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W
ASHINGTON - Many
Americans are more
thoughtful when choosing
appliances than when
choosing presidents, but

the baseball writers whose ballots
decide who is “enshrined” – more
about that verb anon – in Cooper-
stown’s Hall of Fame are mostly con-
scientious voters struggling to unrav-
el a knotty puzzle: How to treat re-
tired players who are known or sus-
pected to have used performance
enhancing drugs (PEDs) while com-
piling gaudy numbers? 

Such chemicals increase muscle
mass, thereby increasing hitters’ bat
speeds, pitchers’ velocities, and re-
covery from the strain of training and
competing. On Wednesday, two highly
probable users, Roger Clemens
(third-most career strikeouts, seven
Cy Young awards) and Barry Bonds
(career and season home run records,
seven MVP awards) reached 54.1
percent and 53.8 percent, respective-
ly, up from 45.2 percent and 44.3 per-
cent last year and approaching the 75
percent threshold for admission. Only
three players have reached 50 per-
cent without eventually being ad-
mitted (Jack Morris, Gil Hodges, Lee
Smith). 

Cooperstown’s administrators – it
is not run by Major League Baseball –
and the writers-cum-gatekeepers
must decide what the institution is.
Its title – the National Baseball Hall
of Fame and Museum – implies that

the hall containing the players’
plaques is somehow apart from and
other than the museum. The Oxford
English Dictionary defines “museum”
as where “objects of historical, scien-
tific, artistic or cultural interest are
stored and exhibited.” A “shrine”
contains “memorabilia of a particular
revered person or thing.” Cooper-
stown stipulates that “voting shall be
based upon the player’s record, play-
ing ability, integrity, sportsmanship,
character and contributions to the
team(s) on which the player played.” 

Some players’ records reflect abil-
ities enhanced by acts of bad charac-
ter – surreptitious resorts to disrepu-
table chemistry that traduces sports-
manship. But as younger writers who
did not cover baseball during the PED

era become Hall of Fame voters, the
electorate is becoming less interested
in disqualifying PED users. These
writers should, however, consider
why PEDs matter. 

They subvert the central idea of
sport – athletes competing on equal
terms. Distinguishing legitimate from
illegitimate athletic enhancement can
be complex: The body produces tes-
tosterone and human growth hor-
mone (HGH) that are components of
some potent PEDs. Enhancements
improve performance without deval-
uing it only if they involve methods
and materials (e.g., better training
and nutrition) that help the body per-
form unusually rather than unnatu-
rally well. 

PEDs mock the idea that winning
is a just reward for praiseworthy
behavior – submission to an exacting
training regimen and the mental mas-
tery of pressure, pain and exhaustion.
Drugs that make sport exotic make it
less exemplary; they drain sport of
admirable excellence, which elevates
spectators as well as competitors. 

Beyond this civic interest in honest
athletics, there is a matter of justice.
Many former ballplayers missed
having major league careers, or long-
er major league careers with larger
contracts, because they competed
honestly against cheating opponents,
or lost playing time to cheating team-
mates. These handicapped-because-
honorable players could have leveled
the playing field only by using dan-
gerous PEDs, thereby jeopardizing
their physical and mental health and
forfeiting their integrity. 

And consider Fred McGriff, who in
19 sterling seasons during the steroid
era hit 493 home runs, seven short of
the 500 mark that has generally

opened Cooperstown’s doors to eligi-
ble players (retired five years) not
suspected of PED use. There is no
suspicion that McGriff used PEDs,
and if he had he certainly would have
hit many more than seven additional
home runs. The closest he has come
to Cooperstown’s 75 percent is 23.9
percent in 2012. (He received 21.7
percent Wednesday.) And there are
players in Cooperstown whose ca-
reers were enhanced by amphet-
amines, which once were ubiquitous
in baseball but now are banned. 

Until baseball’s steroid parenthe-
sis, only one demarcation had dis-
rupted the game’s continuity, that
between the dead ball era and, begin-
ning around 1920, the live ball era.
The parenthesis has been closed,
although the financial incentives to
cheat are such that there always will
be sinister chemists competing to
concoct PEDs that defeat the efforts
of other chemists to detect them. The
incentives can, however, be decisive-
ly reordered by sufficiently severe
penalties, which almost all players
would favor.

If Cooperstown is content, as per-
haps it should be, to be merely a mu-
seum – not a negligible thing – then
Bonds and Clemens belong there as
important elements of the game’s
story, and their story should be can-
didly told on their plaques. If, howev-
er, Cooperstown wants admission to
mean enshrinement, it must embrace
and articulate the Hall’s ethic. Amer-
ica has never more urgently needed
the insistence that real success must
be honorably achieved.

Cooperstown must decide if it’s museum or shrine
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PEDs, and players like Barry Bonds, mock
the idea that winning is a just reward for
praiseworthy behavior – submission to an
exacting training regimen and the mental
mastery of pressure, pain and exhaustion.

GEORGE 
WILL

George Will is a columnist for The
Washington Post. He can be reached at
georgewill@washpost.com.

P
resident-elect Donald
Trump’s threats against
American companies looking
to relocate in foreign coun-
tries have won favorable

review from many quarters. Support
comes from those alarmed about
trade deficits, those who want a “level
playing field” and those who call for
“free trade but fair trade,” whatever
that means.

Some American companies relo-
cate in foreign lands because costs
are lower and hence their profits are
higher. Lower labor costs are not the
only reason companies move to other
countries.

Life Savers, a candy manufactur-
ing company, was based in Holland,
Michigan, for decades. In 2002, it
moved to Montreal. It didn’t move
because Canada had lower wages.
Canadian wages are similar to ours.
The mayor of Holland offered Kraft,
the parent company of Life Savers, a

15-year tax break worth $25 million to
stay. But Kraft’s CEO said it would
save $90 million over the same period
because sugar was less expensive in
Canada. Congress can play favorites
with U.S. sugar producers by keeping
foreign sugar out, enabling them to
charge higher sugar prices, earn
higher profits and pay their employ-
ees higher wages. Our Congress has
no power to force the Canadian Par-
liament to impose similar sugar im-
port restrictions.

One of the unappreciated benefits
of international trade is that it helps
reveal the cost of domestic policy. For
example, the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration can impose
high costs on American companies,
but it has no jurisdiction elsewhere.
Our Environmental Protection Agen-
cy can impose costly regulations on
American companies, but it has no
power to impose costly regulations on
companies in other countries. Con-
gress can impose costly tax burdens
on American companies, but it has no
power to do so abroad. Restrictions on
international trade conceal these
costs. My argument here is not
against the costly regulations that we
impose on ourselves. I am merely

suggesting that we should appreciate
the cost of those regulations. The fact
that a good or service can be pro-
duced more cheaply elsewhere helps.

Trump’s threats to impose high
tariffs on the products of companies
that leave ought to be a worry for us –
namely, whether we are going to have
another president who flouts the U.S.
Constitution. Here’s how Article 1,
Section 7 of our Constitution reads:
“All Bills for raising Revenue shall
originate in the House of Representa-
tives; but the Senate may propose or
concur with Amendments as on other
Bills.” President Barack Obama has
circumvented the Constitution and
Congress through executive orders.
His success in doing so has put too
much power in the hands of the exec-
utive branch. One wonders whether
Trump plans to broaden that power
by implementing trade tariffs
through executive order.

In early December, Masayoshi Son,
CEO of SoftBank, a Japanese tele-
communications company, pledged,
after meeting with Trump, to invest
$50 billion in the United States, a
move that would create 50,000 jobs. I
wonder whether Trump would sup-
port Japanese domestic interests that

might want to prevent so many jobs
from moving away from Japan. A few
weeks ago, when it was announced
that Peter Navarro was appointed to
lead the new White House National
Trade Council, Trump said Navarro
will work to “shrink our trade def-
icit.” Yet more foreign investment
would put upward pressure on Amer-
ica’s trade deficit.

Some Americans support trade
restrictions because they think there
is a problem with having a trade def-
icit, i.e., buying more from foreigners
than they buy from us. But when
foreigners sell us goods and take
home U.S. dollars, what do they do
with those dollars? The answer to that
question lies in the fact that ultimate-
ly, dollars are only good in the U.S.
They can go from country to country,
but they sooner or later wind up in the
U.S. as claims on what we produce.

By the way, all trade is fair in the
eyes of the parties trading, or else
they would not trade. It’s third parties
who seek to interfere.

There’s more to international trade than meets the eye 
WALTER E.
WILLIAMS

Walter E. Williams is a professor of
economics at George Mason University
and a syndicated columnist.


