the Mubarak government and his successors is that the 
latter are good friends with the Hamas terrorists who run Gaza. In Carter’s distorted worldview, 
support for Palestinian Islamists is synonymous with “Palestinian rights.” That’s bad enough, but 
to think the opening up of Hamas’s supply lines and its increased influence will actually lead to 
peace is so contrary to logic and reason the only conclusion one can draw from such a 
statement is that any development that heightens Israel’s isolation and increases the danger of 
terrorism is something the 39th president regards with complacence. 

  
  
Fred Siegel and Joel Kotkin write for City Journal on the "New Authoritarians."  
“I refuse to take ‘No’ for an answer,” said President Obama this week as he claimed new powers 
for himself in making recess appointments while Congress wasn’t legally in recess. The chief 
executive’s power grab in naming appointees to the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau and 
the National Labor Relations Board has been depicted by administration supporters as one 
forced upon a reluctant Obama by Republican intransigence. But this isn’t the first example of 
the president’s increasing tendency to govern with executive-branch powers. He has already 
explained that “where Congress is not willing to act, we’re going to go ahead and do it 
ourselves.” On a variety of issues, from immigration to the environment to labor law, that’s just 
what he’s been doing—and he may try it even more boldly should he win reelection. This “go it 
alone” philosophy reflects an authoritarian trend emerging on the political left since the 
conservative triumph in the 2010 elections. 

The president and his coterie could have responded to the 2010 elections by conceding the 
widespread public hostility to excessive government spending and regulation. That’s what the 
more clued-in Clintonites did after their 1994 midterm defeats. But unlike Clinton, who came 
from the party’s moderate wing and hailed from the rural South, the highly urban progressive 
rump that is Obama’s true base of support has little appreciation for suburban or rural 
Democrats. In fact, some liberals even celebrated the 2010 demise of the Blue Dog and Plains 
States Democrats, concluding that the purged party could embrace a purer version of the liberal 
agenda. So instead of appealing to the middle, the White House has pressed ahead with 
Keynesian spending and a progressive regulatory agenda. 

Much of the administration’s approach has to do with a change in the nature of liberal politics. 
Today’s progressives cannot be viewed primarily as pragmatic Truman- or Clinton-style 
majoritarians. Rather, they resemble the medieval clerical class. Their goal is governmental 



control over everything from what sort of climate science is permissible to how we choose to live 
our lives. Many of today’s progressives can be as dogmatic in their beliefs as the most strident 
evangelical minister or mullah. Like Al Gore declaring the debate over climate change closed, 
despite the Climategate e-mails and widespread skepticism, the clerisy takes its beliefs as 
based on absolute truth. Critics lie beyond the pale. 

The problem for the clerisy lies in political reality. ... 

  
A defense of equity capital from Holman Jenkins.  
... the best antidote to foolish thinking about job creation is the work of economists Steven J. 
Davis and John Haltiwanger. Their painstaking research has revealed a side of America's 
dynamism that isn't always pretty. Between 1977 and 2005, years roughly overlapping Mr. 
Romney's business career, some 15% of all jobs were destroyed every year, even as total jobs 
grew by an average of 2% a year. Job creation and destruction are both relentless, the authors 
showed in paper after paper. The small difference between the two is what we call prosperity.  

But now Republicans are worried. To fault Mr. Romney for being involved with businesses that 
both grew and shrank, that created jobs and destroyed them, may be to fault him for having 
eaten from the tree of knowledge in a way that, say, President Obama has not. But how will his 
story fare in November against Mr. Obama's simpler story, in which ravenous capitalists destroy 
jobs and government creates them with things like the Detroit/UAW bailout, solar subsidies and 
health-care mandates? 

Mr. Romney would be a fool to believe a political campaign is the right place to explain the 
private-equity business. But he has a perfectly defensible story to tell. ... 

  
  
Janet Daley in Telegraph, UK with more on the attacks on Romney.  
In the midst of what was shaping up to be a stupefyingly boring US presidential primary last 
week, an interesting thing happened. This bizarrely unexpected turn of events might have been 
explained by the desperation of one of the candidates, Newt Gingrich, to make a perceptible 
dent on the drearily predictable front runner, Mitt Romney, or possibly as an attempt by virtually 
everybody involved to inject something startling into a monumentally tedious political process. 
Whatever it was that provoked it, the phenomenon should be of serious interest both in the 
United States and in Britain, where it has been a feature of our public life for much longer.  

What happened was this: a number of Republican candidates who are generally thought to be 
on the Right of Mr Romney began to attack him from the Left. Homing in on Romney’s career in 
the venture capital business – a feature of his past which is generally thought to count as an 
advantage in a contest with the unworldly academic Barack Obama – Gingrich launched into a 
full-blown assault on the evils of asset-stripping corporate take-over merchants who mercilessly 
disregard the fate of ordinary workers. Sounding for all the world like a good old-fashioned 
European socialist (which is to say, like Ed Miliband), he railed against Romney’s former 
company Bain Capital, which specialised in buy-outs of failing businesses, describing his rival 
as a “corporate looter”.  



The even more desperate (and even more Right-wing) contender, Rick Perry, dragged Wall 
Street into the mix, and spoke of something called “vulture capitalism” – a rather more lurid 
image than Mr Miliband’s “predator capitalism”, although it is, in fact, less alarming since 
vultures only prey on the already dead.  

What on earth were they thinking? ... 

Friday afternoon the White House made a document dump of some Solyndra items. 
Ed Morrissey was paying attention.  
... Let’s straighten out that timeline and connect a couple of dots, shall we? 

1. 10/25/2010 — Solyndra CEO writes to the DoE that he will announce worker layoffs on 
10/28.  

2. 10/27/2010 — In the White House, climate change adviser Zichal sent out an e-mail to 
Obama adviser Browner and several other officials warning of a layoff announcement in 
very specific terms — “200 of their 1200 workers” — and added, “No es bueno,” which is 
Spanish for “not good.”  

3. 10/28/2010 — No announcement comes forth from Solyndra on layoffs.  
4. 10/30/2010 — Solyndra investor explains that the DoE “push[ed] very hard” for a delay 

on the announcement until November 3rd, the day after the election, even remarking that 
the DoE “oddly they didn’t give a reason for that date.” 

One does not have to be Sherlock Holmes to see the game afoot in this sequence.  The DoE 
alerted the White House to the “no es bueno” situation at Solyndra, which would have 
undermined Democratic arguments that their spending spree in 2009 created real jobs rather 
than unbearable risk for borrowed taxpayer funds.  After the White House got alerted to the 
situation, suddenly the Solyndra announcement never takes place, and two days later the 
primary investor has to explain internally that the DoE pressured them to delay the 
announcement. 

Something smells very badly.  It’s clear that the Obama administration at some level used 
taxpayer funds as leverage to manipulate a private enterprise for purely electoral benefit to the 
President, and it seems clear that the direction to do this came from the White House.  I’ll bet we 
have a few more Friday night document dumps to go in this scandal. 

 
 
 

Contentions 
Ominous Sign for Egypt: Carter’s Optimistic 
by Jonathan S. Tobin 

If you weren’t already worried about the direction events are heading in in Egypt, here’s one 
more reason to be worried: Jimmy Carter’s feeling good about things. Carter, who was in the 
country monitoring the recent elections, had this to say about the impact of the new Egyptian 
government on the Middle East peace process: 



"This new government will probably be much more concerned about the rights of the 
Palestinians than have the previous rulers or leaders in Egypt, but in my opinion that will be 
conducive to a better prospect of peace between Israel and its neighbors." 

But the only real difference between the Mubarak government and his successors is that the 
latter are good friends with the Hamas terrorists who run Gaza. In Carter’s distorted worldview, 
support for Palestinian Islamists is synonymous with “Palestinian rights.” That’s bad enough, but 
to think the opening up of Hamas’s supply lines and its increased influence will actually lead to 
peace is so contrary to logic and reason the only conclusion one can draw from such a 
statement is that any development that heightens Israel’s isolation and increases the danger of 
terrorism is something the 39th president regards with complacence. 

The Mubarak government had an ambivalent attitude toward the peace process. It was 
determined to keep the peace with Israel as cold as possible and often contributed rather than 
calmed tensions. But it was sometimes a better friend to the Palestinians than they understood. 
If at times Mubarak did his best to alienate Israel while still observing the peace treaty, it was 
often the result of his speaking up for the Palestinian Authority and backing its obstructionism. 

The Palestinians have accused the Egyptians of abandoning them after signing the peace treaty 
with Israel that Carter helped broker. But any tension between Egypt and the Palestinians was 
the result of the refusal of Yasir Arafat and his successor Mahmoud Abbas to make the historic 
compromises that Anwar Sadat made. 

It’s worth remembering Carter made his historic trip to Jerusalem not as the result of prodding 
by the United States but specifically to head off a U.S. initiative that would have brought the 
Soviet Union into negotiations and undermined the interests of both Israel and Egypt. In the 
subsequent talks in which he took part, Carter’s role was such that his antagonism for Israel 
became as much of an obstacle to peace as anything else. Since then, he has never ceased 
blaming Israel for everything that happens in the region and subscribing to noxious slanders 
about it being an “apartheid state.” 

Carter’s optimism about the rise of the Muslim Brotherhood and its Hamas allies tells us 
everything we need to know about the prospects for peace. If he is pleased, then it is a certainty 
that trouble looms. 

City Journal 
The New Authoritarianism 
A firm hand for a “nation of dodos” 
by Fred Siegel and Joel Kotkin 

“I refuse to take ‘No’ for an answer,” said President Obama this week as he claimed new powers 
for himself in making recess appointments while Congress wasn’t legally in recess. The chief 
executive’s power grab in naming appointees to the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau and 
the National Labor Relations Board has been depicted by administration supporters as one 
forced upon a reluctant Obama by Republican intransigence. But this isn’t the first example of 
the president’s increasing tendency to govern with executive-branch powers. He has already 
explained that “where Congress is not willing to act, we’re going to go ahead and do it 
ourselves.” On a variety of issues, from immigration to the environment to labor law, that’s just 
what he’s been doing—and he may try it even more boldly should he win reelection. This “go it 



alone” philosophy reflects an authoritarian trend emerging on the political left since the 
conservative triumph in the 2010 elections. 

The president and his coterie could have responded to the 2010 elections by conceding the 
widespread public hostility to excessive government spending and regulation. That’s what the 
more clued-in Clintonites did after their 1994 midterm defeats. But unlike Clinton, who came 
from the party’s moderate wing and hailed from the rural South, the highly urban progressive 
rump that is Obama’s true base of support has little appreciation for suburban or rural 
Democrats. In fact, some liberals even celebrated the 2010 demise of the Blue Dog and Plains 
States Democrats, concluding that the purged party could embrace a purer version of the liberal 
agenda. So instead of appealing to the middle, the White House has pressed ahead with 
Keynesian spending and a progressive regulatory agenda. 

Much of the administration’s approach has to do with a change in the nature of liberal politics. 
Today’s progressives cannot be viewed primarily as pragmatic Truman- or Clinton-style 
majoritarians. Rather, they resemble the medieval clerical class. Their goal is governmental 
control over everything from what sort of climate science is permissible to how we choose to live 
our lives. Many of today’s progressives can be as dogmatic in their beliefs as the most strident 
evangelical minister or mullah. Like Al Gore declaring the debate over climate change closed, 
despite the Climategate e-mails and widespread skepticism, the clerisy takes its beliefs as 
based on absolute truth. Critics lie beyond the pale. 

The problem for the clerisy lies in political reality. The country’s largely suburban and 
increasingly Southern electorate does not see big government as its friend or wise liberal 
mandarins as the source of its salvation. This sets up a potential political crisis between those 
who know what’s good and a presumptively ignorant majority. Obama is burdened, says Joe 
Klein of Time, by governing a “nation of dodos” that is “too dumb to thrive,” as the title of his 
story puts it, without the guidance of our president. But if the people are too deluded to 
cooperate, elements in the progressive tradition have a solution: European-style governance by 
a largely unelected bureaucratic class. 

The tension between self-government and “good” government has existed since the origins of 
modern liberalism. Thinkers such as Herbert Croly and Randolph Bourne staked a claim to a 
priestly wisdom far greater than that possessed by the ordinary mortal. As Croly explained, “any 
increase in centralized power and responsibility . . . is injurious to certain aspects of traditional 
American democracy. But the fault in that case lies with the democratic tradition” and the fact 
that “the average American individual is morally and intellectually inadequate to a serious and 
consistent conception of his responsibilities as a democrat.” 

During the first two years of the Obama administration, the progressives persuaded themselves 
that favorable demographics and the consequences of the George W. Bush years would assure 
the consent of the electorate. They drew parallels with how growing urbanization and Herbert 
Hoover’s legacy worked for FDR in the 1930s. But FDR enhanced his majority in his first 
midterm election in 1934; the current progressive agenda, by contrast, was roundly thrashed in 
2010. Obama may compare himself to Roosevelt and even to Lincoln, but the electorate does 
not appear to share this assessment. 

After the 2010 thrashing, progressives seemed uninterested in moderating their agenda. Left-
wing standard bearers Katrina vanden Heuvel of The Nation and Robert Borosage of the 
Institute for Policy Studies went so far as to argue that Obama should bypass Congress 



whenever necessary and govern using his executive authority over the government’s regulatory 
agencies. This autocratic agenda of enhanced executive authority has strong support with 
people close to White House, such as John Podesta of the Center for American Progress, a left-
liberal think tank. “The U.S. Constitution and the laws of our nation grant the president 
significant authority to make and implement policy,” Podesta has written. “These authorities can 
be used to ensure positive progress on many of the key issues facing the country.” 

Podesta has proposed what amounts to a national, more ideological variant of what in Obama’s 
home state is known as “The Chicago Way.” Under that system, John Kass of the Chicago 
Tribune explains, “citizens, even Republicans, are expected to take what big government gives 
them. If the political boss suggests that you purchase some expensive wrought-iron fence to 
decorate your corporate headquarters, and the guy selling insurance to the wrought-iron boys is 
the boss’ little brother, you write the check.” But the American clerisy isn’t merely a bunch of 
corrupt politicians and bureaucratic lifers, and the United States isn’t one-party Chicago. The 
clerisy are more like an ideological vanguard, one based largely in academe and the media as 
well as part of the high-tech community. 

Their authoritarian progressivism—at odds with the democratic, pluralistic traditions within 
liberalism—tends to evoke science, however contested, to justify its authority. The progressives 
themselves are, in Daniel Bell’s telling phrase, “the priests of the machine.” Their views are fairly 
uniform and can be seen in “progressive legal theory,” which displaces the seeming plain 
meaning of the Constitution with constructions derived from the perceived needs of a changing 
political environment. Belief in affirmative action, environmental justice, health-care reform, and 
redistribution from the middle class to the poor all find foundation there. More important still is a 
radical environmental agenda fervently committed to the idea that climate change has a human 
origin—a kind of secular notion of original sin. But these ideas are not widely shared by most 
people. The clerisy may see in Obama “reason incarnate,” as George Packer of The New 
Yorker put it, but the majority of the population remains more concerned about long-term 
unemployment and a struggling economy than about rising sea levels or the need to maintain 
racial quotas. 

Despite the president’s clear political weaknesses—his job-approval ratings remain below 50 
percent—he retains a reasonable shot at reelection. In the coming months, he will likely avoid 
pushing too hard on such things as overregulating business, particularly on the environmental 
front, which would undermine the nascent recovery and stir too much opposition from corporate 
donors. American voters may also be less than enthusiastic about the Republican alternatives 
topping the ticket. And one should never underestimate the power of even a less-than-popular 
president. Obama can count on a strong chorus of support from the media and many of the top 
high-tech firms, which have enjoyed lavish subsidies and government loans for “green” projects. 

If Obama does win, 2013 could possibly bring something approaching a constitutional crisis. 
With the House and perhaps the Senate in Republican hands, Obama’s clerisy may be tempted 
to use the full range of executive power. The logic for running the country from the executive 
has been laid out already. Republican control of just the House, argues Chicago congressman 
Jesse Jackson, Jr., has made America ungovernable. Obama, he said during the fight over the 
debt limit, needed to bypass the Constitution because, as in 1861, the South (in this case, the 
Southern Republicans) was “in a state of rebellion” against lawful authority. Beverley Perdue, 
the Democratic governor of North Carolina, concurred: she wanted to have elections suspended 
for a stretch. (Perdue’s office later insisted this was a joke, but most jokes aren’t told deadpan or 
punctuated with “I really hope someone can agree with me on that.” Also: Nobody laughed.) 



The Left’s growing support for a soft authoritarianism is reminiscent of the 1930s, when many on 
both right and left looked favorably at either Stalin’s Soviet experiment or its fascist and National 
Socialist rivals. Tom Friedman of the New York Times recently praised Chinese-style 
authoritarianism for advancing the green agenda. The “reasonably enlightened group” running 
China, he asserted, was superior to our messy democracy in such things as subsidizing green 
industry. Steven Rattner, the investment banker and former Obama car czar, dismisses the 
problems posed by China’s economic and environmental foibles and declares himself “staunchly 
optimistic” about the future of that country’s Communist Party dictatorship. And it’s not just the 
gentry liberals identifying China as their model: labor leader Andy Stern, formerly the president 
of the Service Employees International Union and a close ally of the White House, celebrates 
Chinese authoritarianism and says that our capitalistic pluralism is headed for “the trash heap of 
history.” The Chinese, Stern argues, get things done. 

A victorious Obama administration could embrace a soft version of the Chinese model. The 
mechanisms of control already exist. The bureaucratic apparatus, the array of policy czars and 
regulatory enforcers commissioned by the executive branch, has grown dramatically under 
Obama. Their ability to control and prosecute people for violations relating to issues like labor 
and the environment—once largely the province of states and localities—can be further 
enhanced. In the post-election environment, the president, using agencies like the EPA, could 
successfully strangle whole industries—notably the burgeoning oil and natural gas sector—and 
drag whole regions into recession. The newly announced EPA rules on extremely small levels of 
mercury and other toxins, for example, will sharply raise electricity rates in much of the country, 
particularly in the industrial heartland; greenhouse-gas policy, including, perhaps, an 
administratively imposed “cap and trade,” would greatly impact entrepreneurs and new investors 
forced to purchase credits from existing polluters. On a host of social issues, the new 
progressive regime could employ the Justice Department to impose national rulings well out of 
sync with local sentiments. Expansions of affirmative action, gay rights, and abortion rights 
could become mandated from Washington even in areas, such as the South, where such views 
are anathema. 

This future can already been seen in fiscally challenged California. The state should be leading 
a recovery, not lagging behind the rest of the country. But in a place where Obama-style 
progressives rule without effective opposition, the clerisy has already enacted a score of 
regulatory mandates that are chasing businesses, particularly in manufacturing, out of the state. 
It has also passed land-use policies designed to enforce density, in effect eliminating the dream 
of single-family homes for all but the very rich in much of the state. 

A nightmare scenario would be a constitutional crisis pitting a relentless executive power against 
a disgruntled, alienated opposition lacking strong, intelligent leadership. Over time, the new 
authoritarians would elicit even more opposition from the “dodos” who make up the majority of 
Americans residing in the great landmass outside the coastal strips and Chicago. The legacy of 
the Obama years—once so breathlessly associated with hope and reconciliation—may instead 
be growing pessimism and polarization. 

Fred Siegel, a contributing editor of City Journal, is scholar in residence at St. Francis College in 
Brooklyn. Joel Kotkin is a contributing editor of City Journal and the Distinguished Presidential 
Fellow in Urban Futures at Chapman University. 

  
  



WSJ 
The Truth About Bain and Jobs  
Job creation and destruction are both relentless. The small difference between the two is 
what we call prosperity. 
by Holman W. Jenkins, Jr. 

Mitt Romney and his GOP rivals are engaged in a fruitless argument in South Carolina over 
whether private equity creates more jobs than it destroys. The debate is fruitless because voters 
and politicians don't believe jobs should ever be destroyed. 

The American voter is not about to become sophisticated about the place of private equity in 
American life. But the American voter can become inured to it. So let backers of Newt Gingrich's 
flaming candidacy run a "King of Bain" video savaging Mr. Romney's leveraged buyout career 
on South Carolina TV. 

All such productions are but poor reprises of a story that appeared in this paper on May 16, 
1990, written by a reporter named Susan Faludi, later to become famous as an angry feminist 
author. 

In 7,770 words, Ms. Faludi described the buyout of the Safeway supermarket chain, and if 
anybody suffered a layoff or pay cut or got depressed and committed suicide, she did not 
hesitate to blame private equity. You would think that firing had been unknown in the economy 
until private equity invented it. 

 

Thomas S. Monaghan, founder of Domino's Pizza, Inc., left, and Mitt Romney, then-managing 
director of Bain Capital, sign an agreement in Sept. 1998. 



Most damning, she claimed Safeway was a profitable company when private equity went to 
work trying to make it more profitable. What neither she nor Safeway's investors could have 
known was that the fat in the supermarket industry would soon be the target of Wal-Mart, 
Costco and other revolutionary discounters, so competitive change was coming in any case. 
The lesson? When private-equity investors sniff a profit opportunity, they are probably just one 
step ahead of someone else. 

As a rule, private equity takes on the most troubled companies because turning them around 
offers the biggest profit opportunities. That's why private equity tends to generate more than its 
share of traumatic headlines. Look no further than Ripplewood Holdings' decision to put the 
maker of Twinkies into bankruptcy this week. It's the kind of decision that, were Ripplewood's 
principals ever to run for office, would get them savaged in an ad. 

But guess what? Ripplewood also bought the company, Hostess Brands, out of bankruptcy 
three years ago, when it was called Interstate Bakeries. Ripplewood is just the latest manager to 
wrestle unsuccessfully with the company's fundamental problem, a unionized workforce in an 
industry where competitors aren't unionized. 

Next time you're choosing a fattening indulgence in the checkout line, ask yourself if you're 
willing to pay extra so Twinkies and Wonder Bread (made by the same company) can arrive at 
the store on different trucks? So the driver can be excused from helping to unload? So the 
company can pay workers-comp costs way out of line the industry's? So a company with just 
19,000 employees can administer 40 different pension plans? 

We didn't think so.  

But the best antidote to foolish thinking about job creation is the work of economists Steven J. 
Davis and John Haltiwanger. Their painstaking research has revealed a side of America's 
dynamism that isn't always pretty. Between 1977 and 2005, years roughly overlapping Mr. 
Romney's business career, some 15% of all jobs were destroyed every year, even as total jobs 
grew by an average of 2% a year. Job creation and destruction are both relentless, the authors 
showed in paper after paper. The small difference between the two is what we call prosperity.  

But now Republicans are worried. To fault Mr. Romney for being involved with businesses that 
both grew and shrank, that created jobs and destroyed them, may be to fault him for having 
eaten from the tree of knowledge in a way that, say, President Obama has not. But how will his 
story fare in November against Mr. Obama's simpler story, in which ravenous capitalists destroy 
jobs and government creates them with things like the Detroit/UAW bailout, solar subsidies and 
health-care mandates? 

Mr. Romney would be a fool to believe a political campaign is the right place to explain the 
private-equity business. But he has a perfectly defensible story to tell. 

First, the money: He expected to be paid well. But nobody—not even those whose billions 
earned in private equity make Mr. Romney's millions look paltry—envisioned the astounding rise 
in business values in the gilded '80s and '90s. When Mr. Romney was asked by his boss to start 
Bain Capital in 1983, the Dow was at 1086.50. When he left on Feb. 11, 1999 to run the 
Olympics, it was 9363.46. His is not the only recent fortune owed partly to this accident of timing 
(Warren Buffett's and many others come to mind). Indeed, if we're being honest, Mitt here is 



representative of a generation of professionals whose serendipity it was to have spent the 
1970s on our education and then to be spit into the job market just as one of history's great 
economic liftoffs was taking place. 

Second, the work: He put his talent for calm, careful analysis to work helping American 
businesses adapt to the onrushing challenges of globalization and technological change. 
Looking back, it may even be true that his ratio of jobs created to jobs destroyed was better than 
the economy's as a whole. 

What does this have to do with the presidency? Perhaps not much, but one thing he didn't learn 
at Bain Capital was to twiddle his thumbs because taking action might make somebody mad at 
him. That's not the worst qualification to bring to the Oval Office right now. 

  
  
Telegraph, UK 
There’s more to politics than nice v nasty 
Newt Gingrich’s attack on Mitt Romney was not merely a longing for revenge.  
by Janet Daley 

In the midst of what was shaping up to be a stupefyingly boring US presidential primary last 
week, an interesting thing happened. This bizarrely unexpected turn of events might have been 
explained by the desperation of one of the candidates, Newt Gingrich, to make a perceptible 
dent on the drearily predictable front runner, Mitt Romney, or possibly as an attempt by virtually 
everybody involved to inject something startling into a monumentally tedious political process. 
Whatever it was that provoked it, the phenomenon should be of serious interest both in the 
United States and in Britain, where it has been a feature of our public life for much longer.  

What happened was this: a number of Republican candidates who are generally thought to be 
on the Right of Mr Romney began to attack him from the Left. Homing in on Romney’s career in 
the venture capital business – a feature of his past which is generally thought to count as an 
advantage in a contest with the unworldly academic Barack Obama – Gingrich launched into a 
full-blown assault on the evils of asset-stripping corporate take-over merchants who mercilessly 
disregard the fate of ordinary workers. Sounding for all the world like a good old-fashioned 
European socialist (which is to say, like Ed Miliband), he railed against Romney’s former 
company Bain Capital, which specialised in buy-outs of failing businesses, describing his rival 
as a “corporate looter”.  

The even more desperate (and even more Right-wing) contender, Rick Perry, dragged Wall 
Street into the mix, and spoke of something called “vulture capitalism” – a rather more lurid 
image than Mr Miliband’s “predator capitalism”, although it is, in fact, less alarming since 
vultures only prey on the already dead.  

What on earth were they thinking? Why should this band of Republicans who, in almost any 
other context, would lay down their lives for the principles of free-market economics, have taken 
up the language of the Occupy movement? The activities for which they were unloading such 
opprobrium on Mr Romney were precisely ones which they themselves would almost certainly 
defend, at least in general terms, were they under attack from Liberal Democrats.  



The process of taking over inefficient or uncompetitive enterprises and re-structuring them – 
even if that involves cutting back on staff – so that they can become net contributors to 
economic growth is a pretty standard feature of a dynamic enterprise economy. It is always 
possible to find instances of it which seem callous or involve unfortunate consequences for local 
employees but the final result – a more productive, competently run business sector – should 
benefit the whole community in the end.  

Newt Gingrich knows this. Rick Perry knows it too. They also know that the electoral fate of the 
Republican party relies on standing by this argument and bringing it home to American voters 
who are, in fact, extremely receptive to it already, being more inclined than Europeans to accept 
the need for a bit of ruthlessness in the pursuit of productive progress and long-term wellbeing.  

So why did they do it? There was more to this than Gingrich’s longing for revenge, even though 
he certainly did want to retaliate for the blood-curdlingly negative campaign that Romney had 
run against him in Iowa. And there was more to it than mindless opportunism on Perry’s part. 
What they were doing was what politicians often do when they are trading off their convictions 
for a momentary popularity grab – and here comes the British analogy. They were engaging in 
the nice v nasty game.  

In times of political crisis or confusion, there is always a category of people or forces which is 
regarded as incorrigibly wicked, against which the rest of the “nice” population is cast as 
blameless and in need of protection. In the Eighties, it was the trade unions who were the 
nasties and the put-upon strike victims who were blameless and “nice”. Now it is the bankers 
and the hedge-fund managers who are the devils incarnate and whose pay David Cameron 
promises to limit – even though that is probably legislatively impossible.  

There is almost always some justification for these Manichean generalisations: the behaviour of 
a whole cohort of capitalist outriders over the past decade has been appalling and criminally 
irresponsible. But politicians here – and now, it would seem, in the US – have adopted a 
dangerously short-sighted formula: identifying themselves unfailingly with the indeterminate 
“blameless” others and joining in the demonising not just of a certain group of capitalist 
practitioners but implicitly of the entire system which those practitioners have abused.  

Certainly there is a need for free-market economics to be rescued from those who distort and 
discredit it, but that is the argument that must be made: that this system has delivered mass 
prosperity (and the self-determination that comes with it) on a scale unprecedented in human 
history, and that it deserves to be saved from the spoilers.  

The logic by which real wealth (the kind that can legitimately be spent either by individuals or 
governments) is created, and the conditions under which it grows and is made accessible to the 
largest number of people, needs to be explained and defended over and over again. If it is not 
then the grotesque mistakes of the past decade – which mistook debts for assets and borrowing 
for growth – will be repeated over and over again. Instead, the politicians play out their phoney 
duel with the pantomime villains of the moment. Mr Cameron and his Chancellor dare not repeal 
the 50p rate of income tax, even if it produces little revenue and drives wealth creators from the 
country, because they cannot risk being seen as friends of the “nasties”.  

Republican presidential candidates repudiate the workings of the free market, which they know 
created miraculous opportunities for generations of immigrants to America, because they want 



to be on the side of the “nice” people who hate the banks – especially the ones that were bailed 
out with taxpayers’ money.  

Indeed, most American voters would probably have preferred to take their chances with a 
wrecked economy than see institutions saved from the consequences of their own mistakes, 
which should make standing up for the virtues of self-reliance and freedom quite easy in 
America. So Romney will probably hold his nerve. Whether Cameron is up for the fight is an 
open question.  

  
  
Hot Air 
Friday night doc dump: WH knew before Solyndra workers flew 
by Ed Morrissey 

Two months ago, Congressional investigators discovered that the Department of Energy urged 
the now-defunct Solyndra in late October 2010 to delay the announcement of hundreds of 
layoffs to just after the midterm elections.  Last night, the Obama administration conducted a 
Friday-night document dump in a long-awaited response to a demand for documentation on 
communications related to Solyndra, and it turns out that the White House knew about the 
layoffs in advance, too: 

The Obama administration knew before the 2010 election that Solyndra LLC, a solar-panel 
maker that received a $535 million U.S. loan guarantee, planned to fire workers, according to e-
mails released today. 

The messages don’t indicate that anyone from the White House directed Solyndra to delay 
announcing the layoffs until after the vote. Previously released e-mails, indicating the Energy 
Department urged Solyndra to postpone the cuts, have been cited by House Republicans who 
say politics influenced Solyndra’s award and last-ditch rescue bid that put taxpayers behind $75 
million in private investment. 

Perhaps the messages don’t indicate direction from the White House to Solyndra, but the dates 
on those messages certainly suggest it.  This is what — and more importantly, when — an 
Obama adviser on climate change wrote on October 27, 2010: 

“Here’s the deal — Solyndra is going to announce they are laying off 200 of their 1200 
workers,”Heather Zichal, a White House adviser, wrote to Carol Browner, then director of the 
office of Energy and Climate Change Policy, and other officials on Oct. 27, 2010. “No es bueno.” 

Here’s what transpired on the DoE/Solyndra end: 

Solyndra’s chief executive warned the Energy Department on Oct. 25, 2010, that he intended to 
announce worker layoffs Oct. 28. He said he was spurred by numerous calls from reporters and 
potential investors about rumors the firm was in financial trouble and was planning to lay off 
workers and close one of its two plants. 

But in an Oct. 30, 2010, e-mail, advisers to Solyndra’s primary investor, Argonaut Equity, 
explain that the Energy Department had strongly urged the company to put off the layoff 



announcement until Nov. 3. The midterm elections were held Nov. 2, and led to Republicans 
taking control of the U.S. House of Representatives. 

“DOE continues to be cooperative and have indicated that they will fund the November draw on 
our loan (app. $40 million) but have not committed to December yet,” a Solyndra investor 
adviser wrote Oct. 30. “They did push very hard for us to hold our announcement of the 
consolidation to employees and vendors to Nov. 3rd – oddly they didn’t give a reason for that 
date.” 

Let’s straighten out that timeline and connect a couple of dots, shall we? 

1. 10/25/2010 — Solyndra CEO writes to the DoE that he will announce worker layoffs on 
10/28.  

2. 10/27/2010 — In the White House, climate change adviser Zichal sent out an e-mail to 
Obama adviser Browner and several other officials warning of a layoff announcement in 
very specific terms — “200 of their 1200 workers” — and added, “No es bueno,” which is 
Spanish for “not good.”  

3. 10/28/2010 — No announcement comes forth from Solyndra on layoffs.  
4. 10/30/2010 — Solyndra investor explains that the DoE “push[ed] very hard” for a delay 

on the announcement until November 3rd, the day after the election, even remarking that 
the DoE “oddly they didn’t give a reason for that date.” 

One does not have to be Sherlock Holmes to see the game afoot in this sequence.  The DoE 
alerted the White House to the “no es bueno” situation at Solyndra, which would have 
undermined Democratic arguments that their spending spree in 2009 created real jobs rather 
than unbearable risk for borrowed taxpayer funds.  After the White House got alerted to the 
situation, suddenly the Solyndra announcement never takes place, and two days later the 
primary investor has to explain internally that the DoE pressured them to delay the 
announcement. 

Something smells very badly.  It’s clear that the Obama administration at some level used 
taxpayer funds as leverage to manipulate a private enterprise for purely electoral benefit to the 
President, and it seems clear that the direction to do this came from the White House.  I’ll bet we 
have a few more Friday night document dumps to go in this scandal. 

  



 
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
 


