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18 March 2009 
 
Editor, The New York 
Times 
620 Eighth Avenue 
New York, NY 10018 
 
To the Editor: 
 
Sen. Sherrod Brown snarls 
at the notion that 
protectionist policies 
reduce freedom (Letters, 
March 18).  Let's see.  If I 
want to buy a pair of pants 
from China, armed agents 
from U.S. Customs stop 
me from doing so unless 
and until I fork over to them 
a fee that Mr. Brown and 
his colleagues on Capitol 
Hill determine I should pay 
for the privilege of 

engaging in this voluntary 
transaction. 
 
If I resist and try to buy my 
pants without paying the 
fee demanded by Uncle 
Sam's armed goons, I will 
be imprisoned.  If I resist 
too adamantly, I will be 
shot dead. 
 
For Mr. Brown to deny that 
protectionism infringes 
people's freedom is 
disgraceful Orwellian 
newspeak. 

 
17 March 2009 
 
Editor, The Wall Street 
Journal 
200 Liberty Street 
New York, NY 10281 
 

To the Editor: 
 
Successful politicians 
Bernie Sanders and Chuck 
Grassley assert that the 
productivity of America's 
economy is not reduced by 
restricting businesses' 
ability to hire immigrants 
(Letters, March 17).  In 
contrast, successful 
entrepreneur Jeremy 
Chester explains that his 
business thrived largely 
because he was able to 
hire immigrants. 
 
Two different opinions from 
two different sources.  
Which source do you 
reckon is most credible? 

 
17 March 2009 
 



Editor, The Wall Street 
Journal 
200 Liberty Street 
New York, NY 10281 
 
To the Editor: 
 
Peter Wallison masterfully 
exposes the pitfalls in Rep. 
Barney Frank's proposal to 
create a "systemic risk 
regulator" ("Congress Is 
the Real Systemic Risk," 
March 17).  But it's worth 
emphasizing that we 
already have an excellent 
regulator of systemic risks: 
the market.  Because 
participation in any aspect 
of the market is voluntary, 
each individual - risking 
only his or her own assets - 
chooses how, and how 
much, to participate.  The 
competition, personal 
responsibility, and inherent 
decentralization 
characteristic of the market 
keep systemic risks small. 
 
Large systemic risks are 
created only when 
competition is replaced by 
monopoly power, when 
decentralization is 
supplanted by centralized 
decision-making, and when 
personal responsibility 
gives way to socialized 
'sharing' of costs and 
benefits.  Government is 
the one institution capable 
of achieving this troika of 
troublesomeness.  The 
state's control over the 
money supply is only the 

most devious of the 
countless ways that 
government dangerously 
intrudes itself systemically, 
and with no competition, 
into market transactions. 

 
16 March 2009 
 
Mr. Rick Sanchez, Host, 
CNN NewsRoom 
 
Dear Mr. Sanchez: 
 
Re your interview today 
with economics students at 
Georgia State University: 
when a young man said 
that he is skeptical of 
government regulation and 
that he values individual 
liberty, you derisively 
accused him of believing 
that the economy would 
work well "without any 
rules." 
 
The smug assurance of 
your accusation reveals 
your gross 
misunderstanding of the 
case for free markets.  
That case is NOT that rules 
are unnecessary.  Rather, 
it's that rules written by 
politicians and enforced by 
bureaucrats generally work 
much less well than do 
rules that emerge 
decentrally - rules that 
evolve from the voluntary 
interactions and successes 
and mistakes of individuals 
each pursuing his or her 
own goals without being 
herded by a central 

authority - rules that are 
enforced by competition 
and by the exercise of 
personal responsibility and 
that, when sufficiently 
important, become 
formalized in case law 
declared by courts. 
 
The distinction between 
what you think of as rules 
and the kinds of rules that 
permeate successful 
market economies is 
perhaps subtle.  But it's 
also real and important.  
You should try to grasp it. 

 



16 March 2009 
 
Editor, Baltimore Sun 
 
Dear Editor: 
 
Opposing merit pay for 
teachers, retired teacher 
Jim Apgar claims that he 
and his fellow teachers 
were motivated only by 
their students' needs and 
that "no amount of money 
would have improved my 
performance" (Letters, 
March 16). 
 
Wow!  Taking Mr. Apgar at 
his word implies that no 
reduction in the amount of 
money he was paid would 
have worsened his 
performance.  Indeed, his 
claim implies that he would 
have continued to teach - 
and teach well - even if his 
employer had stopped 
paying him altogether. 
 
If Mr. Apgar is both truthful 
and representative of 
teachers, cash-strapped 
school districts can stop 
worrying and simply slash 
teachers' pay dramatically. 
 
 


