
 
 
April 24, 2012 
 
Fred Barnes say Obama is clueless about job creation.  
... Obama yearns for a hefty increase in hiring by state and local governments. If hiring were “on 
par to past recoveries, the unemployment rate would probably be about a point lower than it is 
right now.” Restoring “huge cuts in state and local government” is “part of the challenge we have 
in terms of growth.” 

The lesson here is that Obama has learned no lesson from what Edward Lazear of the Hoover 
Institution has called the “worst economic recovery in history”—that is, the Obama recovery. The 
economy has grown at a rate of 2.4 percent since the recession ended in June 2009, a full 
percentage point below average long-term growth. But the president is sticking with his plan for 
a government-led economic boom. This is Obamanomics: If it doesn’t work, then double down. 

Obama once told a group of investors that the private sector didn’t need incentives to invest 
because his administration’s massive subsidies of green technology would lead the way. Now 
the mention of “green jobs” has become a laugh line. The main news from the green sector is 
another company bankrolled by Obama going belly-up. 

In The Escape Artists: How Obama’s Team Fumbled the Recovery, Noam Scheiber describes 
the president’s “obsession” with green jobs. Eco-nomic adviser Christina Romer “would march in 
with an estimate of the jobs all the investments in clean energy would produce; week after week, 
Obama would send her back to check the numbers. ‘I don’t get it,’ he’d say. ‘We make these 
large-scale investments in infrastructure. What do you mean there are no jobs?’ But the 
numbers rarely budged.” ... 

  
In order to correct the president's economic ignorance, James Pethokoukis 
suggests some time travel.  
President Obama disagrees with the past 30 years of U.S. economic policy. As he said during 
his Osawatomie, Kansas, speech last December: 

"… there is a certain crowd in Washington who, for the last few decades, have said, let’s 
respond to this economic challenge with the same old tune. “The market will take care of 
everything,” they tell us. If we just cut more regulations and cut more taxes—especially for the 
wealthy—our economy will grow stronger. … But here’s the problem: It doesn’t work. It has 
never worked." 

As I was mulling over this issue, I ran across a great blog post by economist Scott Sumner: 

"Suppose you had gotten a room full of economists together in 1980, and made the following 
predictions: 

1. Over the next 28 years the US would grow as fast as Japan, and faster than Europe (in GDP 
per capita, PPP.) 

2. Over the next 28 years Britain would overtake Germany and France in GDP per capita. 



And you said you were making these predictions because you thought Thatcher and Reagan’s 
policies would be a success. Your predictions (and the rationale) would have been met with 
laughter. Indeed around that time most of the top British economists signed a petition asserting 
that Thatcher’s policies would fail. 

For those of you not old enough to remember 1980, let me explain why. Labour rule of Britain 
had reduced their economy to a shambles. The government ran the big manufacturing 
corporations and labor unions were running wild. They had 83% [marginal tax rates, 98% on 
capital.] There was garbage piling up in the streets of London. Britain had been the sick man of 
Europe for decades, growing far more slowly than Germany, France and Italy. 

The US wasn’t doing as badly, but certainly wasn’t doing that well either. We had also been 
growing much more slowly than Europe and Japan. Unlike Britain, we were still richer than most 
other developed countries, so this convergence was viewed as partly inevitable (the catch-up 
from WWII), and partly reflecting the superior economic model of the Germans and Japanese." 

And here’s what happened over the following decades, as expressed in a chart looking at per 
capita income in terms of purchasing power parity:... 

  
Bill Kristol posts on what Reagan really said.  
... Barack Obama’s appeal to Ronald Reagan is illuminating in a number of ways. It’s 
illuminating that today’s liberals need to appeal to the example of Reagan to sell their policies. 
That’s a posthumous victory for Reagan, and an important contemporary victory for Reaganism. 
Even more, it’s illuminating because it gives us reason to go back and read the Reagan 
speeches Obama cited and see how compelling they were and how thoroughly the president 
misrepresented them. 

Did Reagan, as Obama claimed, “travel across the country pushing for the same concept” as 
Obama today? No. Reagan was pushing for comprehensive tax reform, at the center of which 
was an across-the-board tax rate reduction combined with elimination of tax shelters. The idea 
was to simplify the system, out of respect for citizens and for the health of the economy. Obama, 
by contrast, has never risked offering a serious big tax reform proposal. What he does want to 
do is raise marginal tax rates on many American families. 

Obama cited two Reagan speeches from June 1985. Just before that, on May 28, 1985, Reagan 
had addressed the nation from the Oval Office, kicking off the effort that would produce the Tax 
Reform Act of 1986. The heart of his argument: “By lowering everyone’s tax rates all the way up 
the income scale, each of us will have a greater incentive to climb higher, to excel, to help 
America grow.” 

Reagan followed up on June 6, speaking at Northside High School in Atlanta. He did note “the 
unproductive tax loopholes that have allowed some of the truly wealthy to avoid paying their fair 
share” and that “sometimes made it possible for millionaires to pay nothing, while a bus driver 
was paying 10 percent of his salary.” He called them “crazy.” That’s the part of his 
predecessor’s speech Obama chose to recall. 



Here’s what else Reagan had to say: He ascribed the economic comeback of the previous few 
years, in which “hope has returned, and America’s working again,” to the fact that we “cut tax 
rates and trimmed federal spending.” 

Why didn’t President Obama quote that? And what about Reagan’s explanation for why his 
administration had cut rates?  

“What’s really important is what inspired us to do these things. What’s really important is the 
philosophy that guided us. The whole thing could be boiled down to a few words—freedom, 
freedom, and more freedom. It’s a philosophy that isn’t limited to guiding government policy. It’s 
a philosophy you can live by; in fact, I hope you do.” 

Somehow, Obama neglected to quote that. ... 

  
"Figures don't lie, but liars figure." That comes to mind when looking at stats from the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. David Harsanyi takes them on.  
Whenever a situation appears to be a conspiracy, the explanation is likely to be happenstance. 
But, looking at how often (and how much) BLS has revised its unemployment numbers, we have 
a rather strange trend that is certainly worth noting. 

More Americans "than forecasted" filed applications for unemployment benefits this week -- first 
we heard that the jobless claims fell by 2,000 but now the revised numbers show 6,000 above 
the initial forecast. As Ed Morrissey notes, "That number got revised this week, but the real story 
is in the 4-week rolling average.  Just three or four weeks ago, that number was in the 360K 
range.  Now it's close to 375K, roughly the same level as last spring’s stagnant economic 
conditions." 

Without even taking into account the incredible shrinking job force, this portends bad economic 
news. Yet, the bad news always seems to be tempered by the Labor Department. 

According to Bloomberg: 

Revisions to previous data have been larger than normal and the government is trying to 
determine the cause, a Labor Department spokesman said as the figures were released to the 
press. 

A lot more than normal, actually. According to Dow Jones, the Labor Department had revised its 
estimate of seasonally adjusted jobless claims upward in 56 of the past 57 weeks. That's 
unprecedented. 

Fact is, initial estimates draw the most reaction from media, while the revisions are treated less 
newsworthy, despite their relative significance. ... 

  
Blog post from Pope Center suggests the economic value of education is worth 
questioning.   
The latest data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics show that, for many people, increasing their 
level of education pays off in higher earnings and lower unemployment rates. 



Looking at the chart (which appears on the BLS site) it seems obvious that the path to financial 
success is to get a college degree—and then an advanced degree. The more education you 
have, the better off you’ll be. High school graduates, for example, are almost twice as likely to 
be unemployed as college graduates, and they earn substantially less money per week. 

Justin Wolfers, an associate professor of business and public policy at the Wharton School used 
the BLS data to tweet, “Hey kids, stay in school. What would happen if we put this poster in 
every classroom?” 

Wolfers was reiterating the conventional wisdom, reinforced by the BLS data, that the longer an 
individual stays in school, the better off he’ll be. 

Unfortunately, he missed a crucial detail. All of these statistics are the median—representing the 
person separating the higher half of a sample from the lower half. It’s a mistake to assume that 
the median tells us what most people in that group will experience. 

Thinking of the median as “typical” masks a lot of important details about educational outcomes. 
... 

 
LA Times article says meat eaters might have been doing the evolutionary heavy 
lifting.  
If early humans had been vegans we might all still be living in caves, Swedish researchers 
suggested in an article Thursday. 
 
When a mother eats meat, her breast-fed child's brain grows faster and she is able to wean the 
child at an earlier age, allowing her to have more children faster, the article explains. That 
provided a distinct competitive advantage for early humans when limited resources and a small 
population made it difficult for them to thrive. "Eating meat enabled the breast-feeding periods 
and thereby the time between births to be shortened," said psychologist Elia Psouni of Lund 
University in Sweden. "This must have had a crucial impact on human evolution." ... 

 
 
 

  
Weekly Standard 
Clueless About Job Creation  
Obama’s invincible economic ignorance.  
by Fred Barnes 

Does President Obama have the foggiest idea how jobs are created in America? There’s not 
much evidence he does, beyond lip service to the helpfulness of the private sector. 

When the president begins a speech these days with praise for free markets, look out! What 
comes next are proposals for more government intervention in the economy and higher taxes. 
That’s the recipe, Obama says, to “encourage our long-term economic growth and stabilize our 
budget.”  



He said so in his Republicans-are-Social-Darwinists speech in Washington two weeks ago to 
newspaper editors. Near the outset, Obama declared: “I know that the true engine of job 
creation in this country is the private sector, not Washington, which is why I’ve cut taxes for 
small-business owners 17 times over the last three years.” 

Those cuts have had minimal effect, and not surprisingly. They were tiny and temporary, and 
few small-business owners bothered to claim them, if indeed they were eligible to do so. 
Meanwhile, the president has persistently sought to raise their income taxes. 

In Washington, Obama didn’t suggest, much less propose, a single incentive or spur to private 
investment, yet he insisted “we continue to make investments in growth today.” These consist 
solely of government-funded jobs, such as “putting some of our construction workers back to 
work” and “helping states to rehire teachers.” 

Obama yearns for a hefty increase in hiring by state and local governments. If hiring were “on 
par to past recoveries, the unemployment rate would probably be about a point lower than it is 
right now.” Restoring “huge cuts in state and local government” is “part of the challenge we have 
in terms of growth.” 

The lesson here is that Obama has learned no lesson from what Edward Lazear of the Hoover 
Institution has called the “worst economic recovery in history”—that is, the Obama recovery. The 
economy has grown at a rate of 2.4 percent since the recession ended in June 2009, a full 
percentage point below average long-term growth. But the president is sticking with his plan for 
a government-led economic boom. This is Obamanomics: If it doesn’t work, then double down. 

Obama once told a group of investors that the private sector didn’t need incentives to invest 
because his administration’s massive subsidies of green technology would lead the way. Now 
the mention of “green jobs” has become a laugh line. The main news from the green sector is 
another company bankrolled by Obama going belly-up. 

In The Escape Artists: How Obama’s Team Fumbled the Recovery, Noam Scheiber describes 
the president’s “obsession” with green jobs. Eco-nomic adviser Christina Romer “would march in 
with an estimate of the jobs all the investments in clean energy would produce; week after week, 
Obama would send her back to check the numbers. ‘I don’t get it,’ he’d say. ‘We make these 
large-scale investments in infrastructure. What do you mean there are no jobs?’ But the 
numbers rarely budged.” 

Obama’s latest fixation is the Buffett Rule, named after billionaire Warren Buffett. “We can’t 
afford to keep spending more money on tax cuts for wealthy Americans,” the president said last 
week. (Note: Under Obamanomics, untaxed earnings of private citizens are “spending.”) The 
new rule would force those earning more than $1 million to pay at least 30 percent of their 
annual income, whether earnings (already taxed at a marginal rate of 35 percent) or capital 
gains (now taxed at 15 percent), in income tax. “This is not just about fairness,” the president 
said. “This is also about growth.” And thus about jobs, and more. 

But not deficit reduction, according to Jason Furman, the deputy director of the White House 
National Economic Council. He said the 30 percent tax was “never our plan to bring the deficit 
down and get the debt under control.” It would raise only $4 billion to $5 billion a year, a peewee 
bite out of Obama’s $1.3 trillion deficit for fiscal year 2012. 



Obama and Vice President Biden claim deficit reductions anyway. The new tax floor is “about 
we as a country being willing to pay for those [government] investments and closing our 
deficits,” Obama said. “That’s what this is about.” Biden defended the tax hike with a question. 
“Do we pay down those deficits, cutting wherever we can, as we’ve been doing, while at the 
same time investing in things we know we must invest in, in order for the economy to grow and 
create good middle-class jobs?” 

One response to the Buffett Rule has been to dismiss it as a campaign gimmick. Yes, it is that, 
but it’s much more. Obama, Biden, and their allies believe raising taxes will boost the economy 
by paying for increased government spending. They believe the investor class of millionaires 
and billionaires will invest as robustly as ever, producing growth and jobs, even if subjected to 
higher income tax rates and a doubled rate on capital gains. They’re wrong on both counts. 

Obama has taken recently to quoting Ronald Reagan, while ignoring Reagan’s formula for 
recovering from the deep recession in 1981 and 1982. It consisted of tax and spending cuts, the 
exact opposite of Obama’s policy. By mid-1984, Reagan noted happily in a letter that job growth 
had exceeded 300,000 a month for more than a year. The Obama economy, which the 
president says is “gaining speed” and “getting strong,” hasn’t come close to that. 

Obama has his excuses. State and local governments are supposedly at fault for not hiring 
more. And if the construction industry were functioning normally, that would shave another 
percentage point off the jobless rate, he claims. In March, the rate of unemployment was 8.2 
percent. But by Obama’s figuring, it should be 6.2 percent. 

The president doesn’t realize how lucky he is. There have been twice as many dropouts from 
the economy as jobs added since he became president. Were the dropouts counted as 
unemployed, the jobless rate would be well above 11 percent. And Obama would be hard put to 
come up with an excuse. 

Fred Barnes is executive editor of The Weekly Standard. 

  
  
American.com 
I wish Obama could time travel back to 1980 … 
by James Pethokoukis 

President Obama disagrees with the past 30 years of U.S. economic policy. As he said during 
his Osawatomie, Kansas, speech last December: 

… there is a certain crowd in Washington who, for the last few decades, have said, let’s respond 
to this economic challenge with the same old tune. “The market will take care of everything,” 
they tell us. If we just cut more regulations and cut more taxes—especially for the wealthy—our 
economy will grow stronger. … But here’s the problem: It doesn’t work. It has never worked. 

As I was mulling over this issue, I ran across a great blog post by economist Scott Sumner: 

Suppose you had gotten a room full of economists together in 1980, and made the following 
predictions: 



1. Over the next 28 years the US would grow as fast as Japan, and faster than Europe (in GDP 
per capita, PPP.) 

2. Over the next 28 years Britain would overtake Germany and France in GDP per capita. 

And you said you were making these predictions because you thought Thatcher and Reagan’s 
policies would be a success. Your predictions (and the rationale) would have been met with 
laughter. Indeed around that time most of the top British economists signed a petition asserting 
that Thatcher’s policies would fail. 

For those of you not old enough to remember 1980, let me explain why. Labour rule of Britain 
had reduced their economy to a shambles. The government ran the big manufacturing 
corporations and labor unions were running wild. They had 83% [marginal tax rates, 98% on 
capital.] There was garbage piling up in the streets of London. Britain had been the sick man of 
Europe for decades, growing far more slowly than Germany, France and Italy. 

The US wasn’t doing as badly, but certainly wasn’t doing that well either. We had also been 
growing much more slowly than Europe and Japan. Unlike Britain, we were still richer than most 
other developed countries, so this convergence was viewed as partly inevitable (the catch-up 
from WWII), and partly reflecting the superior economic model of the Germans and Japanese. 

And here’s what happened over the following decades, as expressed in a chart looking at per 
capita income in terms of purchasing power parity: 

           



           

Sumner’s big point is that the few countries that continued to gain on America were either more 
aggressive, pro-market reformers (Chile and Britain), or were developing countries that adopted 
the world’s most capitalist model. 

See, few expected this. In 1980, there were plenty of forecasters who thought the American 
standard of living would decline over coming decades. Just look at all the dystopian films back 
then: Blade Runner, Soylent Green, Americathon, Escape from New York. Gloomy stuff. 

But by the mid-1980s, those films were giving way to ones depicting a much sunnier tomorrow 
such as Back to the Future, Part II and the Star Trek revival. Indeed, from 1983-2007, U.S. real 
GDP grew by 3.3% a year, 2.2% on a per capital basis. Now, this was not as fast as the 1950s 
and 1960s when GDP growth averaged near 4%. But as Sumner explains, “Growth has been 
slower, but that’s true almost everywhere. What is important is that the neoliberal reforms in 
America have helped arrest our relative decline. 

And the key reforms, by the way, are lower marginal tax rates and less intrusion by government 
into markets and the private sector via deregulation, eliminating price controls, and privatization. 

Why would the president want to reverse course instead of recommitting America to the 
successful policies of the past decades? 

  
  
Weekly Standard 
What Reagan Actually Said 
by William Kristol 

I’m not the first president to call for this idea that everybody has got to do their fair share. Some 
years ago, one of my predecessors traveled across the country pushing for the same concept. 
He gave a speech where he talked about a letter he had received from a wealthy executive who 
paid lower tax rates than his secretary, and wanted to come to Washington and tell Congress 
why that was wrong. So this president gave another speech where he said it was “crazy”—that’s 
a quote—that certain tax loopholes make it possible for multimillionaires to pay nothing, while a 
bus driver was paying 10 percent of his salary. That wild-eyed, socialist, tax-hiking class warrior 
was Ronald Reagan.  

He thought that, in America, the wealthiest should pay their fair share, and he said so. I know 
that position might disqualify him from the Republican primaries these days, but what Ronald 
Reagan was calling for then is the same thing that we’re calling for now: a return to basic 
fairness and responsibility; everybody doing their part. And if it will help convince folks in 
Congress to make the right choice, we could call it the Reagan Rule instead of the Buffett Rule. 

—President Obama, April 11, 2012 



Barack Obama’s appeal to Ronald Reagan is illuminating in a number of ways. It’s illuminating 
that today’s liberals need to appeal to the example of Reagan to sell their policies. That’s a 
posthumous victory for Reagan, and an important contemporary victory for Reaganism. Even 
more, it’s illuminating because it gives us reason to go back and read the Reagan speeches 
Obama cited and see how compelling they were and how thoroughly the president 
misrepresented them. 

Did Reagan, as Obama claimed, “travel across the country pushing for the same concept” as 
Obama today? No. Reagan was pushing for comprehensive tax reform, at the center of which 
was an across-the-board tax rate reduction combined with elimination of tax shelters. The idea 
was to simplify the system, out of respect for citizens and for the health of the economy. Obama, 
by contrast, has never risked offering a serious big tax reform proposal. What he does want to 
do is raise marginal tax rates on many American families. 

Obama cited two Reagan speeches from June 1985. Just before that, on May 28, 1985, Reagan 
had addressed the nation from the Oval Office, kicking off the effort that would produce the Tax 
Reform Act of 1986. The heart of his argument: “By lowering everyone’s tax rates all the way up 
the income scale, each of us will have a greater incentive to climb higher, to excel, to help 
America grow.” 

Reagan followed up on June 6, speaking at Northside High School in Atlanta. He did note “the 
unproductive tax loopholes that have allowed some of the truly wealthy to avoid paying their fair 
share” and that “sometimes made it possible for millionaires to pay nothing, while a bus driver 
was paying 10 percent of his salary.” He called them “crazy.” That’s the part of his 
predecessor’s speech Obama chose to recall. 

Here’s what else Reagan had to say: He ascribed the economic comeback of the previous few 
years, in which “hope has returned, and America’s working again,” to the fact that we “cut tax 
rates and trimmed federal spending.” 

Why didn’t President Obama quote that? And what about Reagan’s explanation for why his 
administration had cut rates?  

“What’s really important is what inspired us to do these things. What’s really important is the 
philosophy that guided us. The whole thing could be boiled down to a few words—freedom, 
freedom, and more freedom. It’s a philosophy that isn’t limited to guiding government policy. It’s 
a philosophy you can live by; in fact, I hope you do.” 

Somehow, Obama neglected to quote that. 

Reagan went on to defend his tax plan: “We want the part of your check that shows federal 
withholding to have fewer digits on it. And we want the part that shows your salary to have more 
digits on it. We’re trying to take less money from you and less from your parents.” Reagan noted 
that some people would save the additional money, some would spend it, some would invest it
—but all were fine. Because “whatever you do with it, you’ll be the one who’s doing the doing. 
You’ll make the decisions. You’ll have the autonomy. And that’s what freedom is.” 

Obama didn’t quote that either. 



The second Reagan speech Obama referred to was given on June 28, 1985, in Chicago 
Heights, Illinois. There Reagan reiterated his call to “bring tax rates down for the vast majority of 
Americans.” Reagan emphasized that “America’s longsuffering families will get dramatic tax 
relief.” And he said, 

This is a tax plan for a growing, dynamic America. Lower, flatter tax rates will give Americans 
more confidence in the future. It’ll mean if you work overtime or get a raise or a promotion or if 
you have a small business and are able to turn a profit, more of that extra income will end up 
where it belongs—in your wallets, not in Uncle Sam’s pockets. With lower personal and 
corporate rates and another capital gains tax cut, small and entrepreneurial businesses will take 
off. Americans will have an open field to test their dreams and challenge their imaginations, and 
the next decade will become known as the age of opportunity. 

Obama didn’t quote that. 

And Reagan summed up: “Our tax proposal is the opposite of trickle down; it’s bubble up.” 

Obama didn’t quote that. 

Needless to say, reading the speeches reminds us of the huge gulf between the worldviews of 
our 40th and 44th presidents. The difference goes beyond an analytical disagreement about 
how big government should be, or what tax rates produce faster economic growth. For Reagan, 
America at its best is citizen-centered and “bubble up.” For Obama, America is government-
centered and top-down. This is in a way the core difference between these two presidents, and 
between our two political parties today. 

Barack Obama has established the legitimacy and precedent of appealing to Ronald Reagan. 
What a gift to Mitt Romney! Now Romney just has to walk through the door Obama has opened, 
reclaim Reagan by elaborating on his vision and updating his policies, make the case against 
the nanny state and for freedom and a “bubble up” society—and win. 

  
  
Human Events 
Is the Labor Department playing politics with job numbers? 
A trend worth noting. 
by David Harsanyi 

Whenever a situation appears to be a conspiracy, the explanation is likely to be happenstance. 
But, looking at how often (and how much) BLS has revised its unemployment numbers, we have 
a rather strange trend that is certainly worth noting. 

More Americans "than forecasted" filed applications for unemployment benefits this week -- first 
we heard that the jobless claims fell by 2,000 but now the revised numbers show 6,000 above 
the initial forecast. As Ed Morrissey notes, "That number got revised this week, but the real story 
is in the 4-week rolling average.  Just three or four weeks ago, that number was in the 360K 
range.  Now it's close to 375K, roughly the same level as last spring’s stagnant economic 
conditions." 



Without even taking into account the incredible shrinking job force, this portends bad economic 
news. Yet, the bad news always seems to be tempered by the Labor Department. 

According to Bloomberg: 

Revisions to previous data have been larger than normal and the government is trying to 
determine the cause, a Labor Department spokesman said as the figures were released to the 
press. 

A lot more than normal, actually. According to Dow Jones, the Labor Department had revised its 
estimate of seasonally adjusted jobless claims upward in 56 of the past 57 weeks. That's 
unprecedented. 

Fact is, initial estimates draw the most reaction from media, while the revisions are treated less 
newsworthy, despite their relative significance. How beneficial it is to muddy this information is 
debatable, I suppose, but the trend certainly warrants some explanation.  The media and the 
public pay especially close attention to unemployment rates. Having more favorable numbers 
blasted out by newspapers and television before hard reality hits can't hurt the president. 

It's what Zero Hedge calls "Initial Claims Propaganda 101": 

Instead of printing at the expected 370K, an improvement from last week's already big miss of 
380K, this week came at a whopping 386K, the worst standalone print in 4 months. Well, until 
last week's revision that is: instead of the 380K print that stunned everyone, last week's number 
has now been revised to a massive 388K. Why? So that mainstream media can declare, with a 
straight face, that this week saw the number of initial claims decline! 

I emailed Dr. Anthony Sanders, a Professor of Finance at George Mason University, wondering 
why he thought this was happening -- is it a problem with methadology or just wishful 
thinking? He writes: "The stock answer is that the methodology is flawed (surveys) and better 
data comes in after the fact. But 56 out of 57 weeks indicates that the BLS is playing games with 
the data. Fool me once shame on you, fool me twice shame on me, fool me 57 times shame of 
the BLS... The problem with BLS numbers are the same ones as the inflation numbers. The 
collecting and processing of the data is in the hands of those who gain or lose from the 
numbers. Massive moral hazard risk." 

Gathering weekly, or even monthly, data of this scale is no doubt exceedingly complex so 
Americans can forgive revisions. (Though, wouldn’t it be nice to outsource this work to private 
firms that have reputations to protect, rather than some bureaucratic entity? Naturally, a non-
starter.) 

The problem is that even other government reports that matter to the market do not suffer from 
similar consistency problems. Sure there are revisions, but they move up and down with nearly 
the same regularity. Why is it that unemployment numbers always seem to shift in the same 
direction? 

Well, I guess a report on the situation is forthcoming... you know, at some point. 

  



  
Pope Center for Higher Education Policy 
Education Pays—Up to a Point  
Statistics that imply you’re always better off with more education are highly misleading. 
by George Leef and Jenna Ashley Robinson 

The latest data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics show that, for many people, increasing their 
level of education pays off in higher earnings and lower unemployment rates. 

     

 

Looking at the chart (which appears on the BLS site) it seems obvious that the path to financial 
success is to get a college degree—and then an advanced degree. The more education you 
have, the better off you’ll be. High school graduates, for example, are almost twice as likely to 
be unemployed as college graduates, and they earn substantially less money per week. 

Justin Wolfers, an associate professor of business and public policy at the Wharton School used 
the BLS data to tweet, “Hey kids, stay in school. What would happen if we put this poster in 
every classroom?” 

Wolfers was reiterating the conventional wisdom, reinforced by the BLS data, that the longer an 
individual stays in school, the better off he’ll be. 

Unfortunately, he missed a crucial detail. All of these statistics are the median—representing the 
person separating the higher half of a sample from the lower half. It’s a mistake to assume that 
the median tells us what most people in that group will experience. 

Thinking of the median as “typical” masks a lot of important details about educational outcomes. 



To start with, note that the data are 2010 median weekly earnings for persons age 25 and over, 
and earnings are for full-time wage and salary workers. So, everyone is lumped together—
regardless of age, the school they attended, their major discipline, their academic performance, 
and even the field in which they’re working. And anyone working part-time is excluded entirely. 

Breaking the data down further is illustrative. Among workers making $20,000 or less annually, 
6 percent have master’s degrees or higher, 14 percent have bachelor’s degrees, and 9 percent 
have associate’s degrees. Among those making between $20,000 and $35,000 annually, 5 
percent have a master’s or higher, 15 percent have a bachelor’s, and 11 percent have an 
associate’s degree. 

Those individuals are earning well below the medians for their educational levels. Staying in 
school didn’t necessarily pay off for them. 

The chart also hides an important phenomenon that has become increasingly common in the 
last few years—unemployment and underemployment among people who have college 
credentials. As this Gallup poll indicates, as of July 2010 almost 14 percent of those surveyed 
who had B.A. degrees, and over 10 percent of those with postgraduate degrees, were 
unemployed or underemployed. 

Another reason why the BLS chart is misleading is that it lumps together people of all ages, who 
are at different levels. People with professional degrees, for example, includes many lawyers 
who earned their degrees years ago, many of whom have high earnings (the median is $1,610 
per week  or over $83,000 annually. That information is of no relevance to a brand new J.D., 
who faces a job market that has shrunken greatly in the last few years. Many recent J.D.s are 
scrambling to find any job at all. 

Furthermore, returns to higher education have been declining for more than 10 years, according 
to the U.S. Census Bureau. Median starting salary for bachelor's degree recipients in 2009 and 
2010 was just $27,000, down from $30,000 in the years 2006 to 2008. The chart gives us a 
snapshot in time, but trends also matter, and the trend is downward for college degrees. 

Earnings also vary greatly depending on the student’s major. Data from the U.S. Census Bureau 
show that median earnings run from $29,000 for counseling-psychology majors to $120,000 for 
petroleum-engineering majors. 

Is it “worth it” to spend the time and money for a degree in petroleum engineering? If you can do 
it, probably “yes.” But is it “worth it” to get a counseling degree? That’s far from clear. 

Earnings vary based on the college or university attended. Last year, the Pope Center 
compared schools in terms of their graduates’ salaries in an NCAA Tournament of Starting 
Salaries. Even this unscientific (but representative) sample revealed large differences between 
schools—from $29,748 at UNC Asheville to $57,470 at Duke University. 

Again, looking only at median figures obscures important details. 

An individual should not make decisions based on aggregate data, but rather on data pertinent 
to his or her particular circumstances. Consider Sue, who just finished high school. Should she 



go to college? The median earnings for Americans who have already gotten college degrees is 
irrelevant to Sue. 

She needs to think about the cost of college and her own prospects, given her abilities. Nothing 
in the BLS chart sheds any light on her specific costs-versus-benefits comparison. 

Given all the variables, telling all kids to “stay in school” is often bad advice. 

  
  
LA Times 
Eating meat helped early humans reproduce, spread around the globe 
by Thomas H. Maugh II 
  
If early humans had been vegans we might all still be living in caves, Swedish researchers 
suggested in an article Thursday. 
 
When a mother eats meat, her breast-fed child's brain grows faster and she is able to wean the 
child at an earlier age, allowing her to have more children faster, the article explains. That 
provided a distinct competitive advantage for early humans when limited resources and a small 
population made it difficult for them to thrive. "Eating meat enabled the breast-feeding periods 
and thereby the time between births to be shortened," said psychologist Elia Psouni of Lund 
University in Sweden. "This must have had a crucial impact on human evolution." 
 
Women generally do not have a second child until they have finished breast-feeding their first. 
Humans typically suckle their children for a little over two years, a relatively short time compared 
with their maximum 120-year lifespan. Female chimpanzees, in contrast, suckle their young for 
four to five years out of their maximum lifespan of only 60 years. Chimp populations are thus 
much smaller than human populations. 
 
Previous researchers have speculated that the short breast-feeding period is based on cultural 
norms. But Psouni and her colleagues looked at a variety of species and concluded that 
mothers of any species stop suckling when the child's brain reaches a certain developmental 
stage and that this stage is reached earlier for carnivores, who have a higher quality diet. 
 
The team reported in the journal PLoS One that they studied 67 mammalian species, including 
humans, apes, mice and killer whales. They concluded that there is a direct correlation between 
the amount of meat consumed in the diet and how early weaning occurs. Thus chimps, with 
their four-to-five-year suckling period, are among the longest for mammalian species primarily 
because their diet consists largely of nuts and berries. 
 
"We like to think that culture makes us different as a species," Psouni said. "But when it comes 
to breast-feeding and weaning, no social or cultural explanations are needed; for our species as 
a whole, it is a question of simple biology." 
 
She notes, however, that the results say nothing about what humans today should or should not 
eat. 
  
  



 
  

 
  
  



 
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
 


