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16 November 2008 
 
Editor, The Washington 
Times 
 
Dear Editor: 
 
Challenging the myth that 
society would be improved 
if governed by 
"intellectuals," Thomas 
Sowell says that "It would 
be no feat to fill a big book 
with all the things on which 
intellectuals were grossly 
mistaken, just in the 20th 
century" ("'Intellectuals' are 
posers," November 16). 
 
Such a book has already 
been filled.  Paul 
Hollander's "Political 
Pilgrims" documents the 
gullibility, the boundless 

capacity for self-delusion, 
and the ecstatic fetish for 
Great Leaders displayed 
throughout the 20th 
century by large numbers 
of American and European 
intellectuals. [Paul 
Hollander, Political 
Pilgrims: Western 
Intellectuals in Search of 
the Good Society, 3rd ed. 
(New Brunswick, NJ: 
Transaction Publishers, 
1997)]  These Smart 
People cheered the Soviet 
Union, applauded Mao, 
drooled over Castro, 
celebrated the Sandinistas 
- all the while dismissing 
those persons suspicious 
of centralized power as 
"anti-intellectual." 
 

Of course, consistently 
these "anti-intellectuals" 
were proven right as the 
heroes of the "intellectuals" 
were revealed to be blood-
thirsty bastards.  Is there 
reason to suppose that the 
"intellectual's" still-intense 
libido for Great Leaders 
and Big Plans is today any 
more rational than it was 
during the tragic episodes 
documented by Hollander? 

 



16 November 2008 
 
Editor, The Washington 
Times 
 
Dear Editor: 
 
Thomas Sowell nicely 
exposes the shallowness 
of those whom the likes of 
New York Times 
columnists revere as 
"intellectuals" 
("'Intellectuals' are 
poseurs," November 16).  
By this most unintelligent 
criterion, an "intellectual" is 
anyone who believes that 
ordinary people form a 
malleable mass of 
humanity - a mass 
degenerate and wretched 
UNLESS its members are 
ordered about from the top 
according to grand plans 
formulated by do-gooders 
contemptuous of individual 
freedom.  Adam Smith 
called such an intellectual 
a "man of system": 
 
"The man of system ... is 
apt to be very wise in his 
own conceit; and is often 
so enamoured with the 
supposed beauty of his 
own ideal plan of 
government, that he cannot 
suffer the smallest 
deviation from any part of 
it.  He goes on to establish 
it completely and in all its 
parts, without any regard 
either to the great interests, 
or to the strong prejudices 
which may oppose it.  He 

seems to imagine that he 
can arrange the different 
members of a great society 
with as much ease as the 
hand arranges the different 
pieces upon a chess-
board.  He does not 
consider that the pieces 
upon the chess-board have 
no other principle of motion 
besides that which the 
hand impresses upon 
them; but that, in the great 
chess-board of human 
society, every single piece 
has a principle of motion of 
its own, altogether different 
from that which the 
legislature might chuse to 
impress upon it.  If those 
two principles coincide and 
act in the same direction, 
the game of human society 
will go on easily a 
nd harmoniously, and is 
very likely to be happy and 
successful. If they are 
opposite or different, the 
game will go on miserably, 
and the society must be at 
all times in the highest 
degree of disorder." [Adam 
Smith, The Theory of Moral 
Sentiments, 6th ed. 1790. 
Library of Economics and 
Liberty. Retrieved 
November 16, 2008 from 
the World Wide Web: 
http://www.econlib.org/libra
ry/Smith/smMS.  The 
quotation is found in Part 
IV, Section II, paragraph 
42] 

 
15 November 2008 
 

Editor, The Wall Street 
Journal 
200 Liberty Street 
New York, NY 10281 
 
To the Editor: 
 
Douglas Ayer correctly 
notes that "Populist anti-
intellectualism has always 
played a part in 
conservative politics" 
(Letters, November 15).  
But contrary to the left's 
self-congratulatory myth, 
anti-intellectualism has 
always played a part also 
in so-called "liberal" 
politics. 
 
What reflects thought more 
shallow than leftist notions 
such as making poor 
people richer by giving 
them money taken from 
richer people?  Or making 
workers better off simply by 
declaring low wages 
illegal?  Or the fantasy that 
politics can be cleansed of 
special interests?  The only 
difference between the 
modern left and the 
modern right is that the 
former couch their 
absurdities in garb that 
appears intellectual to 
persons unwilling or unable 
to think, while the latter 
wear their stupidity openly. 

 
14 November 2008 
 
Friends, 
 



Here's a superb 
commentary by my 
colleague and co-blogger 
(and author of "The Price 
of Everything") Russ 
Roberts; it ran today on 
National Public Radio.  In 
it, Russ challenges 
Treasury Secretary 
Paulson's understanding of 
today's economic situation: 
 
http://www.npr.org/templat
es/story/story.php?storyId=
97022523  

 
14 November 2008 
 
Editor, The Wall Street 
Journal 
200 Liberty Street 
New York, NY 10281 
 
To the Editor: 
 
Brian Riedl is correct: 
economic-stimulus 
packages are economic 
snake oil ("Why Spending 
Stimulus Plans Fail," 
November 14).  Because 
money given by 
government to Jones 
MUST be taken from 
Smith, Jones's extra 
spending is offset by 
Smith's reduced spending.  
The great 19th century 
French economist Frederic 
Bastiat explained the 
matter brilliantly in his 
essay "What Is Seen and 
What Is Not Seen": 
 
"In the economic sphere an 
act, a habit, an institution, a 

law produces not only one 
effect, but a series of 
effects.  Of these effects, 
the first alone is immediate; 
it appears simultaneously 
with its cause; it is seen.  
The other effects emerge 
only subsequently; they are 
not seen; we are fortunate 
if we foresee them. 
 
"There is only one 
difference between a bad 
economist and a good one: 
the bad economist confines 
himself to the visible effect; 
the good economist takes 
into account both the effect 
that can be seen and those 
effects that must be 
foreseen. 
 
"Yet this difference is 
tremendous; for it almost 
always happens that when 
the immediate 
consequence is favorable, 
the later consequences are 
disastrous, and vice versa.  
Whence it follows that the 
bad economist pursues a 
small present good that will 
be followed by a great evil 
to come, while the good 
economist pursues a great 
good to come, at the risk of 
a small present evil." 
[http://www.econlib.org/libr
ary/Bastiat/basEss1.html#
Chapter%201,%20What%2
0Is%20Seen%20and%20
What%20Is%20Not%20Se
en] 
 
Washington is infested with 
bad economists. 

 
13 November 2008 
 
Editor, The New Yorker 
 
Dear Editor: 
 
Your November 17th cover 
shows the "O" in "New 
Yorker" as an Obama "O", 
rising like a radiant and 
beneficent moon into a 
peaceful night sky. 
 
This picture is beautiful.  
It's also terrifying. 
 
Even to hint that any 
human being possesses 
super-human powers - that 
he or she is anointed by 
celestial forces - that he or 
she reigns over the rest of 
us in some grander-than-
human fashion - is an 
atavistic reflex, one that 
modern humanity should 
have progressed beyond. 
 
Americans rightly laugh at 
the ridiculous things that 
many North Koreans 
believe (or are at least told) 
about Kim Jong-il.  Let us 
not turn ourselves into 
objects of similar ridicule. 

 
13 November 2008 
 
Editor, The Baltimore Sun 
 
Dear Editor: 
 
Peter Morici alleges that 
Americans have engaged 
in "excessive borrowing to 



finance a huge trade 
deficit" ("First order of 
business," November 13).  
This allegation reflects 
misunderstanding.  First, a 
higher trade deficit does 
not necessarily mean 
higher borrowing.  If Mr. 
Morici pays $25,000 cash 
for a new Camry and 
Toyota then squirrels those 
dollars away in a safe, the 
U.S. trade deficit rises by 
$25,000 but Americans' 
debt hasn't risen by a dime 
as a result. 
 
Second, that largest 
portion of the U.S. trade 
deficit that today 
BECOMES debt consists 
of loans by foreigners to 
Uncle Sam.  Contrary to 
Mr. Morici's claim, this 
rising American 
indebtedness does not 
reflect too much American 
freedom to trade; instead it 
reflects too much 
irresponsible spending by 
the same agency - Uncle 
Sam - that Mr. Morici trusts 
to restrict our trade and fix 
the economy. 

 
12 November 2008 
 
Friends, 
 
Some important research 
by young colleague Omar 
Al-Ubaydli was cited 
recently in The Economist.  
Omar and his colleagues 
explain why a surprisingly 
large amount of headline-

grabbing scientific studies 
turn out to be wrong: 
http://www.economist.com/
science/displayStory.cfm?s
ource=hptextfeature&story
_id=12376658  

 
12 November 2008 
 
Editor, The New York 
Times 
229 West 43rd St. 
New York, NY 10036 
 
To the Editor: 
 
One of your front-page 
headlines today reads 
"Lobbyists Swarm the 
Treasury for a Helping of 
the Bailout Pie" (November 
12). 
 
This fact must be told, but 
it's regrettable that it is 
news.  Suppose a thief 
disguised as humanitarian 
shows up in Times Square 
and announces that he's 
got billions of dollars to 
give to people who "need" 
it.  Surely no one would be 
surprised when a throng of 
"needy" worthies - a throng 
larger than that venue sees 
on New Year's Eve - 
immediately assembles, 
driven by the greedy and 
destructive itch to get 
something for nothing. 

 
11 November 2008 
 
Editor, Washington Post 
1150 15th St., NW 
Washington, DC 20071 

 
Dear Editor: 
 
Anne Applebaum rightly 
cautions us against the 
messiah-nization of Barack 
Obama ("More Than a 
Rock Star," November 11) 
- but her skepticism is 
insufficiently audacious.  
As for me, I'm with H.L. 
Mencken who warned that 
"The Democratic tendency 
to make gods of successful 
politicians makes it all the 
more necessary to oppose 
them vigorously." [H.L. 
Mencken, Minority Report 
(Baltimore: The Johns 
Hopkins Press, 1997 
[1956]), p. 174] 

 
11 November 2008 
 
Friends, 
 
No one writes with more 
knowledge, wisdom, and 
verve on the economics 
and politics of broadcasting 
than my colleague Tom 
Hazlett (who is a former 
Chief Economist at the 
FCC).  Here's Tom's latest: 
http://arstechnica.com/articl
es/culture/dtv-transition-to-
yesterday.ars  

 
10 November 2008 
 
Editor, The Wonk Room 
 
Dear Editor: 
 
Re your most recent post 
boasting the faux-



reasonable title "If It 
Happens, The Auto 
Industry Bailout Needs To 
Be Done Right" (November 
10): Piffle. 
 
While it's true that some 
ways of bailing out this 
industry would be less 
harmful than other ways, 
there is absolutely no 
"right" way to do it.  To 
advise government to do 
the auto industry bailout 
"right" makes as much 
sense as advising a burglar 
to burgle the neighborhood 
houses "right." 

 
10 November 2008 
 
Editor, The Wall Street 
Journal 
200 Liberty Street 
New York, NY 10281 
 
To the Editor: 
 
Re "Nationalizing Detroit" 
(November 10): How ironic 
is it that the gaggle of 
politicians now ascendant 
in Washington croak 
especially loudly about 
their 'courage' in standing 
up to corporate interests 
while they seek to force 
taxpayers to hand over $50 
billion to private 
corporations?  And how 
odd is their belief that the 
same businesses that 
these politicians are sure 
don't respond negatively to 
being taxed will respond 

positively to being 
subsidized? 
 
 


