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Streetwise Professor catches the president channeling Elizabeth Warren.  
Obama’s speech in Roanoke, VA, contains this bit of creepy collectivism: 

There are a lot of wealthy, successful Americans who agree with me — because they want to 
give something back.  They know they didn’t — look, if you’ve been successful, you didn’t get 
there on your own.  You didn’t get there on your own.  I’m always struck by people who think, 
well, it must be because I was just so smart.  There are a lot of smart people out there.  It must 
be because I worked harder than everybody else.  Let me tell you something — there are a 
whole bunch of hardworking people out there.  (Applause.) 

If you were successful, somebody along the line gave you some help.  There was a great 
teacher somewhere in your life.  Somebody helped to create this unbelievable American system 
that we have that allowed you to thrive.  Somebody invested in roads and bridges.  If you’ve got 
a business — you didn’t build that.  Somebody else made that happen.  The Internet didn’t get 
invented on its own.  Government research created the Internet so that all the companies could 
make money off the Internet. 

You know the latent message here: You didn’t earn it.  So you have no right to it.  Since you 
have no right to it, “we”-the government-will take what we want. ... 

... Man on the moon?  NASA is a tragic shadow of its former self-with Obama’s approval. 

Hoover Dam?  Please.  You think it could be built today?  Really?  The enviros* and progs hate 
dams.  Hate them. 

And even something seemingly more benign, like the Golden Gate Bridge, would never be built 
today, or certainly not as quickly or cheaply as the original. The environmental impact 
statements, the legislative log rolling, the designs and redesigns to meet the objections of this 
constituency or that, all make such project a thing of the past. 

No, nowadays, infrastructure projects aren’t shovel ready.  They are rent seeker ready.  Lawyer 
ready.  Bureaucrat ready.  Just look at the train wreck (literally) that is high speed rail in 
California.  Or the Big Dig in Boston, ... 

  
  
Andrew Malcolm posts on the latest American astronaut who went into space on a 
Russian rocket.  
Now, here's some real Obama outsourcing. 

This morning, Kazakhstan time, the next mission to the International Space Station successfully 
blasted off carrying the usual trio -- a Russian commander, an astronaut from the international 
community and an American in a seat rented by NASA since the retirement of the last U.S. 
space shuttle a year ago this month. ... 



  
  
In a WaPo OpEd, Arthur Brooks lists five myths about free markets.  
1. Free enterprise hurts the poor.  

The Occupy Wall Street movement of 2011 and plenty of politicians would have us believe that 
the free-market system is a contest between the ultra-rich and everyone else (the “99 percent”). 
But in fact, there never has been a greater force for helping the poor than free enterprise.  

Since 1970, the percentage of the world’s population living on the equivalent of less than a 
dollar a day has fallen by more than 80 percent. Hundreds of millions of people have been 
pulled out of grinding deprivation. 

This miracle was not the result of U.N. development projects or U.S. foreign aid. It was free 
trade, rule of law, property rights and entrepreneurship that achieved this miracle. In China 
alone, free trade and foreign investment lifted 400 million Chinese out of absolute poverty 
between 1981 and 2001. 

Whatever the Occupy movement claims, every American earning more than $34,000 a year is in 
the world’s top 1 percent, as World Bank economist Branko Milanovic calculates in his book 
“The Haves and the Have-Nots.” Americans make up less than 5 percent of the planet’s 
population, but we’re about half the members of the world’s 1 percent. And we’ve accomplished 
that through our commitment to free enterprise. 

2. Free markets are driven by greed. ... 

  
  
Thomas Sowell on the "invincible lie."  
Anyone who wants to study the tricks of propaganda rhetoric has a rich source of examples in 
the statements of President Barack Obama. On Monday, July 9th, for example, he said that 
Republicans "believe that prosperity comes from the top down, so that if we spend trillions more 
on tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans, that that will somehow unleash jobs and economic 
growth."  

Let us begin with the word "spend." Is the government "spending" money on people whenever it 
does not tax them as much as it can? Such convoluted reasoning would never pass muster if 
the mainstream media were not so determined to see no evil, hear no evil and speak no evil 
when it comes to Barack Obama. 

Ironically, actual spending by the Obama administration for the benefit of its political allies, such 
as the teachers' unions, is not called spending but "investment." You can say anything if you 
have your own private language. 

But let's go back to the notion of "spending" money on "the wealthiest Americans." The people 
he is talking about are not the wealthiest Americans. Income is not wealth — and the whole tax 
controversy is about income taxes. Wealth is what you have accumulated, and wealth is not 
taxed, except when you die and the government collects an inheritance tax from your heirs. 



People over 65 years of age have far more wealth than people in their thirties and forties — but 
lower incomes. If Obama wants to talk about raising income taxes, let him talk about it, but 
claiming that he wants to tax "the wealthiest Americans" is a lie and an emotional distraction for 
propaganda purposes.  ... 

  
  
Part Two of Sowell's Invincible Lie.  
Nothing produces more of a sense of the futility of facts than seeing someone in the mass 
media repeating some notion that has been refuted innumerable times over the years.  

On July 9th, on CNN's program "The Situation Room" with Wolf Blitzer, commentator Gloria 
Borger discussed President Obama's plan to continue the temporary extension of the tax rates 
established under the Bush administration — except for the top brackets, where Obama wanted 
the tax rates raised. 

Ms. Borger said, "if you're going to lower the tax rates, where are you going to get the money 
from?" 

First of all, nobody is talking about lowering the tax rates. They are talking about whether or not 
to continue the existing tax rates, which are set to expire after a temporary extension. And 
Obama is talking about raising the tax rate on higher income earners. 

But when Ms. Borger asked, "where are you going to get the money from?" if you don't raise tax 
rates, that assumes an automatic correlation between tax rates and tax revenues, which is 
demonstrably false. 

As far back as the 1920s, a huge cut in the highest income tax rate — from 73 percent to 24 
percent — led to a huge increase in the amount of tax revenue collected by the federal 
government. Why? Because investors took their money out of tax shelters, where they were 
earning very modest rates of return, and put their money into the productive economy, where 
they could earn higher rates of return, now that those returns were not so heavily taxed. ... 

  
Hot Air post on a new EPA reg.  
Just in case you needed yet another example of Obama’s Environmental Protection Agency 
going above and beyond the call of duty in putting their own nebulous agenda before the 
concerns of the American people, here ya’ go. 

The EPA, working through the auspices of the U.S. Coast Guard, is set to begin enforcing a new 
rule on August 1st that will require all large marine vessels (like cargo and cruise ships) sailing 
in southern Alaska waters to use low-sulfur fuel. The EPA is justifying the regulation as an 
extension of an amendment to a treaty, the International Convention for the Prevention of 
Pollution from Ships (MARPOL), that Hillary Clinton accepted in 2010. The problem is that our 
Senate has yet to ratify that particular amendment — but when have such minute legal 
particulars ever bothered the EPA? 

Fortunately, Alaska is fighting back — on Friday, the state filed a lawsuit against the Obama 
administration to try and block the costly new regulation. ... 



  
Shorts from National Review.  
California, home of the little deuce coupe and the girl who’ll have fun, fun, fun ’til her 
daddy takes the T-Bird away, is the birthplace of car culture. Naturally, Governor Jerry 
Brown and state Democrats are proposing to spend some $68 billion from the budget-busted 
state’s coffers to build a high-speed train connecting Los Angeles with San Francisco, 
apparently never having heard of the Wright brothers and their newfangled aeroplanes. The 
Obama administration has offered more generous help funding a high-speed train in California, 
on the condition that the first segment connect Bakersfield and Madera. (Really.) California is 
setting itself up for an old-fashioned fiscal fiasco: The legislature has committed to the first $4.6 
billion in bonds, but voters in a November referendum are likely to reject the tax increase 
Governor Brown helped secure to pay for them, meaning that the state would be forced to make 
cuts in real services in order to fund a pointless train that replicates faster air travel and that will 
under the best-case scenario not carry a single passenger between L.A. and San Francisco for 
more than a decade. (We’d bet against on-time-and-under-budget in this case.) Liberals have a 
peculiar affection for trains that mirrors their cultural disdain for cars and the freewheeling 
culture associated with them: Central planners love a train because they get to tell you where to 
go. We hope Californians will do the same with this project. 
  

 
 
 

  
Streetwise Professor 
Obama’s Creepy Collectivist Vision 
by Craig Pirrong  

Obama’s speech in Roanoke, VA, contains this bit of creepy collectivism: 

There are a lot of wealthy, successful Americans who agree with me — because they want to 
give something back.  They know they didn’t — look, if you’ve been successful, you didn’t get 
there on your own.  You didn’t get there on your own.  I’m always struck by people who think, 
well, it must be because I was just so smart.  There are a lot of smart people out there.  It must 
be because I worked harder than everybody else.  Let me tell you something — there are a 
whole bunch of hardworking people out there.  (Applause.) 

If you were successful, somebody along the line gave you some help.  There was a great 
teacher somewhere in your life.  Somebody helped to create this unbelievable American system 
that we have that allowed you to thrive.  Somebody invested in roads and bridges.  If you’ve got 
a business — you didn’t build that.  Somebody else made that happen.  The Internet didn’t get 
invented on its own.  Government research created the Internet so that all the companies could 
make money off the Internet. 

You know the latent message here: You didn’t earn it.  So you have no right to it.  Since you 
have no right to it, “we”-the government-will take what we want. 

Let’s consider that Internet example from the perspective that Obama routinely applies to private 
wealth.  Putting aside the question of whether the Internet is truly the child of the government-
funded ARPANET, the Federal government has recouped in taxes on income and capital gains 



from Internet-related economic activity many, many times what it spent in developing 
ARPANET.  Indeed, I would wager that the government will collect more in taxes from the 
Facebook IPO than it spent on ARPANET, even taking into account inflation/compounded 
interest.  When private fortunes are concerned, Obama’s philosophy is “I do think at a certain 
point you’ve made enough money”, meaning that you should pay more-much more-in taxes. 
 But that doesn’t apply to government investment, evidently.  If it did, it would be greedy to cash 
those tax checks from Internet businesses and workers. 

What’s more, whatever the contribution of government initiatives like ARPANET to the Internet, 
it is blindingly obvious that virtually all the value generated by the Internet is the result of private 
initiative, private innovation, and private investment.  So when you are cashing that government 
benefit check, realize that the government didn’t get there on its own. 

And the last statement (“[g]overnment research created the Internet so that all the companies 
could make money off the Internet”) is a flagrant lie. This statement implies intent: that 
government research on ARPANET had, as its explicit purpose, the encouragement of private 
economic activity.  Nothing could be further from the truth. 

Obama then fired up the Wayback Machine for further examples of the pivotal role of 
government: 

So we say to ourselves, ever since the founding of this country, you know what, there are some 
things we do better together.  That’s how we funded the GI Bill.  That’s how we created the 
middle class.  That’s how we built the Golden Gate Bridge or the Hoover Dam.  That’s how we 
invented the Internet.  That’s how we sent a man to the moon.  We rise or fall together as one 
nation and as one people, and that’s the reason I’m running for President — because I still 
believe in that idea.  You’re not on your own, we’re in this together. 

Uhm, who is this “we”?  A pitch-perfect illustration of the collectivist mindset. 

At least he spared us a disquisition on the Intercontinental Railroad.  (Now that would have been 
a feat!).  As for the things he did mention: 

Man on the moon?  NASA is a tragic shadow of its former self-with Obama’s approval. 

Hoover Dam?  Please.  You think it could be built today?  Really?  The enviros* and progs hate 
dams.  Hate them. 

And even something seemingly more benign, like the Golden Gate Bridge, would never be built 
today, or certainly not as quickly or cheaply as the original. The environmental impact 
statements, the legislative log rolling, the designs and redesigns to meet the objections of this 
constituency or that, all make such project a thing of the past. 

No, nowadays, infrastructure projects aren’t shovel ready.  They are rent seeker ready.  Lawyer 
ready.  Bureaucrat ready.  Just look at the train wreck (literally) that is high speed rail in 
California.  Or the Big Dig in Boston, as Walter Russell Mead reminds us: 

It turns out that Boston’s “Big Dig” construction project cost taxpayers much more than expected 
— and enormous bills for interest payments and mass transit are still rolling in. 



Hailed at its inception as an example of “smart government” and proof that “government can still 
get things done,” the project was originally estimated to cost $2.8 billion. Thanks to corruption, 
construction mishaps and the usual friction on projects of this kind, the project took a decade 
longer than planned to complete, and was said at the time (December 2007) to have cost a total 
of $14.6 billion. 

There was much shock and finger-pointing when these numbers came out, but as Boston.com 
reports, those cost estimates were still much too low. By the time the whole mess is finished and 
accounted for, this beautiful proof of governmental competence and efficiency, this magnificent 
testimony to the ability of big infrastructure projects to turn the US around will end up costing 
about twice that much: at about $21 billion, the final cost will be about seven times the original 
estimate — an original estimate, by the way, so large that it blew peoples’ minds at the start. 

Government today is all about transfer payments, rather than investment in public goods.  When 
it tries to build stuff, it soon engages in a Bacchanal of waste and incoherence.  Its greatest 
efforts are directed at redistribution via cashing checks from some and writing checks to others. 
 That, and controlling via regulation economic activity large and small. 

Interesting, isn’t it, that Obama couldn’t find an example of a seminal contribution of government 
post-1969? 

If you are paying attention to what Obama says, it is clear that his vision is inherently a 
collectivist one that is deeply hostile to private enterprise and wealth creation.  A vision that 
credits the government for the lion’s share of wealth creation if government has touched the 
creative process, however slightly or indirectly.  A vision that cannot see Bastiat’s unseen-the 
wealth not created because of the very visible strangling hand of government. 

* Wordpress’s auto spell kept wanting to replace “enviros” with “enviers.”  That works. 

  
 Investors.com 
Next American woman heads for space -- on this Russian rocket  
by Andrew Malcolm 
  

 

Now, here's some real Obama outsourcing. 



This morning, Kazakhstan time, the next mission to the International Space Station successfully 
blasted off carrying the usual trio -- a Russian commander, an astronaut from the international 
community and an American in a seat rented by NASA since the retirement of the last U.S. 
space shuttle a year ago this month.  

The Soyuz spacecraft, Expedition 32, shown above being moved by rail to the launchpad on 
Thursday, had Yuri Malenchenko as the commander, Flight Engineer Sunita Williams of NASA 
and Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency Flight Engineer Akihiko Hoshide. When they dock 
with the space station Tuesday, they will bring the ISS crew back up to its usual complement of 
six. 

The trio there is scheduled to end its tour and return to Earth on Sept. 17, while the newest 
three will orbit the earth until just before American Thanksgiving. 

NASA-TV will carry live coverage of the Tuesday docking starting about 12:15 a.m. ET and the 
hatch opening approximately three hours later. 

  
  
  
  
Washington Post 
Five myths about free enterprise 
by Arthur Brooks 

1. Free enterprise hurts the poor.  

The Occupy Wall Street movement of 2011 and plenty of politicians would have us believe that 
the free-market system is a contest between the ultra-rich and everyone else (the “99 percent”). 
But in fact, there never has been a greater force for helping the poor than free enterprise.  

Since 1970, the percentage of the world’s population living on the equivalent of less than a 
dollar a day has fallen by more than 80 percent. Hundreds of millions of people have been 
pulled out of grinding deprivation. 

This miracle was not the result of U.N. development projects or U.S. foreign aid. It was free 
trade, rule of law, property rights and entrepreneurship that achieved this miracle. In China 
alone, free trade and foreign investment lifted 400 million Chinese out of absolute poverty 
between 1981 and 2001. 

Whatever the Occupy movement claims, every American earning more than $34,000 a year is in 
the world’s top 1 percent, as World Bank economist Branko Milanovic calculates in his book 
“The Haves and the Have-Nots.” Americans make up less than 5 percent of the planet’s 
population, but we’re about half the members of the world’s 1 percent. And we’ve accomplished 
that through our commitment to free enterprise. 

2. Free markets are driven by greed.  



I once asked Charles Schwab how he built the $16 billion investment company bearing his 
name. He never said a word about money. He spoke instead about accomplishing personal 
goals, creating good jobs for employees and the sacrifices along the way — including when he 
took a second mortgage on his home so he could make payroll. 

Entrepreneurs are rarely driven by greed. According to Careerbuilder.com, in 2011, small-
business owners made 19 percent less money per year than government managers. And as 
Northwestern University business professor Steven Rogers has shown, the average 
entrepreneur fails about four times before succeeding.  

Free markets and entrepreneurship are driven not by greed but by earned success. For some 
people, earned success means business success, while for others, it means helping the poor, 
raising good kids, building a nonprofit, or making beautiful art — whatever allows people to 
create value in their lives and in the lives of others. 

Earned success gets at the heart of “the pursuit of happiness.” The General Social Survey from 
the University of Chicago reveals that people who say they feel “very successful” or “completely 
successful” in their work lives are twice as likely to say they are very happy about their overall 
lives than people who feel “somewhat successful.” And it doesn’t matter if they earn more or 
less; the differences persist. 

3. Free enterprise breeds envy.  

Americans don’t resent the wealthy. In a poll in April, the Pew Research Center found that 
88 percent said they admired people who get rich by working hard.  

This is one way the United States is exceptional. In the World Values Survey conducted 
between 2005 and 2007, researchers asked people in 54 nations whether success flows from 
hard work or from luck and connections. Americans were more likely than people in other 
developed countries — twice as likely as the French, for example — to say success comes from 
hard work. 

In a society that rewards initiative and offers opportunity, free enterprise fosters aspiration and 
ambition. In a social democracy with economic stagnation, you find envy, resentment, unrest — 
just look at Greece and Spain, where people are demanding government benefits instead of 
demanding to keep more of what they earn.  

4. The free market caused the financial meltdown.  

It wasn’t free enterprise that was at fault; it was the lack of free enterprise. Statism and its co-
dependent spouse — corporate cronyism — melted down our economy. 

As my American Enterprise Institute colleague Peter Wallison has documented, two decades of 
misguided government policy contributed to a massive bubble in housing. When it began to 
deflate, so did the whole financial system. And who showed up first in the bailout line? Large 
corporations, including car companies and mortgage giants Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Find 
me an opportunistic politician chumming the waters with tax loopholes, and I’ll show you a 
corporate shark. 



This isn’t the free market at work — not even close. It’s a toxic mix of big government and its 
corporate clients. We need more free enterprise, not less — free enterprise where 
entrepreneurs put their money on the line and earn a profit or suffer a loss. 

5. Free enterprise is unfair.  

When I was an economics professor, my students would sometimes argue that it was “not fair” 
for the rich to have so much more than the poor. So halfway through the course, I proposed that 
a quarter of the points earned by the top half of the class be passed on to the students in the 
lower half, to improve grade equality. Unanimously, the students agreed that this would be 
unfair. 

I didn’t have to spell out my point much.  

Income redistribution is necessary to pay for the state and desirable to finance a social safety 
net, but as long as incomes are legitimately earned, redistribution is not intrinsically “fair.” For a 
majority of Americans, fairness means not redistribution, but rewarding merit — and that is what 
free enterprise does. 

In 2006, the World Values Survey asked a sample of Americans to consider two similarly placed 
workers, one of whom was more reliable and efficient than the other. Was it fair, they asked, 
that the better one was paid more? Approximately 89 percent of respondents said it was. 

And since 1973, the General Social Survey has asked Americans this question: “Some people 
say that people get ahead by their own hard work; others say that lucky breaks or help from 
other people are more important. Which do you think is most important?” For 40 years, between 
60 percent and 70 percent of Americans have chosen “hard work.” 

Unless you believe that Americans don’t earn their success, you must recognize that free 
enterprise makes our nation more fair. 

  
  
Jewish World Review 
The Invincible Lie  
by Thomas Sowell 
  
Anyone who wants to study the tricks of propaganda rhetoric has a rich source of examples in 
the statements of President Barack Obama. On Monday, July 9th, for example, he said that 
Republicans "believe that prosperity comes from the top down, so that if we spend trillions more 
on tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans, that that will somehow unleash jobs and economic 
growth."  

Let us begin with the word "spend." Is the government "spending" money on people whenever it 
does not tax them as much as it can? Such convoluted reasoning would never pass muster if 
the mainstream media were not so determined to see no evil, hear no evil and speak no evil 
when it comes to Barack Obama. 



Ironically, actual spending by the Obama administration for the benefit of its political allies, such 
as the teachers' unions, is not called spending but "investment." You can say anything if you 
have your own private language. 

But let's go back to the notion of "spending" money on "the wealthiest Americans." The people 
he is talking about are not the wealthiest Americans. Income is not wealth — and the whole tax 
controversy is about income taxes. Wealth is what you have accumulated, and wealth is not 
taxed, except when you die and the government collects an inheritance tax from your heirs. 

People over 65 years of age have far more wealth than people in their thirties and forties — but 
lower incomes. If Obama wants to talk about raising income taxes, let him talk about it, but 
claiming that he wants to tax "the wealthiest Americans" is a lie and an emotional distraction for 
propaganda purposes. 

The really big lie — and one that no amount of hard evidence or logic seems to make a dent in 
— is that those who oppose raising taxes on higher incomes simply want people with higher 
incomes to have more money, in hopes that some of their prosperity will "trickle down" to the 
rest of the people. 

Some years ago, a challenge was issued in this column to name any economist, outside of an 
insane asylum, who had ever said any such thing. Not one example has yet been received, 
whether among economists or anyone else. Someone is always claiming that somebody else 
said it, but no one has ever been able to name and quote that somebody else. 

Once we have put aside the lies and the convoluted use of words, what are we left with? Not 
much. 

Obama is claiming that the government can get more tax revenue by raising the tax rate on 
people with higher incomes. It sounds plausible, and that may be enough for some people, but 
the hard facts make it a very iffy proposition. 

This issue has been fought out in the United States in several administrations — both 
Democratic and Republican. It has also been fought out in other countries. 

What is the real argument of those who want to prevent taxes from rising above a certain 
percentage, even for people with high incomes? It has nothing to do with making them more 
prosperous so that their prosperity will "trickle down." 

A Democratic president — John F. Kennedy — stated the issue plainly. Under the existing tax 
rates, he explained, investors' "efforts to avoid tax liabilities" made them put their money in tax 
shelters, because existing tax laws made "certain types of less productive activity more 
profitable than other more valuable undertakings" for the country. 

Ironically, the Obama campaign's attacks on Mitt Romney for putting his money in the Cayman 
Islands substantiate the point that President Kennedy and others have made, that higher tax 
rates can drive money into tax shelters, whether tax-exempt municipal bonds or investments in 
other countries. 



In other words, raising tax rates does not automatically raise tax revenues for the government. 
Higher tax rates have often led to lower tax revenues for states, the federal government and 
other countries. Conversely, lower tax rates have often led to higher tax revenues. It all depends 
on the circumstances. 

But none of this matters to Barack Obama. If class warfare rhetoric about taxes leads to more 
votes for him, that is his bottom line, whether the government gets a dime more revenue or not. 
So long as his lies go unchallenged, a second term will be the end result for him and a lasting 
calamity for the country. 

  
  
Jewish World Review 
The Invincible Lie: Part II  
by Thomas Sowell  
  
Nothing produces more of a sense of the futility of facts than seeing someone in the mass 
media repeating some notion that has been refuted innumerable times over the years.  

On July 9th, on CNN's program "The Situation Room" with Wolf Blitzer, commentator Gloria 
Borger discussed President Obama's plan to continue the temporary extension of the tax rates 
established under the Bush administration — except for the top brackets, where Obama wanted 
the tax rates raised. 

Ms. Borger said, "if you're going to lower the tax rates, where are you going to get the money 
from?" 

First of all, nobody is talking about lowering the tax rates. They are talking about whether or not 
to continue the existing tax rates, which are set to expire after a temporary extension. And 
Obama is talking about raising the tax rate on higher income earners. 

But when Ms. Borger asked, "where are you going to get the money from?" if you don't raise tax 
rates, that assumes an automatic correlation between tax rates and tax revenues, which is 
demonstrably false. 

As far back as the 1920s, a huge cut in the highest income tax rate — from 73 percent to 24 
percent — led to a huge increase in the amount of tax revenue collected by the federal 
government. Why? Because investors took their money out of tax shelters, where they were 
earning very modest rates of return, and put their money into the productive economy, where 
they could earn higher rates of return, now that those returns were not so heavily taxed. 

This was the very reason why tax rates were cut in the first place — to get more revenue for the 
federal government. The same was true, decades later, during the John F. Kennedy 
administration. Similar reasons led to tax rate cuts during the Ronald Reagan administration and 
the George W. Bush administration. 

All of these presidents — Democrat and Republican alike — made the same argument for tax 
rate reductions that had been made in the 1920s, and the results were similar as well. Yet the 
invincible lie continues to this day that those who oppose high tax rates on high incomes are 



doing so because they want to reduce the taxes paid by high income earners, in hopes that their 
increased prosperity will "trickle down" to others. 

In reality, high income earners paid not only a larger total amount of taxes after the tax rate cuts 
of the 1920s but also a higher share of all the income taxes collected. It is a matter of record 
that anyone can check out with official government statistics. 

This result was not peculiar to the 1920s. In 2006, the New York Times reported: "An 
unexpectedly steep rise in tax revenues from corporations and the wealthy is driving down the 
projected budget deficit this year." 

Expectations are in the eye of the beholder. Tax cut proponents expected precisely the result 
from the Bush tax cuts that so surprised the New York Times. So did tax cut proponents in the 
John F. Kennedy and Ronald Reagan administrations. 

If this concept has not yet trickled down to the New York Times or CNN's Gloria Borger, that is a 
commentary on the media commentators. 

Ms. Borger may simply not know any better, but Barack Obama cannot use that excuse. When 
he was a candidate for president back in 2008, Charles Gibson of ABC News confronted him 
with the fact that there was no automatic correlation between the raising and lowering of tax 
rates and whether tax revenues moved up or down. 

Obama admitted that. But he said that he was for raising tax rates on higher income earners 
anyway, in the name of "fairness." How higher tax rates that the government does not actually 
collect make any sense, whether from a fairness perspective or as a way of paying the 
government's bills, is another question. The point here is that Obama knew then that tax rates 
and tax revenues do not automatically move in the same direction. 

In other words, he is lying when he talks as if tax rates and tax revenues move together. Ms. 
Borger and others in the media may or may not know that. So they are not necessarily lying. But 
they are failing to inform their audiences about the facts — and that allows Obama's lies to 
stand. 

  
  
Hot Air 
Oh great, yet another new EPA regulation making things more expensive for 
everyone 
by Erika Johnsen 

Just in case you needed yet another example of Obama’s Environmental Protection Agency 
going above and beyond the call of duty in putting their own nebulous agenda before the 
concerns of the American people, here ya’ go. 

The EPA, working through the auspices of the U.S. Coast Guard, is set to begin enforcing a new 
rule on August 1st that will require all large marine vessels (like cargo and cruise ships) sailing 
in southern Alaska waters to use low-sulfur fuel. The EPA is justifying the regulation as an 
extension of an amendment to a treaty, the International Convention for the Prevention of 



Pollution from Ships (MARPOL), that Hillary Clinton accepted in 2010. The problem is that our 
Senate has yet to ratify that particular amendment — but when have such minute legal 
particulars ever bothered the EPA? 

Fortunately, Alaska is fighting back — on Friday, the state filed a lawsuit against the Obama 
administration to try and block the costly new regulation. 

The lawsuit faults the EPA, the Department of Homeland Security and others for using a marine 
treaty amendment as the basis for the new federal regulations without waiting for ratification of 
that amendment by the U.S. Senate. 

The Alaska Department of Law said in a statement that the low-sulfur-fuel requirement would be 
costly, jacking up prices for products shipped by marine vessel and harming Alaska’s cruise 
industry. … 

“There are reasonable and equally effective alternatives for the Secretary and the EPA to 
consider which would still protect the environment but dramatically reduce the severe impact 
these regulations will have on Alaskan jobs and families.” 

Totem Ocean Trailer Express, a major shipper operating in Alaska, estimates that the move to 
low-sulfur fuel will increase its costs by 8 percent, Geraghty said. 

Really, Obama administration? You’re already denying a boatload of jobs, wealth, revenue, and 
economic growth to Alaskans by disallowing them access to a bunch of their own oil and gas, 
and now you’re butting in with an ill-thought-out, overzealous regulation that will negatively 
impact the thousands of jobs in the shipping and cruise industries? The Alaskan economy just 
can’t seem to catch a break from these people! 

When you impose costs on businesses, you’re also imposing costs on the consumers of that 
product and the employees who produce it — prices go up, people stand to lose their jobs, and 
the economy suffers. It sounds like there are other alternatives the EPA might consider (and 
you’d think they would, given their penchant for long, drawn-out environmental impact reviews!), 
and again, the United States hasn’t even agreed to the shipping treaty’s new amendment yet. 
This is just another example of an out-of-control independent regulatory agency grabbing more 
power for itself and using fiat to enforce their green worldview, the costs be damned. Bad form, 
EPA. 

  
  
National Review 
California, home of the little deuce coupe and the girl who’ll have fun, fun, fun 
’til her daddy takes the T-Bird away, is the birthplace of car culture. Naturally, 
Governor Jerry Brown and state Democrats are proposing to spend some $68 billion from the 
budget-busted state’s coffers to build a high-speed train connecting Los Angeles with San 
Francisco, apparently never having heard of the Wright brothers and their newfangled 
aeroplanes. The Obama administration has offered more generous help funding a high-speed 
train in California, on the condition that the first segment connect Bakersfield and Madera. 
(Really.) California is setting itself up for an old-fashioned fiscal fiasco: The legislature has 
committed to the first $4.6 billion in bonds, but voters in a November referendum are likely to 



reject the tax increase Governor Brown helped secure to pay for them, meaning that the state 
would be forced to make cuts in real services in order to fund a pointless train that replicates 
faster air travel and that will under the best-case scenario not carry a single passenger between 
L.A. and San Francisco for more than a decade. (We’d bet against on-time-and-under-budget in 
this case.) Liberals have a peculiar affection for trains that mirrors their cultural disdain for cars 
and the freewheeling culture associated with them: Central planners love a train because they 
get to tell you where to go. We hope Californians will do the same with this project. 
  
There are very few things on which all economists can agree. One of them is the 
greatness of Anna Jacobson Schwartz, an economist with the National Bureau of Economic 
Research and the co-author with Milton Friedman of A Monetary History of the United States, 
1867–1960. Paul Krugman has called her “one of the world’s greatest monetary scholars,” and 
Ben Bernanke considers himself a disciple of both Friedman and Schwartz. She was considered 
the “high priestess of monetarism,” and her work with Friedman rocked the economics 
profession. They demonstrated that the Federal Reserve’s contractionary policies in the late 
1920s and early 1930s turned what would have been a normal recession into the Great 
Depression, and they argued forcefully that growth in the money supply is a main cause of 
inflation. Both points, ridiculed when first presented, are now standard explanations that 
economists take for granted. Schwartz did not slow down in her later years, either. She was a 
fierce critic of Bernanke’s handling of monetary policy, arguing that the cause of the present 
economic crisis was not a lack of liquidity, but a lack of information regarding which firms were 
truly solvent. Schwartz, who remained sharp well into her 90s, is survived by her four children, 
seven grandchildren, and six great-grandchildren. Another wonderful legacy. R.I.P. 
  
It’s no longer cool to call Obama cool, says Angela Rye, executive director of the 
Congressional Black Caucus: “The term cool could in some ways be deemed racial.” She cited 
as evidence the new American Crossroads ad, “Cool,” which juxtaposes Obama’s celebrity 
status with his administrative incompetence. Rye, of course, did not mention that the Obama 
team has spent the last four years cultivating exactly this “cool” image — whether in the pages 
of Ebony, where Obama was hailed as one of the “25 Coolest Brothers of All Time,” or in the 
mansions of Hollywood stars such as George Clooney and Sarah Jessica Parker. Earlier this 
month, the first lady called Obama “a pretty cool dad.” Do not judge Mrs. Obama too harshly: 
These code words can be awfully tricky 
  
The federal government’s quota on imported sugar raises prices for consumers 
— Americans pay nearly twice the global price — for the benefit of well-connected producers. 
The Senate narrowly rejected a bill to end the quota, with 16 Democrats voting for it and 16 
Republicans against. Senator Marco Rubio, disappointingly, was one of the Republicans 
against. Forced to decide between old-style Florida politics and the values of the Tea Party, he 
made the wrong choice. 
  
An Obama campaign ad claims that the president’s policies have resulted in 
the creation of 2.7 million green jobs. What exactly is a “green job”? At a recent 
congressional hearing, Representative Darrell Issa (R., Calif.) got Labor Department officials to 
admit that the term includes, among other occupations, bus drivers, science teachers, bike-shop 
employees, and even, believe it or not, sellers of antiques and used clothes (it’s recycling!). This 
means the tally should be increased by two, since Obama created jobs for himself and Joe 
Biden by recycling worn-out economic theories. Unfortunately for them, just as was true with 



Solyndra and many similar fiascos, lavish expenditures of government cash may not be able to 
stave off the pink slips. 
  
An Economist reporter recently noted the existence of a United Nations body 
bearing the eclectic name of Open-ended Ad Hoc Working Group of the General Assembly on 
the Integrated and Coordinated Implementation of and Follow-up to the Major United Nations 
Conferences and Summits in the Economic and Social Fields. Our first reaction on reading this 
was probably the same as yours: Good thing it’s Open-ended, because if the end were closed, it 
just wouldn’t work at all. (It’s times like these that make you wish you were Angela Merkel, 
because in German the name would all be one word.) Anyway, when this item made the Internet 
rounds (via blogs and e-mail; it’s too long for Twitter), U.N. hands rushed to defend the Open-
ended Ad Hoc Working Group of the General Assembly on the Integrated . . . well, let’s just call 
it the OAHWGGAICIFM . . . ah, the hell with it. For brevity’s sake, we will adopt a friend’s 
solution for times when he had trouble remembering the names of obscure U.N. bodies: He 
simply called them all the Ad Hoc Committee for Screwing Israel. 
  
  
  

 



 

 
  
  



 
 


