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Miracles never cease. Last week we closed with a bunch of items from center-left 
publications that have come to understand the mistake in the White House. One of those 
items was a column from Newsweek by Eleanor Clift that made the point there were too 
many people around the president telling him how wonderful he is. Now we open with a 
piece from Newsweek claiming Frederic Hayek is making a comeback. Go figure. This 
is not Jon Meacham's Newsweek.  
... In a sign of the times, some of the most popular videos on YouTube this year are satires on 
economic policy; the latest lampoons the Fed amid a growing feeling that policymakers are 
committing what economist Friedrich Hayek called the “fatal conceit” in micromanaging the economic 
cycle. Hayek hated policy intervention of any kind. Keynes, Friedman, and Hayek were leading lights 
of the three most influential schools of economic thought of the last century. Hayek was associated 
with the Austrian school, ascendant in the 19th and early 20th centuries, which argued that the 
private sector should be left free to carry out the task of any readjustment in a downturn. Faith in the 
market’s purging power served the U.S. well in the 19th century, when the economy emerged 
stronger after each recession, but was taken too far in the policy mix of tight money and high taxes 
that led to the Great Depression and the rise of the Keynesians. 

Keynesianism and monetarism are now suffering a similar distortion. Keynes would probably never 
have supported big government deficits during boom times, such as those that led to our current debt 
crisis. Likewise, Friedman would probably not have backed the new Fed use of monetary policy as a 
tool to engineer expansion rather than merely cushion the pain in a downturn. 

The systematic perversion of Keynes’s and Friedman’s thought is now resulting in a fall in their 
fortunes, leaving Hayek triumphant, once again. 

Craig Pirrong of Streetwise Professor comments on Walter Russell Mead's current 
assessment of nations around the world. He discusses Russia at length, which you can 
read in the full post. 
Several times on the blog I’ve mused whether our current situation resembles more the 1930s or the 
1970s.  As developments occur, I’m leaning more towards the former (although admittedly it is better 
to have the rogue states be Iran and North Korea, rather than Germany, Japan, Italy, and Russia, but 
even then the presence of nukes in the equation limits the comfort one can find in that).  Renowned 
foreign policy scholar Walter Russell Mead is of a similar mind.  ... 

He spares virtually no one.  Europe comes in for particular criticism, and very rightfully so.  To watch 
the delusional performance of the European “leadership” in its efforts to patch the gaping wounds in 
the Euro project (both the political and economic aspects)–which is doomed, utterly, in my view–is 
painful.  They are so wrapped up in their dream that they defy reality.  Mead is also quite critical of 
Japan–again with more than good cause.  He is also harsh in his judgment of the US, but he does not 
elaborate much on that in this post because he has made his case at length elsewhere. 

The most interesting parts of Mead’s analysis pertain to China and Russia.  His analysis of China’s 
pressing problems, and the leadership’s apparent inability to cope with them, is a useful antidote to 
the conventional wisdom of China as Colossus, striding from triumph to triumph.  (To those with long 
enough memories, current portrayals of China evoke the popular image of Japan, circa 1988: 
although no analogy is exact, the utter failure of conventional wisdom in that instance should give 
pause to the advocates of the conventional wisdom regarding China, circa 2010.  Are you pausing, 
Tom Friedman?) ... 



  
  
In the Orange County Register, Jay Ambrose writes that good intentions do not make 
good government policies. 
...those mortgages the government insisted banks bestow on those who could not afford to pay 
them? All they did was contribute mightily to a rash of foreclosures, the worst financial crisis in 
decades and a recession wrecking the lives of millions of people. 

...To learn the real lowdown on how good motives can produce bad results, it helps to heed the 
writings and speeches of Jay Richards, a Princeton philosophy-theology Ph.D., author of "Money, 
Greed, and God," ... 

"Piety is no substitute for technique," he said ... 

A pilot, Richards wrote, may care deeply about his passengers, and that's fine. But what you mostly 
want from the person in the cockpit is skill in flying the plane. And while people should care deeply 
about the poor, more than a caring heart is needed, Richards adds. An alert mind is just as 
necessary, one that understands, for instance, that free markets have succeeded remarkably in 
rescuing humankind from impoverishment at the same time various socialist escapades have failed 
miserably. ... 

One of last week's Pickings featured Nicole Gelinas' article on the new New Orleans. 
Schumpeter's Blog at The Economist calls attention to it again.  
NICOLE GELINAS has an excellent essay in the City Journal on what New Orleans can teach 
America about recovering from a crisis. Before Katrina, New Orleans was a basket case, albeit a 
charming one, with a corrupt government, an entitlement mentality and a decaying public sector. 
Today, it is on the road to recovery, not just rebuilding its hurricane-devastated infrastructure, but also 
recovering a civic spirit that was lost long before the hurricane. ... 
  
  
Gabriel Schoenfeld, in the WSJ, makes a good case for the intrusive but necessary 
airport security screening. 
...Our adversaries have proved to be highly adaptive in their methods and unswerving in their efforts 
to bring down a large aircraft. It was inadequate screening in 2001 that allowed Richard Reid to board 
a flight from Paris to Miami with a bomb made of C-4 plastic explosives in his shoe. And it was 
insufficiently intrusive screening that last December enabled Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab to board a 
flight from Amsterdam to Detroit with a bomb made of PETN in his underwear—which of course is 
why our underwear is now being searched.  

...In July, Zachary Adam Chesser, a 20-year-old white male Muslim convert from the suburbs of 
Washington, D.C., was prevented from boarding a flight from New York to Uganda where he planned 
to join up with the Somali Muslim radical group al Shabaab. Hoping to avoid scrutiny, Chesser 
brought along his infant son. Some Palestinian groups, including Islamic Jihad and Hamas, have 
recruited children as young as 11 to smuggle explosives.  

...Some terrorists, like Chesser, are clearly white. Some, like Abdulmutallab, are black. Jose Padilla, 
who contemplated setting off a dirty bomb in the U.S., is Hispanic. Colleen Renee LaRose, aka Jihad 
Jane, is female, blond and blue-eyed. As former Homeland Security Secretary Michael Chertoff noted 
at an Intelligence Squared debate earlier this week in New York City, by focusing exclusively on 
individuals of Middle Eastern appearance, racial profiling is both "over-inclusive and under-inclusive" 
at once. ... 



  
  
David Harsanyi thinks that we are sacrificing more liberty by allowing the TSA searches. 
He also comments on the hypocrisy of liberals who screamed about the government 
listening in on overseas phone calls, but are fine with intrusive body searches. As always, 
the hypocrisy goes both ways. 
...Not so long ago, the left positioned itself as the defender of innocents against the just-one-tiny-step-
away- from-fascism of the Bush administration's war on terror. The Constitution was sacred, 
especially when we faced danger — and even more especially when a Republican was president. 

...Many left-wing publications that cautioned us against George W. Bush's ham-fisted intrusions now 
defend Barack Obama's ham-fisted intrusions.  

...Now, certainly, not every Democrat is insincere on the topic, nor is everyone on the right innocent.  

For nearly a decade, Republicans have compromised and surrendered liberty in the name more 
safety — sometimes equating their policies with patriotism. And I simply can't believe that we would 
be witnessing anywhere near the levels of conservative outrage regarding the TSA's new security 
measures were we sitting in, say, 2005. 

...And though I suspect we'll be back to airport lock-stepping at the first sign of danger, it would be 
nice if this renewed adherence to personal autonomy would gain some traction and consistency no 
matter who happens to be president. 

  
  
In the WaPo, Dana Milbank says that emulating Israel's airplane security measures, 
proposed by some Republicans, isn't feasible. 
...The Israeli model for airport screening has, without a doubt, been successful. But do these guys 
have any idea what they are proposing? Replicating the Israeli model in the United States would 
easily cost $40 billion a year - and possibly many times that. That would wind up being more 
expensive than supposed big-government boondoggles such as the Troubled Assets Relief Program 
and the auto bailout, and it would wipe out Republican promises to cut spending.  

...In a time-consuming and labor-intensive process, Israel uses profiling, background checks and 
extensive interviews to filter out the highest-risk fliers, who are then subjected to searches of luggage 
and person more invasive than anything the Transportation Security Administration has conjured. The 
air security argument has been about whether Americans would prefer Israeli-style profiling to the 
current system of body scans and pat-downs. But this overlooks a more fundamental problem: The 
Israeli system, even if it could be scaled up, is out of our price range.  

...And that might understate the cost of staffing the nation's sprawling air travel system with highly 
skilled interrogators; Israel, after all, has only one major airport. In Foreign Policy magazine, Annie 
Lowrey calculated early this year that if each passenger flying through a U.S. airport were subjected 
to 10 minutes of questioning by a guard, we would need 3 million full-time guards, at a cost of more 
than $150 billion a year. ... 

  
  
 
 



Jeff Jacoby comes up with good reasons to kick NPR off the gravy train. 
...Notwithstanding NPR’s haughty air of entitlement, there are at least four reasons why its taxpayer 
subsidies should end. 

...3. They aren’t necessary. NPR’s partisans claim that public broadcasting provides valuable news 
and educational content that listeners can’t get anywhere else. That may have been a plausible 
argument in 1970. It is utterly implausible today, when audio programming of every description can be 
found amid a vast and dizzying array of outlets: terrestrial and satellite radio, Internet broadcasting, 
podcasts, and audio downloads. 

4. They aren’t affordable. At a time of trillion-dollar federal deficits and a national debt of nearly $14 
trillion, NPR’s government subsidies cannot possibly be justified. All the more so when public 
broadcasting attracts a fortune in private funding, from the gifts of innumerable “listeners like you’’ to 
the $200 million bequeathed to NPR by the late Joan Kroc in 2003. 

More than anything else, the incoming 112th Congress has a mandate to stem the flood of red ink 
that is drowning Washington in debt. The tax dollars consumed by NPR are admittedly a drop in the 
enormous fiscal bucket. But if Congress can’t even do away with a frill like subsidies for public radio, 
how will it stand a prayer of shoving far more formidable gluttons away from the federal trough? 

  
  
How do you save the tiger when all conservation efforts so far have failed? Inject some 
market capitalism, says the Economist. 
...Over the past decade tiger numbers have fallen by 40%. Today there are no more than 3,200 wild 
tigers, down from 100,000 a century ago. They occupy 7% of their historic range, and three of the 
nine tiger subspecies are extinct: the Bali tiger, the Caspian tiger and the south China tiger. Worse, 
only 1,000 of the tigers out there are breeding females. And these are scattered thinly over 13 
nations, four of which no longer have viable breeding populations. Poaching is the greatest threat, 
followed by habitat loss. Around 1,000 tigers are known to have been killed for the illegal trade over 
the past decade... 
  
...As tiger-conservation expert Kirsten Conrad explains neatly in an interview on the Mongabay 
website, 35 years of a trade ban has failed because demand for tiger is price inelastic - a point The 
Economist has been trying to make for some time. People will buy tiger, even if the price goes up. 
Increasing the amount of money spent on enforcement may, therefore, simply not work.   

The solution is to breed tigers, sell them and use the revenue to pay for wild tiger conservation and 
re-introductions in perpetuity. The Chinese are already good at breeding tigers. The precedent for a 
controlled trade is a good one. The American alligator was almost driven to extinction by hunting, but 
a combination of farming and protection, that was gradually relaxed, means that today around 30,000 
wild alligators can be killed each year in Louisiana (the main home of the American alligator) and the 
population is still growing. These, together with farmed animals (farms must also contribute financially 
to the wild population) generate $20m in revenue for the state every year.  

 
 
 

  
  
 



Newsweek 
The Triumphant Return of Hayek 
by Ruchir Sharma 
  
  

                  
Riot police in Greece, where a fiscal crisis broke out earlier this year.  

Last year the consensus opinion was that we are all Keynesians now. Virtually everyone in the 
commentariat believed that John Maynard Keynes’s solution for the Great Depression—heavy 
government spending to resuscitate the economy—was also the answer to today’s global downturn. 
The first cracks in the consensus appeared with the outbreak of the fiscal crisis in Greece earlier this 
year. Across the developed world, critics began to argue that government spending had reached the 
point of diminishing returns, and was producing an anemic recovery that mainly benefited special-
interest groups. And the electorate listened. From Europe to the United States, as voters started to 
reward candidates focused on fiscal discipline and less government intervention, Keynesianism 
quickly fell out of favor. 

One key exception was U.S. Federal Reserve chairman Ben Bernanke. Dissatisfied with the gradual 
recovery and a high unemployment rate, he let it be known that he thought more stimulus was in 
order, and realizing that was not in the congressional cards, he decided to take monetary activism to 
a new level by offering an open-ended commitment to pump as much money into the system as 
required to meet the Fed’s dual mandate of maximum employment and price stability. This is the first 
time a Fed chairman has explicitly stated that monetary policy can turbocharge an economic 
recovery. Bernanke says he is doing everything Milton Friedman would have had the Fed do. 
Friedman, the father of monetarism, argued that the Great Depression was largely the result of a 
major contraction in money supply, and that such a severe economic outcome could have been 
avoided had the Fed held the money supply stable.  

The public doesn’t buy it. There’s a growing backlash against the Fed’s monetary activism, for two 
reasons. It is increasingly clear that the Fed can print all the money it wants to but has no control over 
where it ends up. Ever since the Fed stepped up talk of quantitative easing this summer, the prospect 
of easy money has driven up prices of commodities and emerging-market stocks, and Wall Street is 
abuzz with talk of the “next bubble.” Second, monetary activism suffers from the same fundamental 
flaw as Keynesianism, in that it protects inefficient players instead of injecting renewed vigor into the 
economy. In a telling statement of the Fed’s thinking, New York Fed member Brian Slack recently 
said that, with luck, quantitative easing will work by keeping “asset prices higher than they should be,” 
as that adds to household wealth. This is why stimulus can be so unpopular: it often benefits the rich 
(who own a disproportionate share of inflating assets such as stocks) at the cost of the poor (who are 
hurt most by the related rise in food and energy prices). 



In a sign of the times, some of the most popular videos on YouTube this year are satires on economic 
policy; the latest lampoons the Fed amid a growing feeling that policymakers are committing what 
economist Friedrich Hayek called the “fatal conceit” in micromanaging the economic cycle. Hayek 
hated policy intervention of any kind. Keynes, Friedman, and Hayek were leading lights of the three 
most influential schools of economic thought of the last century. Hayek was associated with the 
Austrian school, ascendant in the 19th and early 20th centuries, which argued that the private sector 
should be left free to carry out the task of any readjustment in a downturn. Faith in the market’s 
purging power served the U.S. well in the 19th century, when the economy emerged stronger after 
each recession, but was taken too far in the policy mix of tight money and high taxes that led to the 
Great Depression and the rise of the Keynesians. 

Keynesianism and monetarism are now suffering a similar distortion. Keynes would probably never 
have supported big government deficits during boom times, such as those that led to our current debt 
crisis. Likewise, Friedman would probably not have backed the new Fed use of monetary policy as a 
tool to engineer expansion rather than merely cushion the pain in a downturn. 

The systematic perversion of Keynes’s and Friedman’s thought is now resulting in a fall in their 
fortunes, leaving Hayek triumphant, once again. 

  
  
Streetwise Professor 
The Expiration of Clever Hopes 
by Craig Pirrong  

Several times on the blog I’ve mused whether our current situation resembles more the 1930s or the 
1970s.  As developments occur, I’m leaning more towards the former (although admittedly it is better 
to have the rogue states be Iran and North Korea, rather than Germany, Japan, Italy, and Russia, but 
even then the presence of nukes in the equation limits the comfort one can find in that).  Renowned 
foreign policy scholar Walter Russell Mead is of a similar mind.  He hearkens to Auden’s despondent 
1939 poem, and is dismayed at the puniness of the world’s statesmen (and women) in the face of the 
current crisis. 

He spares virtually no one.  Europe comes in for particular criticism, and very rightfully so.  To watch 
the delusional performance of the European “leadership” in its efforts to patch the gaping wounds in 
the Euro project (both the political and economic aspects)–which is doomed, utterly, in my view–is 
painful.  They are so wrapped up in their dream that they defy reality.  Mead is also quite critical of 
Japan–again with more than good cause.  He is also harsh in his judgment of the US, but he does not 
elaborate much on that in this post because he has made his case at length elsewhere. 

The most interesting parts of Mead’s analysis pertain to China and Russia.  His analysis of China’s 
pressing problems, and the leadership’s apparent inability to cope with them, is a useful antidote to 
the conventional wisdom of China as Colossus, striding from triumph to triumph.  (To those with long 
enough memories, current portrayals of China evoke the popular image of Japan, circa 1988: 
although no analogy is exact, the utter failure of conventional wisdom in that instance should give 
pause to the advocates of the conventional wisdom regarding China, circa 2010.  Are you pausing, 
Tom Friedman?) 

Since this is a periodically Russia-centric blog with a Russia-centric (and often Russia-obsessed) 
readership, I’ll quote his analysis of Russia in full: 



If Europe offers the most shocking example of incompetence, and China faces the greatest possibility 
of explosion and crisis, Russia’s current suicidal course may be the most tragic example of poor 
policy intersecting with cultural failure to drive a great people down.Emerging from the sordid 
shadows of the Soviet Union, Russia faced four great challenges.  It needed to come to terms with 
the horrors and failures of the past, recognizing the enormous evil that Russia both suffered and 
inflicted during the Soviet period.  Just as Germany had to come to terms with the Nazi past to build a 
better future after 1945, Russia had to face the ghosts of Bolshevism and Stalin head on.  It has 
failed, and Russian life and culture remain poisoned by the residue of unrepented horrors and 
uncomprehended crimes. 

Second, Russia needed to build a modern and competent state that in turn could provide the 
framework for a new economy and a new society.  Without a full reckoning with the Soviet past — 
and a full encounter in particular with the evils perpetrated by its security forces — this was not 
possible.  Nevertheless Russia has fallen well short of what it might have accomplished.    I remain 
glad that Vladimir Putin halted the disintegration of the Russian state that was visibly under way 
during the Yeltsin era, but with every passing year the critical failure of the Putin presidency to build 
the stable institutions and solidify the rule of law that a genuinely strong Russian state would require 
becomes more clear — and more costly. 

The third task, of building the kind of capitalist economy that could provide its citizens with dignity and 
affluence, has also been left undone.  There is no one who thinks that the rule of law is secure in 
Russia, or that investors (foreign or domestic) have any real security for their investments.  
Accumulating failures of governance ensure that Russia cannot enjoy the full benefits of its natural 
resources and this unhappy society remains a source of concern and confusion for itself and its 
neighbors. 

The fourth task, of finding a suitable world role for a new Russia, has also been decisively botched.  
Russia has no real friends anywhere in the world; there are those it can bully and those (a much 
greater number) that it can’t.  The United States, Germany and China all seek good relations with 
Moscow; no one trusts or respects it.  Prime Minister Putin’s recent visit to Germany, a country that 
quite recently hoped that stronger economic relations with Russia would be a cornerstone of its 
national strategy, was an embarrassing flop.  Putin’s call for a free trade zone including Russia and 
the EU was dismissed by Chancellor Angela Merkel; the Russian leader reportedly spent more time 
with the discredited former chancellor Gerhard Schroeder (who now works for Gazprom) than in 
substantive talks with German officials. 

Russia’s failures in this department are not simply its own fault.  The United States, NATO and the 
EU have been horribly shortsighted in their Russia policies.  Since 1989 there have been two great 
western projects in Europe: the expansions of both NATO and the EU.  NATO expansion was seen 
by Russia as a great threat; EU expansion has the effect of marginalizing Russia both economically 
and politically.  While Russia’s own many failures and bad behavior did much to determine the west 
on this course, paying so little heed to Russian interests and sensibilities was unwise; now both 
Russia and the west must cope with the unpalatable consequences. 

It is intriguing that Mead puts Russia’s need to come to grips with its past as its foremost challenge, 
and its greatest failure.  That resonates with many of the intense debates over Russia’s Soviet legacy 
that have taken place in the SWP comments. 

I would say that Mead’s analysis is pretty fair (although I am sure that there will be outraged denials: 
bring ‘em on, folks.)  Even the last paragraph has merit, although I would probably give more weight 
to the conclusion that “Russia’s own many failures and bad behavior did much to determine the west 



on this course.”  The EU’s marginalizing effect also reflects what little Russia had to offer those who 
were clamoring to get into the EU and NATO. 

There’s not much grounds for optimism in what Mead writes.  But that’s because there’s not much 
room for optimism in the current situation.  Reveries have been dashed, but realities have not been 
grasped.  Good things seldom come of that. 

  
  
Orange County Register 
Good motives can produce bad results  
by Jay Ambrose 

Good intentions will get you if you don't watch out. That's true of the invasion of the body scanners, of 
minimum-wage laws, of some welfare programs and – please don't forget it – a supposedly altruistic 
push by federal agencies and politicians to put low-income families in their own homes. 

Again and again, the government throws us lifesavers that aren't lifesavers at all, but weighty, 
entangling devices that ensnare us, sink us, drown us. 

Because body scanners won't detect bombs in body cavities, they'll do no good even as they 
humiliate airline ticket-holders on a scale only a world power could devise. 

As literally dozens of studies have proven, minimum-wage laws invariably cost workers jobs because 
employers cannot afford the new standards. 

And those mortgages the government insisted banks bestow on those who could not afford to pay 
them? All they did was contribute mightily to a rash of foreclosures, the worst financial crisis in 
decades and a recession wrecking the lives of millions of people. 

To learn the real lowdown on how good motives can produce bad results, it helps to heed the writings 
and speeches of Jay Richards, a Princeton philosophy-theology Ph.D., author of "Money, Greed, and 
God," and someone whose thoughts I recently took in at a speech at Colorado Christian University. 

"Piety is no substitute for technique," he said, quoting the Christian philosopher Etienne Gilson and 
adding this by way of explanation in the book: "What he meant is that having the right intentions, 
being oriented in the right way, doesn't take the place of doing things right." 

A pilot, Richards wrote, may care deeply about his passengers, and that's fine. But what you mostly 
want from the person in the cockpit is skill in flying the plane. And while people should care deeply 
about the poor, more than a caring heart is needed, Richards adds. An alert mind is just as 
necessary, one that understands, for instance, that free markets have succeeded remarkably in 
rescuing humankind from impoverishment at the same time various socialist escapades have failed 
miserably. 

Offering a variety of examples of how "intent does not determine effect," Richards in his speech came 
at one point to the financial crisis, so often summed up as resulting from nothing more than "greed on 
Wall Street" and "capitalism run amok." There are other places to look for causes, he said, such as at 
"NINJA loans," mortgages extended to people with "no income, no jobs and no assets," a practice 
encouraged by numerous office holders and vastly enabled by the quasi-governmental institutions of 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. 



Richards is dead right. Few would discount Wall Street recklessness, but it was a recklessness 
abetted in endless ways, such as overly low interest rates instituted by the Federal Reserve and the 
insistence of various White House residents that mortgages be extended to borrowers with awful 
credit ratings. Bankers would have been scared to miserliness by the sight of them if they weren't 
more scared by a government leviathan that was simultaneously easing the way. 

Despite the concerns of some that the whole thing could come tumbling down, the folks at Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac were happy-go-lucky, snatching up the subprime mortgages and fashioning 
them into disaster-prone securities. 

Here's a phrase that ought to constantly inform the thinking of makers of public policy – unintended 
consequences. They are almost inevitable when a favored few figure they can manage the particulars 
of the lives of millions better than the millions themselves can. 

I usually grant the good intentions of the activists forever having at us with their ambitious programs, 
but for reasons of hubris, imprudence and inadequate appreciation of freedom in the economy and in 
individual conduct, their techniques are too often not up to their intentions. 

  
  
Schumpeter's Blog at The Economist 
New Orleans: a model for America   

NICOLE GELINAS has an excellent essay in the City Journal on what New Orleans can teach 
America about recovering from a crisis. Before Katrina, New Orleans was a basket case, albeit a 
charming one, with a corrupt government, an entitlement mentality and a decaying public sector. 
Today, it is on the road to recovery, not just rebuilding its hurricane-devestated infrastructure, but also 
recovering a civic spirit that was lost long before the hurricane. 

An excerpt from the article, on public schools: 

"Katrina also washed away much of New Orleans’s sorry public school district, where majorities of 
students consistently failed. Once again, citizens are improving on what they had. The city’s biggest 
education reform is that the majority of its 35,000 public school kids now attend charter schools 
overseen by a state-run school district. It’s too early to tell much from test-score results, but it’s clear 
that the success and optimism of charter school operators—from the national KIPP outfit to local 
nonprofits—at getting schools up and running has been a big factor in residents’ decisions to return 
home." 

  
  
WSJ 
The TSA Is Keeping the Skies Safe  
Body scans and intrusive searches are unpleasant but necessary. 
by Gabriel Schoenfeld 

Since 9/11, al Qaeda has not succeeded in launching another terrorist spectacular in the United 
States. But it has succeeded in provoking a spectacular debate about aviation security. Several 
weeks ago—and even earlier at some airports—the Transportation Security Agency (TSA) initiated 
full-body scans and enhanced pat-downs, including inspections of private parts, that in some quarters 
are fueling outrage. 



So is the flying public rightly angered? The media have documented a string of monstrous cases in 
which prosthetic breasts have been exposed and urostomy bags worn by bladder-cancer patients 
have been disconnected, with humiliating consequences.  

These incidents certainly demand better training for security personnel. But they do not invalidate the 
need for intrusive screening. 

Our adversaries have proved to be highly adaptive in their methods and unswerving in their efforts to 
bring down a large aircraft. It was inadequate screening in 2001 that allowed Richard Reid to board a 
flight from Paris to Miami with a bomb made of C-4 plastic explosives in his shoe. And it was 
insufficiently intrusive screening that last December enabled Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab to board a 
flight from Amsterdam to Detroit with a bomb made of PETN in his underwear—which of course is 
why our underwear is now being searched.  

True, both men might have been caught by intelligence revealing their ties to Islamic radicals, but 
intelligence is hardly foolproof. It can fail—and frequently does fail—to connect the dots. Screening at 
the gate, even if it too is sometimes unsuccessful, can offer a last chance to avert catastrophe. 

Some argue that racial and religious profiling would obviate the need for screening and allow us to 
stop wasting time and resources searching grandmothers and infants. But the recent record suggests 
that making exceptions is not as easy or wise as it might seem. 

In July, Zachary Adam Chesser, a 20-year-old white male Muslim convert from the suburbs of 
Washington, D.C., was prevented from boarding a flight from New York to Uganda where he planned 
to join up with the Somali Muslim radical group al Shabaab. Hoping to avoid scrutiny, Chesser 
brought along his infant son. Some Palestinian groups, including Islamic Jihad and Hamas, have 
recruited children as young as 11 to smuggle explosives.  

The dilemma is obvious. If the TSA makes a visible hole in its screening procedures, whether for 
infants or for seniors, it will be only a matter of time before our pitiless adversaries—who closely 
observe our methods—fill the hole with lethal results. 

Some charge that the TSA is engaged in "security theater," designed to make us feel safe at the 
expense of genuine safety. But it is simply not true that a TSA unshackled from political correctness 
could pick out likely terrorists from the screening line and let everyone else sail through. For starters, 
religious profiling raises an obvious question: How does one tell who worships how, where and what? 
Neither American nor foreign travelers carry identity cards that reveal their religion. True, some 
passengers might wear Islamic garb. But Mohammed Atta and his fellow 9/11 terrorists certainly did 
not, and neither have any of their aspiring follow-on attackers. Al Qaeda is not stupid. 

As for screening by race, one is left wondering what criteria would be used. Is Washington Post 
columnist Charles Krauthammer right when he says the profile of the airline attacker is "narrow, 
concrete, uniquely definable and universally known"?  

Some terrorists, like Chesser, are clearly white. Some, like Abdulmutallab, are black. Jose Padilla, 
who contemplated setting off a dirty bomb in the U.S., is Hispanic. Colleen Renee LaRose, aka Jihad 
Jane, is female, blond and blue-eyed. As former Homeland Security Secretary Michael Chertoff noted 
at an Intelligence Squared debate earlier this week in New York City, by focusing exclusively on 
individuals of Middle Eastern appearance, racial profiling is both "over-inclusive and under-inclusive" 
at once. 



Aviation security is a technical issue. The attempt to turn it into a political one, with charges of political 
correctness, has dangers of its own. If our security officials do not enjoy public support for 
measures—unpleasant though they may be—to keep the skies safe, we risk increasing the chances 
of a deadly lapse in a system with a remarkably impressive record over nine years. 

Mr. Schoenfeld is a senior fellow at the Hudson Institute in Washington, D.C., and a resident scholar 
at the Witherspoon Institute in Princeton, N.J.  

  
  
  
Denver Post 
Live free or die! (When the right guy is president) 
by David Harsanyi 

I'm thrilled so many of you are causing a commotion over the creepy, occasionally amorous and 
always-intrusive policies of the Transportation Security Administration. It's about time. All this 
nonsense about our patriotic duty to surrender the Fourth Amendment to (illusory) safety deserves all 
the scorn Americans can muster.  

But setting aside the indignities of flying, this debate also helpfully illustrates the hypocrisy of 
partisans.  

Not so long ago, the left positioned itself as the defender of innocents against the just-one-tiny-step-
away- from-fascism of the Bush administration's war on terror. The Constitution was sacred, 
especially when we faced danger — and even more especially when a Republican was president. 

It was not long ago that Democrats were regularly quoting Thomas Jefferson, who never actually 
said, "Those who would give up essential liberty, to purchase a little temporary safety, deserve 
neither liberty nor safety." (Every nanny-state initiative in existence exempted, of course.)  

Yet, today, left-wing pundits, typified by syndicated liberal columnist Ruth Marcus, implore Americans 
to grow up, become better automatons, get moving, and submit. The admired liberal columnist 
Michael Kinsley first offers us tales of TSA kindheartedness and then tells us the same.  

Many left-wing publications that cautioned us against George W. Bush's ham-fisted intrusions now 
defend Barack Obama's ham-fisted intrusions.  

We all remember when Democrats passed the Airline Passenger Bill of Rights (with bipartisan 
support) to ensure that travelers had a right to, among other things, sit in a plane with a "comfortable 
cabin temperature." Well, how about the right not to have a stranger prying into your granddad's 
testicular area? Or, how about making sure that the actual Bill of Rights is afforded at least the same 
deference as the Passenger Bill of Rights? 

At least read the old guy his Miranda warning before confiscating his denture cream and bottle of 
water. Even real terrorists are given that much. 

Some folks claim that this whole episode is just concocted outrage in an effort to help institute 
profiling at airports. We can agree that profiling is ugly, illegal, un-American and unconstitutional, darn 
it. Especially when you're profiling every passenger in the entire country as a potential terrorist.  



Now, certainly, not every Democrat is insincere on the topic, nor is everyone on the right innocent.  

For nearly a decade, Republicans have compromised and surrendered liberty in the name more 
safety — sometimes equating their policies with patriotism. And I simply can't believe that we would 
be witnessing anywhere near the levels of conservative outrage regarding the TSA's new security 
measures were we sitting in, say, 2005. 

Even now, left and right can find common ground. For instance, Marc Thiessen, a conservative 
Washington Post columnist, sounds the call for gratitude, asking us to "stop and say 'thanks' to the 
men and women of the TSA who give up time with their families during the holidays to keep us safe 
from terror." 

When a person chooses a career predicated on meddling in the lives and baggage of citizens, they 
don't deserve thanks any more or less than the IRS agent deserves your appreciation. The assertion 
that TSA agents keep us safe is also debatable.  

But a new Zogby International poll found that 61 percent of likely voters oppose the enhanced 
security measures passengers are dealing with at airports around the country, which seems to signify 
a shift in public opinion away from "Thank you!" 

And though I suspect we'll be back to airport lock-stepping at the first sign of danger, it would be nice 
if this renewed adherence to personal autonomy would gain some traction and consistency no matter 
who happens to be president. 

  
  
  
Washington Post 
Why the Israeli security model can't work for the U.S. 
by Dana Milbank 

In this, the autumn of don't touch my junk, conservatives have proposed a new model for aviation 
security in America.  

"What the Israelis do - and I've flown on El Al about a dozen times to Israel - what they do is the way 
it ought to be done," says likely Republican presidential candidate Mike Huckabee.  

"I traveled to Israel, and I tell you what," says Tea Party darling Allen West, congressman-elect from 
Florida. "They have very good procedures and you don't have to go through all of these very 
draconian practices."  

Rep. John Mica (R-Fla.), making the rounds of cable TV, says the federal government "flubbed the 
dub" because "they didn't take the Israeli model." Sen. Jim DeMint (R-S.C.), Tea Party godfather, 
praised the "Israeli model" during a Senate hearing, and Fox News's Sean Hannity proclaimed: "We 
have a paradigm, a model that is enormously successful, and that's Israel."  

The Israeli model for airport screening has, without a doubt, been successful. But do these guys have 
any idea what they are proposing? Replicating the Israeli model in the United States would easily cost 
$40 billion a year - and possibly many times that. That would wind up being more expensive than 
supposed big-government boondoggles such as the Troubled Assets Relief Program and the auto 
bailout, and it would wipe out Republican promises to cut spending.  



Campaign pledges to cut the budget were bound to collide eventually with governing realities - but so 
soon?  

In a time-consuming and labor-intensive process, Israel uses profiling, background checks and 
extensive interviews to filter out the highest-risk fliers, who are then subjected to searches of luggage 
and person more invasive than anything the Transportation Security Administration has conjured. The 
air security argument has been about whether Americans would prefer Israeli-style profiling to the 
current system of body scans and pat-downs. But this overlooks a more fundamental problem: The 
Israeli system, even if it could be scaled up, is out of our price range.  

El Al, Israel's national carrier, reported spending $107,828,000 on security in 2009 for the 1.9 million 
passengers it carried. That works out to about $56.75 per passenger. The United States, by contrast, 
spent $5.33 billion on aviation security in fiscal 2010, and the air travel system handled 769.6 million 
passengers in 2009 (a low year), according to the Bureau of Transportation Statistics. That amounts 
to $6.93 per passenger.  

The analogy isn't perfect, because security is largely handled by the airline in Israel and by the 
government here. (In both countries, the government pays just under two-thirds of the security costs.) 
But this rough comparison indicates that Israel spends more than eight times as much on security per 
passenger. To duplicate that, the United States would need to spend an extra $38 billion a year.  

And that might understate the cost of staffing the nation's sprawling air travel system with highly 
skilled interrogators; Israel, after all, has only one major airport. In Foreign Policy magazine, Annie 
Lowrey calculated early this year that if each passenger flying through a U.S. airport were subjected 
to 10 minutes of questioning by a guard, we would need 3 million full-time guards, at a cost of more 
than $150 billion a year.  

That would more than cancel plans by incoming House Speaker John Boehner to cut $100 billion 
from the budget this year by returning spending to 2008 levels. It's also substantially more than the 
combined cost of TARP, which the Treasury said will wind up costing about $50 billion, and the auto 
bailout, forecast to cost $17 billion. It eclipses the $40 billion for AIG and would eventually top the 
bailouts of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, expected to total $360 billion. The $16 billion that 
Republicans say they'll save by banning pet-project earmarks is small change by comparison.  

Implementing the Israeli model also would amount to a massive government jobs program - just the 
sort of junk conservatives said they wouldn't touch.  

Alternatively, if Boehner succeeds in his plan to cut spending to 2008 levels, spending on aviation 
security would drop to $6.20 per passenger - a tenth of what Israel spends. Ultimately, we can't, or 
won't, spend enough to emulate the Israeli model, which is why we're using the cheaper method of 
body scans and pat-downs in the first place.  

On the campaign trail, talking about limited government sounded virtuous. In practice, cutting 
government spending isn't quite so much fun.  

  
  
  
 
 
 



Boston Globe 
No subsidy for NPR 
Taxpayer money is wasted on a biased institution that should stand on its own 
by Jeff Jacoby 

A BILL pulling the plug on federal funding for National Public Radio was thwarted last week when the 
lame-duck Democratic majority in the US House of Representatives voted down a Republican effort 
to bring the measure to the floor. Introduced last summer by Colorado Republican Doug Lamborn, the 
legislation would bar NPR and its local affiliates from spending federal dollars on NPR programming. 
Of course there was never any chance that a bill targeting one of the nation’s most prominent left-of-
center institutions would pass while Democrats still controlled the House. But a GOP majority is 
taking over in January, and ending NPR’s taxpayer subsidies ought to be high on its to-do list. 

NPR tarnished its reputation last month when it abruptly fired commentator Juan Williams, an 
engaging liberal who had conceded in an interview that he gets “worried’’ and “nervous’’ when he 
boards a plane and sees passengers “who are in Muslim garb.’’ Williams is nobody’s idea of a bigot 
— among other things, he is the author of “Eyes on the Prize,’’ a famous history of the civil rights 
movement — and NPR’s reaction was widely regarded as highhanded, dogmatic, and hypocritical. It 
only made matters worse when NPR CEO Vivian Schiller told an audience in Atlanta that Williams 
should have kept his feelings between himself and “his psychiatrist or his publicist.’’ (She later 
apologized.) 

In the wake of such a public-relations fiasco, one might have expected NPR to react to the House 
vote protecting its government funding with a modest statement of appreciation. Instead it issued a 
statement so pompous and illogical that it could have been drafted in Orwell’s Ministry of Truth. 

“Today, good judgment prevailed as Congress rejected a move to assert government control over the 
content of news,’’ it declared. “Public radio’s value in fostering an informed society has never been 
more critical. Our growing audience shows that we are meeting that need. It is imperative for federal 
funding to continue to ensure that this essential tool of democracy remains available to all.’’ 

The arrogance of that statement is exceeded only by its speciousness. “A move to assert government 
control’’? Lamborn’s bill was just the opposite: a move to end the government’s entangling financial 
alliance with NPR, leaving it responsible for its own budget and programming. If NPR’s “value . . . has 
never been more critical,’’ why isn’t its “growing audience’’ supporting it directly? And if NPR is such 
an “essential tool of democracy,’’ how did the republic survive for so long without it? 

Notwithstanding NPR’s haughty air of entitlement, there are at least four reasons why its taxpayer 
subsidies should end. 

1. They aren’t fair. Other radio stations and networks, from Air America to Clear Channel to 
Univision to Westwood One, must sink or swim in a competitive market. They survive only if listeners 
and advertisers value what they do. Uncle Sam doesn’t keep them afloat with tens of millions of 
dollars annually in direct and indirect subsidies. If they can operate without government welfare, NPR 
can too. 

2. They aren’t appropriate. In a free society, especially one with a robust tradition of press freedom, 
the very idea of government-underwritten media should be anathema. When news organizations 
depend on largesse from the treasury, there is inevitably a price paid in objectivity, fairness, and 
journalistic independence. 



3. They aren’t necessary. NPR’s partisans claim that public broadcasting provides valuable news 
and educational content that listeners can’t get anywhere else. That may have been a plausible 
argument in 1970. It is utterly implausible today, when audio programming of every description can be 
found amid a vast and dizzying array of outlets: terrestrial and satellite radio, Internet broadcasting, 
podcasts, and audio downloads. 

4. They aren’t affordable. At a time of trillion-dollar federal deficits and a national debt of nearly $14 
trillion, NPR’s government subsidies cannot possibly be justified. All the more so when public 
broadcasting attracts a fortune in private funding, from the gifts of innumerable “listeners like you’’ to 
the $200 million bequeathed to NPR by the late Joan Kroc in 2003. 

More than anything else, the incoming 112th Congress has a mandate to stem the flood of red ink 
that is drowning Washington in debt. The tax dollars consumed by NPR are admittedly a drop in the 
enormous fiscal bucket. But if Congress can’t even do away with a frill like subsidies for public radio, 
how will it stand a prayer of shoving far more formidable gluttons away from the federal trough? 

  
The Economist 
What’s up pussycat?  

SOME creatures are so stunningly beautiful that it seems a tragedy they should be allowed to vanish. 
The tiger is most certainly one of them. Yet despite years of effort, a complete ban on the trade in 
tiger parts (a trade that is punishable by death in China), and tens, if not hundreds, of millions of 
dollars, the tiger is on the brink of extinction. Reports have been written, ecotourism ventures started, 
laws made, patrols increased and people living with tigers consulted. The results? Nada. Zip. Diddly 
squat. 

      

The figures are telling. Over the past decade tiger numbers have fallen by 40%. Today there are no 
more than 3,200 wild tigers, down from 100,000 a century ago. They occupy 7% of their historic 
range, and three of the nine tiger subspecies are extinct: the Bali tiger, the Caspian tiger and the 
south China tiger. Worse, only 1,000 of the tigers out there are breeding females. And these are 
scattered thinly over 13 nations, four of which no longer have viable breeding populations. Poaching 
is the greatest threat, followed by habitat loss. Around 1,000 tigers are known to have been killed for 



the illegal trade over the past decade and Traffic, a wildlife-trade monitor, views this as only a fraction 
of the total.  

One thing that everyone can agree on is that tiger conservation has failed. Despite this, countries 
meeting in St Petersburg for a tiger summit decided that the problem could be resolved with the same 
kinds of actions as in the past, only backed with more money. A recent study suggested that the cost 
of managing the remaining 18 sites in which tigers remain viable is around $82m a year—this 
includes the cost of law enforcement, wildlife monitoring, and community involvement. A shortfall of 
$35m was mentioned. At the summit, it was declared that $350m will be needed over the next five 
years.  Most of this was pledged as the summit ended.  

Whether all this largess will be enough to negate the huge economic incentive to poach tigers is 
moot. Poaching is driven by the trade ban itself and a black-market value of around $50,000 
(£32,000) for a whole tiger. Look at the tiger another way: as a roaming pile of banknotes worth at 
least $50,000 in large, wild and lawless places such as Russia, China and India. Is $350m either 
enough, or a sensible amount to spend? Assuming that each of the remaining tigers is worth $50,000, 
this means the world has about $200m worth of tigers roaming wild. The world is now asked to spend 
$350m on a plan that even if it were to work, would only protect the tiger for the next five years. What 
happens after that? 

As tiger-conservation expert Kirsten Conrad explains neatly in an interview on the Mongabay website, 
35 years of a trade ban has failed because demand for tiger is price inelastic - a point The Economist 
has been trying to make for some time. People will buy tiger, even if the price goes up. Increasing the 
amount of money spent on enforcement may, therefore, simply not work.   

The solution is to breed tigers, sell them and use the revenue to pay for wild tiger conservation and 
re-introductions in perpetuity. The Chinese are already good at breeding tigers. The precedent for a 
controlled trade is a good one. The American alligator was almost driven to extinction by hunting, but 
a combination of farming and protection, that was gradually relaxed, means that today around 30,000 
wild alligators can be killed each year in Louisiana (the main home of the American alligator) and the 
population is still growing. These, together with farmed animals (farms must also contribute financially 
to the wild population) generate $20m in revenue for the state every year.  

The American alligator population is in rude health, as landowners have financial incentives to 
conserve and protect alligators and their habitat in the long term (most alligator habitat is in private 
hands). This is the only kind of setup that has a chance of saving the tiger. But the world finds it hard 
to sanction the killing of such a cute animal, and therefore seems destined only to repeat its mistakes. 
So the alligator thrives, while the tiger struggles. Ironic that the world can figure out how to save 
something as unloved as the alligator, while the tiger may be doomed simply because it is loved too 
much. And that is what is up with the world's biggest pussycat. 

  
  



 
  
  
  

 
  
 


