
 
 
July 5, 2012 
 
Alana Goodman says Romney is about to make his fourth trip to Israel. Putin was 
just there. But, Obama has never made the trip.  
The New York Times reports that Mitt Romney will visit Israel to meet with Prime Minister 
Netanyahu this summer, marking his fourth trip to the country: ... 
  
What is a card-carrying right winger to do? Now it looks like David Brooks is making 
sense.  
Hostility toward the Supreme Court has risen sharply since Chief Justice John Roberts Jr. 
upheld the Obama health care law. People are apparently angry that the court didn’t rid them of 
a law they detest. But that’s silly. If Americans want to replace this thing, they should do it 
themselves.  

The case against Obamacare is pretty straightforward. In the first place, the law centralizes 
power. Representative Tom Price, a Republican of Georgia, counted 159 new federal offices, 
boards and councils, though nonpartisan researchers have had trouble reaching an exact tally. 
In the first six months after passage alone, federal officials churned out an awesome 4,103 
pages of regulations.  

The law also creates the sort of complex structures that inevitably produce unintended 
consequences. The most commonly discussed perverse result is that millions of Americans will 
lose their current health insurance.  

A report by the House Ways and Means Committee found that 71 of the Fortune 100 companies 
have an incentive to drop coverage. But nobody really knows what’s going to happen. A 
Congressional Budget Office study this year estimated that 20 million could lose coverage under 
the law or perhaps 3 million could gain employer coverage. Or the number could be inside or 
outside the range.  

There are other possible perverse effects. ... 

  
  
Michael Barone regrets the decision, however . . .  
... the fact remains that a majority of five justices, including Roberts, also declared that 
Congress' power to regulate commerce does not authorize a mandate to buy a commercial 
product. This will tend to bar further expansion of the size and scope of the federal government. 

Moreover, the Constitution's limits on congressional power have now become, for the first time 
in seven decades, a political issue. They're likely to remain one for years to come. 

This would not have been the case had the constitutional case against the mandate not been 
advanced by Washington lawyer David Rivkin, Georgetown law professor Randy Barnett and 
many others. 



They did not quite prevail in the Supreme Court, but they changed not only the legal but also the 
political debate in a way almost no one anticipated three years ago. 

Unhappy conservatives grumble that Congress can get around the declaration that a mandate is 
beyond Congress' enumerated powers by labeling it a tax -- or just by relying on five justices 
declaring it one. 

But there's usually a political price to pay for increasing taxes. That's why Barack Obama swore 
up and down that the mandate was not a tax. It's why Democratic congressional leaders did not 
call it one. 

Chief Justice Roberts' decision undercuts such arguments, now and in the future. Members of 
Congress supporting such legislation will be held responsible, this year and for years to come, 
for increasing taxes. 

And the Constitution's provision that tax bills must be originated in the House of Representatives 
means that the party controlling the House can effectively block such measures. That will be an 
argument for Republican congressional candidates for the indefinite future. ... 

  
  
Michael Boskin writes on Barack Obama's economic ignorance.   
President Obama should put Adam Smith's "The Wealth of Nations" at the top of his summer 
reading list. This was clear after listening to his 54-minute list of economic excuses and policy 
proposals delivered earlier this month on the campus of Cuyahoga Community College in 
Cleveland. 

At times Mr. Obama suggested that the profit motive is somehow ignoble, an opinion shared by 
many on the far left. But every student learns in introductory economics class that the pursuit of 
profits is essential to a successful economy, allocating resources to the use consumers value 
most.  

This is not exactly a new insight. Writing in 1776, Adam Smith noted, "It is not from the 
benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we can expect our dinner, but from 
their regard to their own interest." 

The president spent nearly an hour demonizing his Republican opponent Mitt Romney's 
economic policies and doubling down on his own failed agenda. He called for higher taxes on 
our most productive citizens and successful small businesses, more government spending and 
debt, and Washington micromanagement of wide swaths of the economy.  

Instead of doubling down, Mr. Obama could have seen his party's 2010 midterm defeat as a 
message from voters to move to the center, announcing that his vast expansion of government 
was temporary and necessitated by the financial crisis and deep recession. ... 

  
  
 
 



Ed Carson says the cost of the GM bailout has hit $35 billion.  
To quote Lando Calrissian, this deal's getting worse all the time. 
 
General Motors (GM) shares fell to a fresh 2012 closing low of 19.57 on Monday. The stock hit 
19 in mid-December, the lowest since the auto giant came public at $33 in November 2010 
following its June 2009 bankruptcy. 
 
Normally you might say, tough luck investors. But this is Government Motors. The Treasury still 
owns 26.5% of GM, or 500 million shares. Taxpayers are still out $26.4 billion in direct aid. 
Shares would have to hit $53 for the government to break even. 
 
Those shares were worth about $9.8 billion as of Monday. That would leave taxpayers with a 
loss of $16.6 billion. 

But that's not the full tally. Obama let GM keep $45 billion in past losses to offset future profits. 
Those are usually wiped out or slashed, along with debts, in bankruptcy. But the administration 
essentially gifted $45 billion in write-offs (book value $18 billion) to GM. So when GM earned a 
$7.6 billion profit in 2011 (more on that below), it paid no taxes. 

Include that $18 billion gift, and taxpayers' true loss climbs to nearly $35 billion. ... 

  
More economic stupidity from the president. This time the Weekly Standard writes 
on the latest solar firm bust.  
Just two years after President Obama touted a $400 million loan to the green energy firm 
Abound Solar, the company is declaring bankruptcy. The Department of Energy announced the 
news on Thursday, while the media were focused on the Obamacare Supreme Court decision, 
C.J. Ciaramella of the Washington Free Beacon reports. A Department of Energy 
spokesman wrote on the agency’s website that Abound Solar received "less than $70 million” of 
its $400 million loan from the government. According to the New York Times, Abound Solar only 
has 125 employees at this time--all of whom will be fired next week. Dividing the $70 million loan 
by its entire workforce amounts to $560,000 per worker.  

The failure of Abound Solar, like that of Solyndra, is particularly embarrassing for President 
Obama--he touted the $400 million loan to Abound Solar in his July 3, 2010 weekly address and 
claimed it would create 1,500 "permanent jobs."  ... 

  
Andrew Malcolm has late night humor.  
Leno: Obama’s Democratic National Convention is falling apart already. They canceled their 
kickoff event at the Charlotte Motor Speedway. Which would have been a perfect place for 
Democrats: You go around in circles, turn left all the time and end up right back where you 
started.  

Leno: Today Joe Biden said, the economy is “a depression for millions and millions of 
Americans.” I don’t know who Mitt Romney is picking for his VP, but Joe Biden sounds perfect.  

Oops! Obama congratulates the NBA champion Miami Heats. Hey, what can you expect from 
a fan of the Chicago Bull and White Sock. 



  
 
 
 

  
  
Contentions 
Romney Trip Puts Obama on Defensive 
by Alana Goodman 

The New York Times reports that Mitt Romney will visit Israel to meet with Prime Minister 
Netanyahu this summer, marking his fourth trip to the country: 

Mitt Romney, the presumptive Republican presidential nominee, will visit Israel this summer to 
meet with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and other leaders, a senior aide to the prime 
minister confirmed on Monday evening. 

Mr. Romney, who has pledged to “do the opposite” of the Obama administration on matters 
pertaining to Israel, is also expected to meet with Salam Fayyad, the prime minister of the 
Palestinian Authority; President Shimon Peres of Israel; the American ambassador, Daniel B. 
Shapiro; and leaders of the opposition Labor Party in Jerusalem. He plans to have at least one 
public event in a trip that will likely last less than two days. 

“He’s a strong friend of Israel and we’ll be happy to meet with him,” said Ron Dermer, Mr. 
Netanyahu’s senior adviser, who worked with Republicans in the United States before 
immigrating here. “We value strong bipartisan support for Israel and we’re sure it will only 
deepen that.” 

Prominent Democratic donors have criticized President Obama for avoiding Israel during his first 
term, despite his trips to other countries in the region. Even Vladimir Putin traveled to the Jewish 
state this summer, which made Obama’s failure to visit even more obvious. 

Members of Romney’s own campaign have been quietly grumbling that the candidate spends 
very little time focused on foreign policy. The Israel trip will give Romney a chance to broach 
some of these issues, while also putting the Obama campaign on defense. If there’s one subject 
Obama wants to talk about less than the economy, it’s his rocky relationship with Netanyahu. 

  
  
NY Times 
A Choice, Not a Whine 
by David Brooks  

Hostility toward the Supreme Court has risen sharply since Chief Justice John Roberts Jr. 
upheld the Obama health care law. People are apparently angry that the court didn’t rid them of 
a law they detest. But that’s silly. If Americans want to replace this thing, they should do it 
themselves.  



The case against Obamacare is pretty straightforward. In the first place, the law centralizes 
power. Representative Tom Price, a Republican of Georgia, counted 159 new federal offices, 
boards and councils, though nonpartisan researchers have had trouble reaching an exact tally. 
In the first six months after passage alone, federal officials churned out an awesome 4,103 
pages of regulations.  

The law also creates the sort of complex structures that inevitably produce unintended 
consequences. The most commonly discussed perverse result is that millions of Americans will 
lose their current health insurance.  

A report by the House Ways and Means Committee found that 71 of the Fortune 100 companies 
have an incentive to drop coverage. But nobody really knows what’s going to happen. A 
Congressional Budget Office study this year estimated that 20 million could lose coverage under 
the law or perhaps 3 million could gain employer coverage. Or the number could be inside or 
outside the range.  

There are other possible perverse effects. According to a report from the Department of Health 
and Human Services, over the next 75 years Medicare payment rates for inpatient hospital 
services would steadily fall from around 67 percent of private insurance payment rates to an 
implausibly low 39 percent. Doctors would either flee the program in droves or Congress would 
override the law, exploding the costs.  

Another report from the department suggests there could be 84 million Americans on Medicaid, 
an astounding burden on that already stretched system.  

The law threatens to do all this without even fixing the underlying structures that make the 
American health care system so inefficient. It fails to fix the fee-for-service system that rewards 
people for the volume of services provided. It fails to fix the employer tax exemption that hides 
costs and encourages overspending.  

Critics of the bill shouldn’t be hating on Chief Justice Roberts. If they can’t make this case to the 
voters, they really shouldn’t be in public life.  

Moreover, there are alternatives. Despite what you’ve read, there is a coherent Republican plan. 
The best encapsulation of that approach is found in the National Affairs essay, “How to Replace 
Obamacare,” by James C. Capretta and Robert E. Moffit. (Mitt Romney has a similar plan, 
which he unveiled a little while ago and now keeps in a secret compartment in subsection C in 
the third basement of his 12-car garage).  

Capretta and Moffit lay out the basic Republican principles: First, patients should have skin in 
the game. If they are going to request endless tests or elaborate procedures, they should bear a 
real share of the cost. Instead of relying on the current tax exemption that hides costs, the 
Republican plans would offer people a tax credit for use to purchase the insurance plan that 
suits their needs. The tax credit could phase out for the wealthy. Employees of small business 
who aren’t covered now would see an immediate benefit, which they could take from job to job.  

Second, Americans should be strongly encouraged to buy continuous coverage over their 
adulthood. Then insurance companies would not be permitted to jack up their premiums if a 
member of their family develops a costly condition.  



Third, the Republican approach would encourage experimentation in the states instead of 
restricting state flexibility.  

Fourth, instead of locking Medicaid recipients into a substandard system, the Republicans would 
welcome them into the same private insurance health markets as their fellow citizens. This 
would give them greater access to care, while reducing the incentives that encourage them to 
remain eligible for the program.  

Fifth, this approach would replace Medicare’s open-ended cost burden with a defined 
contribution structure. Beneficiaries could choose from a menu of approved plans. If they 
wanted a more expensive plan, they could pay for it on top of the fixed premium.  

Finally, under this approach, any new spending would be offset with cuts so that health care 
costs do not continue to devour more and more of the federal budget. This could be done, for 
example, by gradually raising the retirement age.  

Capretta and Moffit have more details. Their plan is flexible, decentralized and compelling.  

Republicans say they trust the people. If that’s true, then they won’t waste another futile breath 
bashing the court for upholding Obamacare. They’ll explicitly tell the country how they would 
replace it. Democracy is a contest between alternatives, not a deus ex machina stroke from the 
lords in black robes.  

  
  
Washington Examiner 
Obama's Supreme Court win may prove hollow 
by Michael Barone 

The Supreme Court's 5-4 decision upholding the Obama administration's health care legislation 
was a victory for the president, his administration and his party. Their most ambitious legislative 
achievement has not been nullified, and they are not left in obvious disarray. 

But it is only a partial victory and in some ways not a victory at all, both in the short run 
electorally and in the long run in terms of the constitutional order. 

Politically, Obamacare, as its critics call it, remains highly unpopular. It's possible that the court 
decision will boost its support, but unlikely. 

Most voters want this law repealed. Mitt Romney and the Republicans want to repeal it. Barack 
Obama and the Democrats want to preserve it. It's not a winning issue for the incumbent. 

Constitutionally, many conservatives are unhappy that Chief Justice Roberts and the four 
justices generally considered liberal voted to uphold the mandate to buy health insurance as a 
tax, which Congress is clearly empowered to levy. 

But the fact remains that a majority of five justices, including Roberts, also declared that 
Congress' power to regulate commerce does not authorize a mandate to buy a commercial 
product. This will tend to bar further expansion of the size and scope of the federal government. 



Moreover, the Constitution's limits on congressional power have now become, for the first time 
in seven decades, a political issue. They're likely to remain one for years to come. 

This would not have been the case had the constitutional case against the mandate not been 
advanced by Washington lawyer David Rivkin, Georgetown law professor Randy Barnett and 
many others. 

They did not quite prevail in the Supreme Court, but they changed not only the legal but also the 
political debate in a way almost no one anticipated three years ago. 

Unhappy conservatives grumble that Congress can get around the declaration that a mandate is 
beyond Congress' enumerated powers by labeling it a tax -- or just by relying on five justices 
declaring it one. 

But there's usually a political price to pay for increasing taxes. That's why Barack Obama swore 
up and down that the mandate was not a tax. It's why Democratic congressional leaders did not 
call it one. 

Chief Justice Roberts' decision undercuts such arguments, now and in the future. Members of 
Congress supporting such legislation will be held responsible, this year and for years to come, 
for increasing taxes. 

And the Constitution's provision that tax bills must be originated in the House of Representatives 
means that the party controlling the House can effectively block such measures. That will be an 
argument for Republican congressional candidates for the indefinite future. 

It should not be forgotten that the Supreme Court did overturn part of the Obamacare legislation, 
the provision allowing the federal government to cut off states from all Medicaid funding if they 
refuse to vastly expand Medicaid eligibility as the legislation requires. 

Here, another novel legal argument, advanced by Vanderbilt law professor (and my law school 
classmate) James Blumstein, found favor with a majority of justices. The idea is that Congress 
can't use the leverage of partial federal funding to force the states to increase the size and 
scope of government. 

This seems like a principle that could work powerfully against big government policies. Medicaid 
has been vastly expanded over the years in this manner. Now the court seems to be saying that 
game is over. 

The court's decision elicited sighs of relief from the White House. The president's entire 
administration is not in disarray. 

But the basic assumptions which he brought to office have proven unwarranted. Obama 
followed the New Deal historians in portraying history as a story of progress from minimal 
government to big government and in arguing that economic distress would make Americans 
more supportive of big government policies. 



The unpopularity of Obamacare and the stimulus package have proven the latter assumption 
wrong. Most Americans are skeptical about the supposedly guaranteed benefits of centralized 
big government programs. 

And history does not move in one direction toward big government, even if it did from 1929 to 
1945. Mercantilism was replaced by free trade in the 19th century, New Deal regulation by 
deregulation in the 1970s and 1980s. 

The Supreme Court's decision, while upholding Obamacare, tilts the legal and political playing 
field away from big government more than anyone anticipated three years ago, and probably for 
years to come. 

  
  
WSJ 
Obama and 'The Wealth of Nations'  
After listening to his litany of economic excuses, it's clear the president's reading list 
should include Adam Smith. 
by Michael Boskin 
  
President Obama should put Adam Smith's "The Wealth of Nations" at the top of his summer 
reading list. This was clear after listening to his 54-minute list of economic excuses and policy 
proposals delivered earlier this month on the campus of Cuyahoga Community College in 
Cleveland. 

At times Mr. Obama suggested that the profit motive is somehow ignoble, an opinion shared by 
many on the far left. But every student learns in introductory economics class that the pursuit of 
profits is essential to a successful economy, allocating resources to the use consumers value 
most.  

This is not exactly a new insight. Writing in 1776, Adam Smith noted, "It is not from the 
benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we can expect our dinner, but from 
their regard to their own interest." 

The president spent nearly an hour demonizing his Republican opponent Mitt Romney's 
economic policies and doubling down on his own failed agenda. He called for higher taxes on 
our most productive citizens and successful small businesses, more government spending and 
debt, and Washington micromanagement of wide swaths of the economy.  

Instead of doubling down, Mr. Obama could have seen his party's 2010 midterm defeat as a 
message from voters to move to the center, announcing that his vast expansion of government 
was temporary and necessitated by the financial crisis and deep recession.  

That's similar to what President Clinton did after his 1994 midterm rebuke that swept 
Republicans to control of Congress and led to bipartisan agreement to balance the budget and 
reform welfare. Mr. Clinton won re-election handily. 

Here are four things the president could have proposed (but didn't) to remove headwinds to 
growth and instill confidence in the economy:  



1) Avoid the 2013 "fiscal cliff," which the Congressional Budget Office says would put us back in 
recession, by extending all the Bush tax cuts for one year (leaving him free to pursue his tax 
hikes on the "rich" later). 

2) Approve the Keystone pipeline and speed up oil and gas drilling approvals, with appropriate 
environmental safeguards, back to the levels they were before the 2010 moratorium following 
the BP oil disaster. 

3) Enact long-run entitlement and tax reform with lower rates and a broader base, using the 
proposals of the Simpson-Bowles Commission—which the president appointed, but has so far 
ignored—as a starting point for negotiations.  

4) Invest political capital to energize the moribund Doha Round of global trade liberalization and 
bilateral free-trade agreements.  

By taking these four steps, the president would have given the recovery a greatly needed boost 
and encouraged more businesses to invest and hire. He may well look back on this missed 
opportunity to move toward the middle as the mistake that ultimately cost him re-election.  

Mr. Obama constantly reminds us, with justification, that he inherited a recession. But the 
recession ended over three years ago, while the recovery has been distressingly anemic. He 
also blames an "obstructionist" Congress. But Democrats had a filibuster-proof majority in the 
Senate and control of the House his first two years. Republicans couldn't obstruct anything. He's 
even blamed the Japanese tsunami and the European debt crisis.  

Is it any wonder that recent polls show the majority of Americans disapprove of the president's 
economic policies and are asking why his explosion of spending and debt has done so little 
good. Mr. Obama claims that when he took office nobody knew just how deep this recession 
really was. Not so. I and other economists said it was going to be the worst recession in a 
generation, and immediately after the 2008 election urged him to temporarily set aside his big-
government social-engineering agenda, from energy to health-care reform. Whatever their pros 
and cons, it was the worst possible time to add such a cost burden and uncertainty to the 
economy. He was mistaken in the hope the economy could withstand his change.  

In 2009, 2010 and 2011, the administration forecast average economic growth of 4% in the next 
two years. But the economy has not had even one quarter of 4% growth during Mr. Obama's 
stewardship. Rather, our economy has experienced its longest string of consecutive quarters of 
economic growth below 4% since World War II. Growth has averaged 1.4% in Mr. Obama's first 
13 quarters as president.  

His record on jobs is just as bad. Mr. Obama's initial forecast claimed unemployment would 
never reach 8% if his $800 billion stimulus bill passed in early 2009 (as it did) and would now be 
below 6%. That's off by 3.9 million unemployed workers, millions more if we include those who 
have given up looking for work.  

Perhaps we should not have expected more from the eloquent apostle of hope and change. Mr. 
Obama had little experience in or respect for the "for profit" part of the economy. Of his one brief 
sojourn in the business world, he says in his autobiography he felt "like a spy behind enemy 
lines."  



He now says that Mr. Romney's business career—which former President Clinton describes as 
"sterling"—is not a qualification to be president. How would he know? Before becoming 
president, he had no executive experience of any kind—private or public. 

Mr. Obama's most recent statements reveal a strange disconnect from basic economic reality. 
In a press conference on June 8 he said, "The private sector is doing fine," adding that we 
needed more federal spending subsidizing state and local government jobs, where he claims 
the jobs problem is centered. But according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, there are 11 
unemployed private-sector workers for every unemployed government worker. 

Last month Mr. Obama said, "Since I've been president, federal spending has risen at the 
lowest pace in nearly 60 years." But it turns out he was quoting a blogger who did not count the 
massive 2009 stimulus spending. Careful administration fact-checking served former presidents 
well. Is this administration's standard no longer facts but anything on the Internet?  

Mr. Boskin is a professor of economics at Stanford University and a senior fellow at the Hoover 
Institution. He chaired the Council of Economic Advisers under President George H.W. Bush.  

  
  
Investors.com 
Government Motors: As GM shares near record low, taxpayer loss on bailout 
rises to $35 billion  
by Ed Carson 

To quote Lando Calrissian, this deal's getting worse all the time. 
 
General Motors (GM) shares fell to a fresh 2012 closing low of 19.57 on Monday. The stock hit 
19 in mid-December, the lowest since the auto giant came public at $33 in November 2010 
following its June 2009 bankruptcy. 
 
Normally you might say, tough luck investors. But this is Government Motors. The Treasury still 
owns 26.5% of GM, or 500 million shares. Taxpayers are still out $26.4 billion in direct aid. 
Shares would have to hit $53 for the government to break even. 
 
Those shares were worth about $9.8 billion as of Monday. That would leave taxpayers with a 
loss of $16.6 billion. 

But that's not the full tally. Obama let GM keep $45 billion in past losses to offset future profits. 
Those are usually wiped out or slashed, along with debts, in bankruptcy. But the administration 
essentially gifted $45 billion in write-offs (book value $18 billion) to GM. So when GM earned a 
$7.6 billion profit in 2011 (more on that below), it paid no taxes. 

Include that $18 billion gift, and taxpayers' true loss climbs to nearly $35 billion. 
 
Of course, there's no chance that the Obama administration will sell off its GM stake before 
Election Day. That would force Obama to recognize actual losses, which would remind voters 
that the bailout was a massive transfer from taxpayers to unions. 
 



Union workers did make sacrifices in bankruptcy, but not nearly enough. GM only narrowed the 
labor cost gap vs. what Japanese automakers pay their workers. Given that Toyota (TM) still 
enjoys a price premium over similar GM vehicles, the U.S. auto giant needs a labor cost 
advantage, not near-parity. And Toyota has relatively high costs. Volkswagen(VLKAY) pays 
workers at its new Tennessee plant only about half what GM does. 
 
The Volt hybrid was supposed to provide a green veneer to GM's entire lineup, like the Prius 
has done for Toyota. Instead, the Volt has been a p.r. disaster following fires and anemic sales 
that led to a temporary production halt earlier this year. 
 
GM's market share and profits got an artificial boost in 2011 as Japan's earthquake and 
Thailand's massive floods wrecked havoc with supply chains for Toyota and other Japanese 
automakers. But with Toyota back on track and VW and Hyundai aggressively expanding in 
America, GM is rapidly losing share in 2012. 
 
Overall U.S. auto sales were strong to start the year, but that momentum has faded along with 
slowing economic growth and hiring. Falling gas prices also may reduce the incentive to replace 
aging cars and trucks with higher-mileage vehicles. Automakers release U.S. June vehicle sales 
on Tuesday.  

Update: GM's June sales rose 15.5% vs. a year earlier, much better than expected. But while 
retail sales rose 8%, lower-margin sales to car rental agencies and other fleets, shot up 36%. 
Still, GM shares rose 5.6% in holiday-shortened trading. But that only trimmed the bailout loss 
by about $550 million -- from nearly $35 billion to about $34 billion. 
 
And the U.S. currently is the garden spot of Ceti Alpha 6 for auto sales. 
 
Europe has become a sinkhole. The auto industry faced chronic overcapacity in Europe before 
the debt crisis erupted because national politics make it very hard to close any money-losing 
plant in any country. With Italy and Spain on the brink of a meltdown, auto sales in those 
countries are in freefall. 
 
Ford (F) last week warned of major losses in Europe and other overseas markets. 
 
GM has done well in China, now the world's No. 1 auto market, but that  economic growth is 
slowing there too. Meanwhile several big cities, including Beijing and Shanghai, are capping 
new car registrations to fight massive gridlock. 

So don't expect GM's prospects to improve significantly in the near term. Obama says he saved 
GM and the U.S. auto industry for the "long term". But using taxpayer dollars to prop up a high-
cost, low-premium producer in a mature market isn't a foundation for success. 

  
  
  
 
 
 
 



Weekly Standard 
Obama Touted $400 Million Loan to Another Solar Company Now Declaring 
Bankruptcy  
by John McCormack 

Just two years after President Obama touted a $400 million loan to the green energy firm 
Abound Solar, the company is declaring bankruptcy. The Department of Energy announced the 
news on Thursday, while the media were focused on the Obamacare Supreme Court decision, 
C.J. Ciaramella of the Washington Free Beacon reports. A Department of Energy 
spokesman wrote on the agency’s website that Abound Solar received "less than $70 million” of 
its $400 million loan from the government. According to the New York Times, Abound Solar only 
has 125 employees at this time--all of whom will be fired next week. Dividing the $70 million loan 
by its entire workforce amounts to $560,000 per worker.  

The failure of Abound Solar, like that of Solyndra, is particularly embarrassing for President 
Obama--he touted the $400 million loan to Abound Solar in his July 3, 2010 weekly address and 
claimed it would create 1,500 "permanent jobs."  

"Already, I’ve seen the payoff from these investments," Obama said in his weekly address two 
years ago. "I’ve seen once-shuttered factories humming with new workers who are building 
solar panels and wind turbines; rolling up their sleeves to help America win the race for the 
clean energy economy." 

"We’re accelerating the transition to a clean energy economy and doubling our use of renewable 
energy sources like wind and solar power – steps that have the potential to create whole new 
industries and hundreds of thousands of new jobs in America," Obama said. "In fact, today, I’m 
announcing that the Department of Energy is awarding nearly $2 billion in conditional 
commitments to two solar companies."  

After touting a $1.5 billion loan to the Spanish firm Abengoa, Obama said that "the second 
company is Abound Solar Manufacturing, which will manufacture advanced solar panels at two 
new plants, creating more than 2,000 construction jobs and 1,500 permanent jobs.  A Colorado 
plant is already underway, and an Indiana plant will be built in what’s now an empty Chrysler 
factory.  When fully operational, these plants will produce millions of state-of-the-art solar panels 
each year." 

"These are just two of the many clean energy investments in the Recovery Act." 

Andrew B. Wilson wrote a piece on the loans to Abengoa and Abound Solar in THE WEEKLY 
STANDARD shortly after Obama announced the $2 billion in loans to the two companies. He 
warned that the projects could easily fail, leaving taxpayers on the hook. What's worse, as 
Wilson reported at the time, there is also a crony capitalism angle to the Abound solar loan:  

Russell Kanjorski, the vice president for marketing at Abound Solar, was one of the principals in 
another energy company in northeast Pennsylvania, called Cornerstone Technologies LLC, 
which attracted $9 million in federal grants before it halted operations in 2003 and later filed for 
Chapter 7 bankruptcy. As reported by the Wilkes-Barre Times Leader, “Cornerstone reported 
$14,100 in assets compared with $1.34 million in debt” in its bankruptcy filing. The $9 million in 
federal grants to Cornerstone were earmarked by Kanjorski’s uncle, Representative Paul 



Kanjorski of Pennsylvania, chairman of the House Financial Services Subcommittee on Capital 
Markets, Insurance and Government Sponsored Enterprises. 

  
  
Investors.com 
Late Night Humor 
by Andrew Malcolm 

Leno: Obama’s Democratic National Convention is falling apart already. They canceled their 
kickoff event at the Charlotte Motor Speedway. Which would have been a perfect place for 
Democrats: You go around in circles, turn left all the time and end up right back where you 
started. 

Conan: Madonna has her dressing rooms totally sterilized after she leaves to remove all traces 
of her DNA. Finally proves what I’ve said since 1985: Madonna’s a serial killer. 

Fallon: Obama says Americans need a leader who’ll awake every day and fight for their jobs. 
Then he said, “Until we find that guy, I’m still your best choice.” 

Fallon: Ford has a new technology to keep a car in its lane on the highway. They say it works 
great — until you want to take the exit ramp. 

Conan: Today, the FDA approved a new anti-obesity drug. To make sure Americans take it, it 
comes with a side of onion rings. 

Conan: A new study shows that posting on Facebook is as enjoyable as sex. The study was 
conducted by people who are really bad at sex or way too good at Facebook. 

Conan: Reports that last night in New York City Charlie Sheen trashed his hotel room. Isn’t that 
amazing? People are still renting hotel rooms to Charlie Sheen. 

Leno: Today Joe Biden said, the economy is “a depression for millions and millions of 
Americans.” I don’t know who Mitt Romney is picking for his VP, but Joe Biden sounds perfect.  

Oops! Obama congratulates the NBA champion Miami Heats. Hey, what can you expect from 
a fan of the Chicago Bull and White Sock. 

Fallon: Tonight, we have director Oliver Stone on the show! At least, that’s what the government 
wants you to believe. 

Fallon: Yesterday, the CEO of T-Mobile resigned so that he can spend more time with his 
family. Well, he actually resigned three years ago, but the text just went through. 

Leno: CNN was the first to report the Supreme Court decision. Unfortunately, they got it wrong 
and said the mandate was struck down. Fortunately, it occurred on CNN, so no one saw it. 

Leno: President Obama seems to be getting a little cocky after the Supreme Court decision in 
favor of ObamaCare. Did you see his new campaign slogan? "Bite Me!" 



Leno: The Supreme Court justices: one is nearly deaf, one can hardly walk, five are on Flomax 
and two await new hips. No wonder they're in favor of government healthcare. 

Leno: Congressional Democrats and Republicans played their annual softball game. The Dems 
won. No wonder, Chief Justice John Roberts was the umpire. 

  
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
  
  

 



 
  

 
 


