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Charles Murray reacts to "You didn't build that."  
President Obama’s horrendous political gaffe last week—“You didn’t build that”—triggered the 
same reaction I had when he insisted on pushing through Obamacare. Then, I had the creepy 
feeling that I was living in an occupied country. American politics didn’t work that way. Neither 
Democrats nor Republicans had ever forced through a transformative piece of legislation 
without substantial bipartisan support. A major American politician had never (to my knowledge) 
been indifferent to the kind of voter sentiment so clearly expressed in the Massachusetts 
senatorial election. 

“You didn’t build that” is another example of the president’s tone-deafness when it comes to the 
music of the American culture. The phrase is not taken out of context. It didn’t come after a 
celebration of the inventiveness and risk taking of individual Americans that has made this 
country great. The president gave the mildest of acknowledgements to the role of the individual, 
followed by a paragraph of examples that cast American history as a series of collective 
accomplishments. ... 

  
National Journal says Mitt Romney knows how much the president worries about 
jobs.  
A fired-up Mitt Romney enlisted small-business owners at a town hall on Wednesday in his 
reenergized offensive against President Obama, arguing that Obama is so disinterested in job 
creation that he hasn’t met with his jobs council for six months. 

“You know what he's been doing over the last six months?" Romney asked in a crowded 
gymnasium at a community center here. “In the last six months he has held 100 fundraisers. 
And guess how many meetings he has had with his jobs council? None. Zero. Zero in the last 
six months.”  ... 

  
Buzz Feed post on why Romney has taken off the gloves.  
Standing before hundreds of roaring partisans in this sweltering Pittsburgh suburb Tuesday, Mitt 
Romney delivered a 30-minute speech that sounded, at times, like a greatest hits compilation of 
his favorite Obama-knocking stump speech lines. The president was, Romney said, "out of 
ideas," and "looking for someone to blame," and a "crony capitalist." 

One thing he was not: "A nice guy." 

In speeches from Des Moines to Dallas, Romney has always been careful to hedge his tough 
digs at Obama with a civil nod toward the president's moral character: "He's a nice guy," the 
Republican has often said. "He just has no idea how the private economy works." But Tuesday's 
speech included no such hedge — and one campaign adviser said there's a reason for that.  

"[Romney] has said Obama's a nice fellow, he's just in over his head," the adviser said. "But I 
think the governor himself believes this latest round of attacks that have impugned his integrity 



and accused him of being a felon go so far beyond that pale that he's really disappointed. He 
believes it's time to vet the president. He really hasn't been vetted; McCain didn't do it." 

Indeed, facing what the candidate and his aides believe to be a series of surprisingly ruthless, 
unfounded, and unfair attacks from the Obama campaign on Romney's finances and business 
record, the Republican's campaign is now prepared to go eye for an eye in an intense, no-holds-
barred act of political reprisal, said two Romney advisers who spoke on condition of anonymity. 
In the next chapter of Boston's pushback — which began last week when they began labeling 
Obama a "liar" — very little will be off-limits, from the president's youthful drug habit, to his ties 
to disgraced Chicago politicians.  

"I mean, this is a guy who admitted to cocaine use, had a sweetheart deal with his house in 
Chicago, and was associated and worked with. ... 

  
WSJ OpEd on how Schumpeter's 'creative destruction' creates jobs with 
increased productivity.  
Did Mitt Romney and Bain Capital help office-supply retailer Staples create 88,000 jobs? 
43,000? 252? Actually, Staples probably destroyed 100,000 jobs while creating millions of new 
ones.  
Since 1986, Staples has opened 2,000 stores, eliminating the jobs of distributors and brokers 
who charged nasty markups for paper and office supplies. But it enabled hundreds of thousands 
of small (and not so small) businesses to stock themselves cheaply and conveniently and 
expand their operations. 

It's the same story elsewhere. Apple employs just 47,000 people, and Google under 25,000. 
Like Staples, they have destroyed many old jobs, like making paper maps and pink "While You 
Were Out" notepads. But by lowering the cost of doing business they've enabled innumerable 
entrepreneurs to start new businesses and employ hundreds of thousands, even millions, of 
workers world-wide—all while capital gets redeployed more effectively. 

This process happens during every business cycle and always, always creates jobs. Yet is 
ignored by policy mavens.  

It is now four years after the wheels fell off our financial system. The government has tried every 
gimmick to revive the economy: fiscal stimulus, monetary easing, loan write-downs, foreclosure 
modifications—all duds. It seems like no one remembers how an economy creates jobs 
anymore. The right answer, in fact the only answer, for jobs and better living standards, is 
productivity. ... 

  
WSJ Editors say the best answer to the president's Bain attacks would be to 
compare and contrast Romney's investment in Staples to Obama's investment in 
Solyndra.  
... hitting Mr. Obama for his hypocrisy still won't win the argument, if both men merely share the 
blame for acts of capitalism committed by Bain. Instead, Mr. Romney should enthusiastically 
defend Bain, and the job-creating contrast with Obamanomics that it represents. Did Bain have 
to cut some jobs as it built companies that ultimately created many more jobs? Yes, but its 
companies created more than they lost, and this dynamic spirit of improvement and enterprise 



represents a far better path to prosperity than the government-directed, political investing of Mr. 
Obama.  

Mr. Romney can happily claim credit for Bain's entire impressive history, rather than just the 
period through 1999. He has every right to do so as the company's founder. And it will help 
illuminate the basic difference between his Bain career and the President's 3.5 years running 
America's economic policy to deliver 8.2% unemployment. 

Mr. Romney's Bain worked so well that it became the model for an entire industry. Mr. Romney 
helped create Staples, a start-up that worked and created tens of thousands of jobs. Mr. Obama 
financed Solyndra, which did not work. Neither did Abound Solar. The many Obama alternative-
energy ventures play in different market segments, but they struggle for the same reason: They 
serve political agendas more than customers. ... 

  
Andy McCarthy has an interesting take on the infrastructure arguments.  
... Why would we concede the infrastructure to Obama? When it comes to human beings living 
in society and helping each other, why do we allow the president to treat we/us as if it were 
synonymous with the federal government. We built roads and bridges, policed our communities, 
put out fires, taught our children, and built our businesses before there ever was a federal 
government. 

It is certainly true that, in modern times, the government has gotten itself involved in the 
infrastructure business. Very often, that has not been a positive development. At Reason, Matt 
Welch has a very interesting column about the building of the Golden Gate Bridge — which 
Obama likes to cite as a federal government success story that “benefited everyone” and, so the 
story goes, made possible the success of the evil one-percenters. 

 

The story is fiction. As Welch shows, the federal government did everything it could to prevent 
the Golden Gate from being built. The local people and businesses wanted it; but the Defense 
Department did not want it built and owned the land on either side of the channel, which it 
refused for a long time to sell. When it finally agreed to sell, it would not sell to the developers, 
only to a state commission. And the feds did not participate… other than to try to derail the 
project. That is, federal contractor unions held up the works, trying to extort their piece of the 
pie. Finally, because of the market’s collapse and the Great Depression, the bond financing ran 
into trouble, resulting in more delay until, finally, private capital — the personal wealth of A.P. 
Giannini — came to the rescue. The bridge was completed $1.7 million under budget, Welch 
recounts, “using non-union labor and private contractors.” 

Welch ends with a fabulous point. In today’s dollars, the $35 million cost of the Golden Gate 
Bridge translates into $530 million. That’s “far less than one percent of Obama’s stimulus 
package. So,” he asks, “where the hell are our new Golden Gates? What exactly has been the 
return on all this added ‘investment’?” ... 

  
 
 



John Leo writes for the Daily Beast on why we have janitors with college degrees.  
... The cost of college rose 440 percent between 1982 and 2007, compared with cost of living 
increases of 106 percent and family income growth of 147 percent over the same period. The 
Sallie Mae report indicates that even students from high-income families are taking out student 
loans—27 percent used federal loans in 2012, up from 19 percent last year. 

According to the “Bennett hypothesis,” named for former U.S. Secretary of Education William 
Bennett, federal aid doesn’t help students because colleges and universities just cream off the 
extra money by raising prices. Peter Wood, now president of the National Association of 
Scholars, recalls numerous meetings of college administrators where the topic was setting 
tuition for the next year. 

“The regnant phrase was ‘Don’t leave money sitting on the table,’” he writes. “The metaphoric 
table in question was the one on which the government has laid out a sumptuous banquet of 
increases of financial aid. Our job was to consume as much of it as possible in tuition 
increases.” 

Where does all that money go? Much of it to lavish spa-like facilities and grand new 
construction, including $100 million or so for multicultural centers and sports stadiums. The debt 
taken on by colleges has risen 88 percent since 2001, to $307 billion. Jeff Selingo of the 
Chronicle of Higher Education writes about a “lost decade” of wild campus spending: “The 
almost insatiable demand for a college credential meant that schools could raise their prices and 
families would go to almost any end, including taking on huge amounts of debt, to pay the bill. In 
2003, only two colleges charged more than $40,000 a year for tuition, fees, and room and 
board; by 2009, 224 were above that mark.” And now many are inching toward (or past) 
$50,000 a year. 

A good deal of the money also goes to a spreading bureaucracy of administrators, who now 
outnumber teachers on American campuses. They work in multicultural programs, deal with the 
blizzard of government paperwork, and have job titles unheard of a decade or so ago: “Assistant 
Director of Residential Education,” “Vice President for Strategic Enrollment Management,” and 
“Student Services Program Coordinator.” Colleges gain another windfall by employing 
“adjuncts,” the serfs of the academic world, who teach for about $3,700 per course. Adjuncts 
and other “contingent faculty,” such as lecturers, make up more than half of college and 
university teachers. … 

 
 
 

American.com  
Un-American 
by Charles Murray 

President Obama’s horrendous political gaffe last week—“You didn’t build that”—triggered the 
same reaction I had when he insisted on pushing through Obamacare. Then, I had the creepy 
feeling that I was living in an occupied country. American politics didn’t work that way. Neither 
Democrats nor Republicans had ever forced through a transformative piece of legislation 
without substantial bipartisan support. A major American politician had never (to my knowledge) 



been indifferent to the kind of voter sentiment so clearly expressed in the Massachusetts 
senatorial election. 

“You didn’t build that” is another example of the president’s tone-deafness when it comes to the 
music of the American culture. The phrase is not taken out of context. It didn’t come after a 
celebration of the inventiveness and risk taking of individual Americans that has made this 
country great. The president gave the mildest of acknowledgements to the role of the individual, 
followed by a paragraph of examples that cast American history as a series of collective 
accomplishments. 

There’s a standard way for Americans to celebrate accomplishment. First, we call an individual 
onto the stage and say what great things that person has done. Then that person gives a thank-
you speech that begins “I couldn’t have done this without…” and a list of people who helped 
along the way. That’s the way we’ve always done it. Everyone knows we all get help in life (and 
sometimes just get lucky). But we have always started with the individual and then worked out. It 
is not part of the American mindset to begin with the collective and admonish individuals for 
thinking too highly of their contribution. 

That brings me back to the creepiness of it all. It is as if a Dutch politician—an intelligent, well-
meaning Dutch politician—were somehow running for the American presidency, but bringing 
with him the Rawlsian, social-democratic ethos that, in the Netherlands, is the natural way to 
talk about a properly run society. We would listen to him and say to ourselves, “He doesn’t get 
this country.” That’s the thing about Obama. Time and again, he does things and says things 
that are un-American. Not evil. Not anti-American. Just un-American. 

  
  
National Journal 
Romney Pounces on Six-Month Lapse in Obama Jobs Council Meetings 
The GOP candidate thanks small-business owners for supportive signs that may have 
come from his campaign. 
by Sarah Huisenga 

BOWLING GREEN, Ohio – A fired-up Mitt Romney enlisted small-business owners at a town 
hall on Wednesday in his reenergized offensive against President Obama, arguing that Obama 
is so disinterested in job creation that he hasn’t met with his jobs council for six months. 

“You know what he's been doing over the last six months?" Romney asked in a crowded 
gymnasium at a community center here. “In the last six months he has held 100 fundraisers. 
And guess how many meetings he has had with his jobs council? None. Zero. Zero in the last 
six months.”  

It was a reference to a Politico article that said that the President’s Council on Jobs and 
Competitiveness had not met publicly since January. Asked why, White House press secretary 
Jay Carney said on Wednesday that Obama “has obviously got a lot on his plate” but that he 
“solicits and receives input and advice from members of his jobs council and others about 
economic initiatives all the time.” Politico noted in its article that some on the 26-member council 
have not endorsed Obama for re-election. 



Romney has been making hay out of Obama’s statement last week that “if you’ve got a 
business, you didn’t build that. Somebody else made that happen.” Obama made the remark 
after citing roads, bridges, schools, and other services that businesses need to thrive. Romney 
argued on Wednesday that the comment shows how out of touch Obama is with the “character 
of America,” and he asked those in the audience who owned a business to stand and be 
recognized.  

“Take that, Mr. President,” Romney said, as the crowd of more than 500 cheered 
enthusiastically. He pointed out several signs in the audience that read “I built my own 
business,” “I created my business, not the government,” and “Ohio for small business.” 

“These are fun,” Romney said after reading several signs aloud. “Those who made those signs, 
thank you for reminding us who it is in America that creates jobs.” ... 

  
  
Buzz Feed 
How The Romney Campaign Decided To Take The Gloves Off 
Surrogates will bring up cocaine, Fast and Furious, and ties to Blagojevich, one aide 
says. What Romneyland is thinking.  
by McKay Coppins 

IRWIN, Penn. — Standing before hundreds of roaring partisans in this sweltering Pittsburgh 
suburb Tuesday, Mitt Romney delivered a 30-minute speech that sounded, at times, like a 
greatest hits compilation of his favorite Obama-knocking stump speech lines. The president 
was, Romney said, "out of ideas," and "looking for someone to blame," and a "crony capitalist." 

One thing he was not: "A nice guy." 

In speeches from Des Moines to Dallas, Romney has always been careful to hedge his tough 
digs at Obama with a civil nod toward the president's moral character: "He's a nice guy," the 
Republican has often said. "He just has no idea how the private economy works." But Tuesday's 
speech included no such hedge — and one campaign adviser said there's a reason for that.  

"[Romney] has said Obama's a nice fellow, he's just in over his head," the adviser said. "But I 
think the governor himself believes this latest round of attacks that have impugned his integrity 
and accused him of being a felon go so far beyond that pale that he's really disappointed. He 
believes it's time to vet the president. He really hasn't been vetted; McCain didn't do it." 

Indeed, facing what the candidate and his aides believe to be a series of surprisingly ruthless, 
unfounded, and unfair attacks from the Obama campaign on Romney's finances and business 
record, the Republican's campaign is now prepared to go eye for an eye in an intense, no-holds-
barred act of political reprisal, said two Romney advisers who spoke on condition of anonymity. 
In the next chapter of Boston's pushback — which began last week when they began labeling 
Obama a "liar" — very little will be off-limits, from the president's youthful drug habit, to his ties 
to disgraced Chicago politicians.  



"I mean, this is a guy who admitted to cocaine use, had a sweetheart deal with his house in 
Chicago, and was associated and worked with Rod Blagojevich to get Valerie Jarrett appointed 
to the Senate," the adviser said. "The bottom line is there'll be counterattacks."  

The reference to Obama's past drug use seems to suggest that former New Hampshire 
Governor John Sununu wasn't going off-script after all when he dinged the president for 
spending "his early years in Hawaii smoking something" during a Tuesday morning Fox News 
appearance.  

Returning fire with personal attacks on Obama offers both emotional satisfaction to Romney and 
many Republicans, and an answer of sorts to relentless Democratic attacks on Romney's time 
as an executive. It has so far failed, however, to quiet the growing, bipartisan chorus of voices 
demanding Romney release more of his personal tax returns. Obama campaign officials 
privately admit that the Republican has, at times, been effective in beating down attacks on his 
business record — but they've yet to see a way out on the tax issue.  

Perhaps as a solution to that problem, Romney surrogates will place increased emphasis in 
coming days on the "Fast and Furious" gun-running scandal at the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
and Firearms, hoping to drag the story back into the headlines, and highlight questions about 
the the Obama campaign's transparency, the Romney adviser said.  

Meanwhile, Romney's aides remain particularly livid about Obama spokeswoman Stephanie 
Cutter's suggestion last week that Romney committed a crime by filing apparently conflicting 
documents to the FEC and SEC. 

"[Obama's] policies have been such utter failures, the only thing he can do is to try to destroy a 
decent man and his wife," the adviser said. "So he gets some hack political adviser from 
Chicago who has nothing to point to in her own life, and tells her to call him a felon... When did 
our politics get to that point? I mean, it's Nixonian."  

A second Romney adviser said the campaign may well benefit from Obama's invitation to 
remove the gloves and engage in hand-to-hand combat. 

"Obama has always benefited from being able to shape the argument such that he avoided 
harsh negative attacks," the adviser said. "That served him well. He made other pay a price for 
going negative. These past couple weeks have completely squandered that positioning. They 
are now taunting how tough they are. OK, but once you cross that line, there is no going back." 

  
  
WSJ 
The Incredible Bain Jobs Machine  
In a competitive economy, $5,000 computers become $500 tablets. Consumers get to 
spend the difference elsewhere in the economy. 
by Andy Kessler 

Did Mitt Romney and Bain Capital help office-supply retailer Staples create 88,000 jobs? 
43,000? 252? Actually, Staples probably destroyed 100,000 jobs while creating millions of new 
ones.  



Since 1986, Staples has opened 2,000 stores, eliminating the jobs of distributors and brokers 
who charged nasty markups for paper and office supplies. But it enabled hundreds of thousands 
of small (and not so small) businesses to stock themselves cheaply and conveniently and 
expand their operations. 

It's the same story elsewhere. Apple employs just 47,000 people, and Google under 25,000. 
Like Staples, they have destroyed many old jobs, like making paper maps and pink "While You 
Were Out" notepads. But by lowering the cost of doing business they've enabled innumerable 
entrepreneurs to start new businesses and employ hundreds of thousands, even millions, of 
workers world-wide—all while capital gets redeployed more effectively. 

This process happens during every business cycle and always, always creates jobs. Yet is 
ignored by policy mavens.  

It is now four years after the wheels fell off our financial system. The government has tried every 
gimmick to revive the economy: fiscal stimulus, monetary easing, loan write-downs, foreclosure 
modifications—all duds. It seems like no one remembers how an economy creates jobs 
anymore. The right answer, in fact the only answer, for jobs and better living standards, is 
productivity.  

Economists define productivity as output per worker hour. But ramping up the output of trolleys 
or 8-track tapes won't increase living standards. It is not just technical efficiency that matters, it 
is also effectiveness—that is, producing what the economy really needs and consumers will pay 
for.  

And so, in a broader sense, productivity is really about doing the right things the right way. 
Using modern construction equipment, we could build a pyramid on the National Mall in 
Washington with amazing efficiency, but it would not be effective.  

So how does productivity result in more employment? 

Three ways. First, some new technology comes along that allows something never before 
possible. Cash from an ATM, stock trading from an airplane's aisle seat, ads next to Google 
search results. 

The inventor or entrepreneur who uses the invention benefits from sales and wealth and hires 
people to produce the good or service. We don't hear about this. Instead we hear about the 
layoffs of bank tellers, stockbrokers and media salesmen. So productivity becomes the 
boogeyman for job losses. And many economic cranks would prefer that we just hire back the 
tellers and toll collectors.  

This is a big mistake because new, cheaper technology becomes a platform for others to create 
or expand businesses that never before made economic sense. Adobe software killed 
typesetters, but allowed millions cheaply to get into the publishing business. Millions of 
individuals and micro-size businesses now reach a national, not just local, retail market thanks 
to eBay. Amazon allows thousands upon thousands of new vendors to thrive and hire. 

Consider Uber, a 20-month-old start-up, whose smartphone app knows where you are and with 
a simple click arranges a private car pickup to take you where you want. It doesn't exist without 



iPhones or Androids. Taxi and limousine dispatchers lose. Customers win. We'll all be surprised 
by new tablet applications being dreamed up in garages and basements everywhere. 

The third way productivity results in more employment is by attracting capital to satisfy new 
consumer demands. In a competitive economy, productivity—doing more with less—always 
lowers the cost of products or services: $5,000 computers become $500 tablets. Consumers get 
to spend the difference elsewhere in the economy, and entrepreneurs will be happy to sell them 
what they want or create new things they never heard of, but will want. And those with capital 
will be eager to fund these entrepreneurs. Win, win. 

The mechanism to decide the most effective use for this capital is profits. The stock market 
bundles profits and is the divining rod of productivity, allocating capital in cycle after cycle 
toward the economy's most productive companies and best-compensated jobs. And it does so 
better than any elite economist or politician picking pork-barrel projects and relabeling them as 
"investments."  

The productive use of capital is not an automatic process, of course. It is all about constant 
experimentation. And it is never permanent: Railroads were once tremendously productive, so 
were steamships and even Kodachrome. It takes work, year in and year out—update, test, 
tweak, kill off. Staples is under fire from Amazon and other productive online retailers. Its stock 
has halved since its 2010 peak and is almost at a 10-year low. So be it. 

With all the iPads and Facebook and cloud-computing growth, why is unemployment still 8.2% 
and job creation stalled? My theory is that productivity is always happening but swims upstream 
against those that fight it. Unions, regulations and a bizarre tax code that locks in the status quo.  

In good times, no one notices. But in slow-growth economies, especially in the last 10 years, 
regulations and hiring rules and employer mandates and environmental anchors have had a 
cumulative dampening effect on productivity.  

How can government do the right thing to help productivity and the employment it fosters? Get 
out of the way. Every government-mandated low-flow toilet, phosphorous-free dishwasher 
detergent, CFL light bulb, and carbon-emission regulation is another obstacle on the way to a 
productive, job-creating economy that produces things consumers really want. 

Mr. Kessler, a former hedge-fund manager, is the author most recently of "Eat People" 
(Portfolio, 2011).  

  
  
WSJ  -  Editorial 
Staples vs. Solyndra  
Mitt Romney needs to make a better argument for Bain capitalism.  

Can a President seeking re-election with a stagnant economy and high unemployment really be 
winning the jobs argument against a man who backed hundreds of thriving businesses? Can a 
President who sank taxpayer dollars into green-energy failures now succeed by attacking an 
opponent who funded winning start-ups with his own money? 



Yes, President Obama's attacks on Mitt Romney and the company he founded, Bain Capital, 
are deceptive and hypocritical. But Team Romney is compounding the damage from this 
character assault by conceding too much of the Obama critique. 

When attacked for "outsourcing jobs," the Romney camp responds by saying that Mr. Obama 
does it, too. Or the Romney campaign suggests that their candidate had already left the firm to 
save the Olympics when Bain was doing all the really bad stuff. Thus the trivial back-and-forth 
over when he really, finally, left Bain for good.  

Tuesday's Romney response was that Mr. Obama has collected more than $100,000 in 
contributions from Bain employees even as he has viciously attacked them. 

This is a fair (if still insufficient) point, and the Romney campaign could add that the President 
may have benefited himself from Bain capitalism. Firms like Bain may have helped pay Mr. 
Obama's salary when he taught law at the University of Chicago. While he was a professor 
there, the school ramped up its investments in private equity, enjoyed outsize returns and, 
according to a 2000 article in Pensions and Investments magazine, was a limited partner in 
more than 80 private-equity funds. The school won't say whether Bain funds were among them.  

But the next time Mr. Obama talks on the campaign trail about his rise from humble roots, he 
might also express some gratitude to the Mitt Romneys whose private-equity investments 
helped to build university endowments and thus helped underwrite Mr. Obama's career in 
academia. Those same endowments have also helped pay for the education of thousands of 
middle-class students.  

In any event, hitting Mr. Obama for his hypocrisy still won't win the argument, if both men merely 
share the blame for acts of capitalism committed by Bain. Instead, Mr. Romney should 
enthusiastically defend Bain, and the job-creating contrast with Obamanomics that it represents. 
Did Bain have to cut some jobs as it built companies that ultimately created many more jobs? 
Yes, but its companies created more than they lost, and this dynamic spirit of improvement and 
enterprise represents a far better path to prosperity than the government-directed, political 
investing of Mr. Obama.  

Mr. Romney can happily claim credit for Bain's entire impressive history, rather than just the 
period through 1999. He has every right to do so as the company's founder. And it will help 
illuminate the basic difference between his Bain career and the President's 3.5 years running 
America's economic policy to deliver 8.2% unemployment. 

Mr. Romney's Bain worked so well that it became the model for an entire industry. Mr. Romney 
helped create Staples, a start-up that worked and created tens of thousands of jobs. Mr. Obama 
financed Solyndra, which did not work. Neither did Abound Solar. The many Obama alternative-
energy ventures play in different market segments, but they struggle for the same reason: They 
serve political agendas more than customers. 

Mr. Romney has attacked Mr. Obama's Solyndra investment in particular, but he hasn't linked it 
consistently to the President's failed model of government-led investing or contrasted it with the 
successful culture Mr. Romney built at Bain.  



What Bain did is what all successful organizations do: Seek to deliver products and services that 
are better, faster, cheaper. In some instances that means fewer employees, even if Mr. Obama 
still can't or won't grasp the concept that we live in a competitive world. How many readers of 
this editorial have jobs today because the founders of their companies figured out how to spend 
more money on a slower manufacturing process to create goods of lower quality?  

Overall, Bain capitalism means more successes than failures, and many more jobs. In March of 
this year, the managing directors of Bain Capital wrote to their investors and reported that, over 
the firm's 28 years, companies backed by Bain have grown their revenues more than twice as 
fast "as both the S&P and the U.S. economy."  

The managers went on to note that after Bain invested, companies have grown their revenues 
by more than $105 billion globally, including $80 billion in the United States. Bain-backed 
companies, they added, have opened more than 5,000 stores and facilities during their 
ownership. 

Mr. Romney may have thought that debating Bain was a distraction from focusing on the failed 
Obama economy. But with Mr. Obama using Bain as his main argument against Mr. Romney's 
record as a job creator, the Republican has no choice but to fight back or he'll lose the election. 
Americans will choose Bain capitalism over Solyndra crony capitalism, if Mr. Romney makes the 
case. 

  
  
Pajamas Media 
‘You Didn’t Build That!’ … Oh Yeah? 
by Andrew C. McCarthy 

One of the many great things about Paul Johnson’s magisterial A History of the American 
People is that he begins that history in the Sixteenth Century. There was an identifiable, 
culturally distinguishable American People long before there was a Revolutionary War, a 
Constitution, or a central government. The American People, by their industry and ingenuity, 
didn’t just build successful businesses… they built the most successful nation in history — and 
all, somehow, without HUD, Fannie, Freddie, the EPA, OSHA… 

In one of a thousand vignettes, Johnson tells the story of the founding of Springfield: 

Elijah Miles, who moved to the Sangamon River country in 1823, left a record of how he 
founded Springfield. It was then only a stake in the ground. He marked out an 18-foot-square 
site for a store, went to St. Louis to buy a 25-ton stock of goods, chartered a boat, shipped his 
stock to the mouth of the Sangamon, and then had his boat and goods towed upriver by five 
men with a 300 foot tow-rope. Leaving his goods on the riverside — “As no one lived near, I had 
no fear of thieves” — he walked 50 miles to Springfield, hired waggons and teams, and so got 
his stuff to the new “town,”where his store was the first to open. It was the only one in a district 
later divided into fourteen counties, so “many had to come more than 80 miles to trade. 
Springfield grew up around him. 

The president can try telling Americans they can’t build businesses, careers, communities and 
lives without his broke and broken Leviathan, but history and common sense prove him wrong 



every time. I’ve listened to some of this debate with fascination. Not at Obama — there is 
nothing surprising about his cockamamie claim that individual Americans could not have built 
their successful ventures without his central-planners providing the infrastructure of roads, 
bridges, police, firemen, schools and the like. What surprises me is the response of some on our 
side who argue that it was the other way around — that it was the successful ventures that 
prompted all the infrastructure. 

Why would we concede the infrastructure to Obama? When it comes to human beings living in 
society and helping each other, why do we allow the president to treat we/us as if it were 
synonymous with the federal government. We built roads and bridges, policed our communities, 
put out fires, taught our children, and built our businesses before there ever was a federal 
government. 

It is certainly true that, in modern times, the government has gotten itself involved in the 
infrastructure business. Very often, that has not been a positive development. At Reason, Matt 
Welch has a very interesting column about the building of the Golden Gate Bridge — which 
Obama likes to cite as a federal government success story that “benefitted everyone” and, so 
the story goes, made possible the success of the evil one-percenters. 

 

The story is fiction. As Welch shows, the federal government did everything it could to prevent 
the Golden Gate from being built. The local people and businesses wanted it; but the Defense 
Department did not want it built and owned the land on either side of the channel, which it 
refused for a long time to sell. When it finally agreed to sell, it would not sell to the developers, 
only to a state commission. And the feds did not participate… other than to try to derail the 
project. That is, federal contractor unions held up the works, trying to extort their piece of the 
pie. Finally, because of the market’s collapse and the Great Depression, the bond financing ran 
into trouble, resulting in more delay until, finally, private capital — the personal wealth of A.P. 
Giannini — came to the rescue. The bridge was completed $1.7 million under budget, Welch 
recounts, “using non-union labor and private contractors.” 

Welch ends with a fabulous point. In today’s dollars, the $35 million cost of the Golden Gate 
Bridge translates into $530 million. That’s “far less than one percent of Obama’s stimulus 
package. So,” he asks, “where the hell are our new Golden Gates? What exactly has been the 
return on all this added ‘investment’?” 

Human beings are social beings who act in their individual self-interest — which, common sense 
tells us, is often but far from always personal gain. Obama thinks the individual American, 
particularly if he is an entrepreneur, compares unfavorably to the noble federal government — 
as if the government were some altruistic “we” just looking to help. When the feds “help,” 
however, they are often an overbearing presence that depresses individual initiative. Those who 
run government are in it to wield power, mainly redistributing benefits to their favored, connected 
cronies. Government stifles the individual more than it empowers him. 

The president should not be able to get away with equating such a self-interested behemoth 
with “us” — the people who help each other and make their communities, and ultimately the 
country, work. And the thought that the behemoth has become benevolent under Obama, and 
that we somehow would not have  infrastructure without it, is laughable. 



  
  
  
Daily Beast 
Janitors With College Degrees and the Higher-Education Bubble 
As college costs continue to climb, the return on many degrees has diminished 
by John Leo.  

Students are paying a bigger share of their college bills, parents are paying less, and families 
are beginning to turn away from well-known and expensive colleges in favor of cheaper ones, 
including community colleges or anything near home. So says the 2012 version of Sallie Mae’s 
annual report, “How America Pays for College,” a collection of dry statistics that nevertheless 
reflect the rapidly rising anxiety about higher education and whether the cost is worth it. 

The anxiety seems justified amid the growing number of students who, after running up 
$100,000 in student loans, take $25,000-a-year jobs after graduation—placing them in a 
position akin to the postcrash debtors whose homes are now worth less than what they owe on 
them. 

 

Glenn Reynolds, the professor and pundit who runs the influential site Instapundit, has 
popularized the term “higher education bubble,” Some dark scenarios see several hundred 
colleges disappearing as students turn to online education or skip higher education altogether. 
Pundits like George Will have embraced the bubble theory (“Many parents and the children they 
send to college are paying rapidly rising prices for something of declining quality”) and billionaire 
Peter Thiel, who spotted the housing bubble early, is now paying selected students not to go to 
college. 

Sallie Mae’s report offers a brighter view. It says students and parents strongly agree that higher 
education is a worthwhile investment in the future and 70 percent think college is needed more 
than ever. That’s comforting, but several arrows point in the other direction. Almost 54 percent 



of recent college graduates are underemployed or unemployed, even in scientific and technical 
fields, according to a study conducted for the Associated Press by Northeastern University 
researchers. The study said college grads under the age of 25 were more likely to work at 
Starbucks or a local restaurant than as engineers, scientists, or mathematicians. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics data show that as many as one out of three college graduates today 
are in jobs that previously or historically have been filled by people with lesser educations or 
none. The U.S. now has 115,000 janitors with college degrees, along with 83,000 bartenders, 
80,000 heavy-duty truck drivers, and 323,000 waiters and waitresses. 

Employers, because they realize that many college graduates aren’t really educated, now 
routinely quiz job seekers on what they majored in and what courses they took, a practice 
virtually unknown a generation ago. Good luck if you majored in gender studies, 
communications, art history, pop culture, or (really) the history of dancing in Montana in the 
1850s. 

Current and former collegians now owe more than $1 trillion in student loans—and only 26 
percent of the debtors are currently paying anything back, down from 38 percent five years ago. 
(These loans cannot be discharged in bankruptcy, a reform imposed to stymie borrowers who 
would graduate and promptly file for bankruptcy.) 

The cost of college rose 440 percent between 1982 and 2007, compared with cost of living 
increases of 106 percent and family income growth of 147 percent over the same period. The 
Sallie Mae report indicates that even students from high-income families are taking out student 
loans—27 percent used federal loans in 2012, up from 19 percent last year. 

According to the “Bennett hypothesis,” named for former U.S. Secretary of Education William 
Bennett, federal aid doesn’t help students because colleges and universities just cream off the 
extra money by raising prices. Peter Wood, now president of the National Association of 
Scholars, recalls numerous meetings of college administrators where the topic was setting 
tuition for the next year. 

“The regnant phrase was ‘Don’t leave money sitting on the table,’” he writes. “The metaphoric 
table in question was the one on which the government has laid out a sumptuous banquet of 
increases of financial aid. Our job was to consume as much of it as possible in tuition 
increases.” 

Where does all that money go? Much of it to lavish spa-like facilities and grand new 
construction, including $100 million or so for multicultural centers and sports stadiums. The debt 
taken on by colleges has risen 88 percent since 2001, to $307 billion. Jeff Selingo of the 
Chronicle of Higher Education writes about a “lost decade” of wild campus spending: “The 
almost insatiable demand for a college credential meant that schools could raise their prices and 
families would go to almost any end, including taking on huge amounts of debt, to pay the bill. In 
2003, only two colleges charged more than $40,000 a year for tuition, fees, and room and 
board; by 2009, 224 were above that mark.” And now many are inching toward (or past) 
$50,000 a year. 

A good deal of the money also goes to a spreading bureaucracy of administrators, who now 
outnumber teachers on American campuses. They work in multicultural programs, deal with the 



blizzard of government paperwork, and have job titles unheard of a decade or so ago: “Assistant 
Director of Residential Education,” “Vice President for Strategic Enrollment Management,” and 
“Student Services Program Coordinator.” Colleges gain another windfall by employing 
“adjuncts,” the serfs of the academic world, who teach for about $3,700 per course. Adjuncts 
and other “contingent faculty,” such as lecturers, make up more than half of college and 
university teachers. 

Meanwhile, learning has presumably decreased—students are studying 50 percent less than a 
couple of decades ago. Courses are often watered down and much easier. Pop-culture courses 
are spreading—studying Lady Gaga, Madonna, or a TV sitcom is no longer unusual—and grade 
inflation, which long ago virtually abolished the F, has made the C obsolescent as well. But 
rigorous courses can still be found, and as Sallie Mae reports, families remain confident that a 
degree from a good college is a reliable ticket to the good life. 

Colleges are entering a critical period, but so far the customers still believe. 

  
  

 
  
  
  
Sucks to be you, Bob 



 
  

 



 

 
  



 
 


