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Socialist Jackpot?
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Socialism has great appeal 
because, in theory, it claims 
to nearly provide utopia on 
Earth, but in reality, it leads to 
less wealth, poorer healthcare, 
and greater inequality.    
(September 2, 2019, 56pp)
 TNA190902

The latest solution to reduce 
murders is to take guns away 
from dangerous and mentally 
unstable individuals — without 
a presumption of innocence and 
without the ability to defend 
oneself. That’s dangerous!   
(October 7, 2019, 48pp)
 TNA191007

The UN — mainly a collection 
of totalitarian governments 
— presumes to tell the 
U.S. government and U.S. 
citizens what they can and 
can’t do in America, trying 
to simply assume power over 
us. See a problem with that?   
(October 21, 2019, 48pp)
 TNA191021

China is rightly renowned for 
making inferior and unsafe 
products, yet most of America’s 
pharmaceuticals originate there. 
This has already had deadly 
effect. We point out the problem 
and what needs to be done. 
(September 16, 2019, 48pp)
 TNA190916
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UN to America:
We’re the Boss

American children are 
progressively doing worse 
in math, reading, and 
other subjects, while being 
indoctrinated with leftist 
pablum — the cause and 
the prognosis. (February 4, 
2019, 48pp)       TNA190204
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Not Much Power
In The New AmericAN of March 4, 2019, 
the article entitled “The Renewable Energy 
Scam” criticizes the alleged “renewable 
energy” of solar and wind power from the 
standpoint that “the sun doesn’t always 
shine, and the wind doesn’t always blow,” 
and for various “energy credit schemes” 
used. Actually, there’s a much more fun-
damental reason why we shouldn’t invest 
heavily in them for large-scale dependence: 
Basic science points out that the “renew-
able energies” of solar and wind are just too 
ineffective — and environmentally costly 
— to pursue further for large-scale use.

 Both are too “low density” in nature 
to be effective for large-scale use and de-
pendence. Their “low density” requires 
so much use of land and other resources 
to manufacture the equipment and put 
it to use to “harvest” electricity and ob-
tain significant output that it makes them 
extremely inefficient and costly. Those 
resources could be much better used for 
other, more efficient power sources — 
particularly nuclear — for long-term and 
large-scale purposes.

 I’ve been looking at solar and wind 
from the standpoint of possible imple-
mentation in my own housing for 45 years, 
since before buying my first house, revisit-
ing their “state of the art” frequently. So I 
became very aware of how their low den-
sity/low potential (in “electronic voltage” 
or power terms) nature makes it very chal-
lenging to design them for cost-effective 
use and for dependable energy.

 At this point I consider them worth pur-
suing on significant scale only in certain 
situations for small, isolated areas where 
“bringing in” electric lines or fuel supplies 
is expensive due to distance or other consid-
erations: Denmark has some small islands 
where that has made sense. But reducing 
conventional power demands in daily usage 
must be a significant consideration.

 En route to and from visiting family 
in South Carolina, while traveling through 

rural mid-Georgia on 

U.S. routes roughly between I-75 and Co-
lumbus, Georgia, I pass by a very large 
“solar farm” — several hundred acres of 
flat solar panels roughly four-feet square 
(maybe larger) each. Having some idea 
from previous research and data-gathering 
for my own purposes, it made me wonder, 
“What small fraction of power for metro 
Atlanta (or any sizeable developed area) 
would that ‘solar farm’ provide?”

I hadn’t given really critical thought 
the problems of renewables regarding vi-
ability in large-scale projects until recent 
articles pointed out that Germany, which 
has invested heavily in both solar and 
wind power over the past 20 to 25 years, 
now pays double the rate for its electrical 
power as  compared to France, which has 
focused primarily on nuclear power for 
electricity for 60 years.

People in the United States worry about 
nuclear waste, but it is much less of a 
problem than it seems. France uses “re-
enrichment of nuclear fuel” as a reliable 
and low-cost method to specifically avoid 
most of the concerns with the disposal of 
spent fuel that has been somewhat prob-
lematic in the United States. 

It appears one reason “disposal” has 
been problematic for the United States is 
that the “suppliers of new nuclear fuel” 
used their lobbying power and political 
influence to prevent development and im-
plementation of re-enrichment of “spent” 
nuclear fuel here — to assure their own 
fortunes. Another instance of corruption in 
the U.S. “system” that is costing us dearly.

 richArd NoTT 
Sent via e-mail     

Korean War Location
Regarding the caption below the picture 
on page 36 of your October 21 article en-
titled “Perpetual Peace Through Perpetual 
War,” Inchon is in South Korea, not North 
Korea. It’s not far west of Seoul.

russell w. hAAs
Golden, Colorado

Printed in the U.S.A. • ISSN 0885-6540
P.O. Box 8040 • Appleton, WI 54912
920-749-3784 • 920-749-3785 (fax)

www.thenewamerican.com
editorial@thenewamerican.com

Rates are $49 per year (Canada, add $9; 
foreign, add $27) Copyright ©2019 by 
American Opinion Publishing, Inc. Periodicals 
postage paid at Appleton, WI and additional 
mailing offices. Postmaster: Send any address 
changes to The New AmericAN, P.O. Box 8040, 
Appleton, WI 54912.

The New AmericAN is 
published twice monthly 
by American Opinion 
Publishing Inc., a wholly 

owned subsidiary of The John Birch Society.

Publisher & Editor 
Gary Benoit

Senior Editor 
William F. Jasper

Managing Editor 
Kurt Williamsen

Web Editor 
John T. Larabell

Foreign Correspondent 
Alex Newman

Contributors 
Bob Adelmann • Dennis Behreandt 

Steve Byas • Raven Clabough 
Selwyn Duke • Brian Farmer  

Christian Gomez • Larry Greenley 
Gregory A. Hession, J.D. 

Ed Hiserodt • William P. Hoar   
R. Cort Kirkwood • Patrick Krey, J.D.  

Warren Mass • John F. McManus  
James Murphy • Dr. Duke Pesta  

Llewellyn H. Rockwell, Jr. 
C. Mitchell Shaw • Michael Tennant 

Rebecca Terrell • Fr. James Thornton 
Laurence M. Vance • Joe Wolverton II, J.D. 

Creative Director 
Joseph W. Kelly

Senior Graphic Designer 
Katie Bradley

Research 
Bonnie M. Gillis

Chief Strategy Officer  
Bill Hahn 

Advertising/Circulation Manager 
Julie DuFrane 

EXTRA COPIES AVAILABLE
Additional copies of this issue of The New AmericAN are 

 available at quantity-discount prices. To place your order, visit 
www.shopjbs.org or see the card between pages 34-35.

➧

TrailWinds 
p l a z a

Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 5

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

http://www.thenewamerican.com
mailto:editorial@thenewamerican.com
http://www.shopjbs.org


Experts in Streamlined 
Shipping Solutions

Let Freight Management 
save your company  

$1 Million in expenses 
this year alone!

Reduce Freight Costs • Streamline  
Operations • Increase Visibility 

Local, National and Global Solutions 
 Start Realizing Savings Within 60 Days 

This process starts with a 
no charge freight study.

2900 E. La Palma Avenue, Anaheim, CA 92806
P: 714-632-1440 Ext. 101 • F: 714-632-7221

www.FreightMgmt.com

Appleton, WI 54912-8040 • (920) 749-3780 •

“Less government, more responsibility,  
and — with God’s help — a better world.”  

How Can I  
Make a Difference?

GETTING STARTED IS AS EASY AS 1,2,3...

Sign up for JBS news  
and action alerts

Contact  
your elected  
representatives

Join The John 
Birch Society

1

2

3
•  Visit www.JBS.org/join to apply  

for membership today

Go to ShopJBS.org or call 1-800-342-6491 to order! 191104

$16.95

$1.00

$12.95

$24.95

Original Intent by Barton

Why does the Supreme Court no longer uphold and protect basic principles? By 
drawing from thousands of primary sources, David Barton answers this question. 
Discover how the Founders’ “original intent” — a balanced and limited federal 
government — can again become a reality! (2008ed, 552pp, pb, $12.95ea  BKOI

America’s God and Country by Federer

This book of quotes consists of profound and inspiring thoughts from our Founding Fa-
thers, presidents, statesmen, scientists, and others. These selections eloquently capture 
America’s noble heritage. The material is alphabetically arranged by author, fully foot-
noted, and indexed by subject. (2013ed, 845pp, hb, 1/$24.95ea; 2+/$22.95ea) BKAGCHB

Miracle at Philadelphia by Bowen

Rediscover the timeless story of the Constitutional Convention of 1787. (1986ed, 
346pp, pb, $16.95ea  BKMP

The Founders’ Brilliant Solution to Big Government: Article VI — DVD
Big Government can be reined in by enforcing the Constitution instead of changing it, by applying the Constitution’s 
Article VI, Clause 2 (Supremacy Clause) and Clause 3 (Oath of Office). Find out how you can help! 
Audio CD (2018ed, 35min, 1-10/$1.00ea; 11-20/$0.90ea; 21-49/$0.80ea; 50-99/$0.75ea; 100-999/$0.70ea; 1000+/$0.64ea)  
 CDBKLTFBS
Sleeved DVD (2019, 30 min, 1-10/$1.00ea; 11-20/$0.90ea; 21-49/$0.80ea; 50-99/$0.75ea; 100-999/$0.70ea; 1000+/$0.64ea)  
 DVDPPFBSA6

Bringing You

Perspective
PurposeWith

JBS.org/Video

http://www.FreightMgmt.com
http://www.JBS.org/join
http://ShopJBS.org
http://jbs.org/Video


The FBI report entitled “2018: Crime in the United States,” re-
leased September 30, broke down murder by types of weapons 
used. Looking at the data, we see that the number of murders 
carried out last year with knives or cutting instruments was five 
times higher than the number of murders carried out with rifles. 

According to the FBI, 1,515 people were killed by “knives 
and cutting instruments,” while only 297 were killed by “rifles” 
in 2018.

These statistics show the illogic of the recent calls by “progres-
sive” politicians to ban so-called assault-type rifles such as the 
AR-15. 

While gun ownership is clearly protected by the Second 
Amendment, rifles have been the favorite target of those who 
would restrict the right of the people to keep and bear arms. 
Despite the high number of handguns used in murders, practi-
cally all of the calls for weapons bans have been against “as-
sault rifles.”

To understand why, it is important to look at the history behind 
the Second Amendment. The war for American independence, 
including the attempt by the British to confiscate weapons be-
longing to the American colonists at Lexington and Concord, was 
fresh in the minds of those who wrote the amendment. When the 
authors of the amendment spoke of “the security of a free state,” 
they were speaking of security from tyrants — not deer.

Whether anti-gunners realize they are being used as pawns 
to leave Americans defenseless against future tyrants or not, 
those who call for bans on “assault rifles” are doing exactly 
that.(Though, technically, AR-15-style rifles are not “assault 
weapons” or “assault rifles.” Though they look like military 
rifles, such as the M-16, they function like other semi-automatic 
civilian sporting firearms, firing only one round with each pull 
of the trigger.)

That is a second reason why it is senseless to ban rifles such 
as the AR-15. Not only are they not “assault rifles,” but, as the 
FBI statistics show, they are used in fewer murders than knives.

FBI Report: Five Times More Murders With Knives Than Rifles 

Thanks largely to fawning media stories and propaganda from 
LGBTQ activists, the demand for gender reassignment surgeries 
is at an all-time high. But many who have “changed” their gender 
are now experiencing regrets about that life-altering decision.

Twenty-eight-year-old Charlie Evans from Newcastle in Eng-
land — who was born a female but “identified” as a male for 
nearly a decade — is one such case. Charlie “de-transitioned” 
last year and went public with her story. She found an alarming 
number of people in the same boat.

“I’m in communication with 19 and 20-year-olds who have 
had full gender reassignment surgery who wish they hadn’t, and 
their dysphoria hasn’t been relieved, they don’t feel better for it,” 
Evans told Sky News October 5. “They don’t know what their 
options are now.”

Evans claims she has been contacted by “hundreds” of people 
— 30 in Newcastle alone — who are looking for assistance in 
reclaiming their original gender. People who are unhappy with a 
gender reassignment generally find no love within the LGBTQ 
community and are looked upon as “traitors” by the activists, 
who are looking to normalize this very destructive behavior.

Evans has launched the De-transition Advocacy Network, a 
group that looks to help others who are struggling with regret 
about gender reassignment surgery find answers and physicians 
who will help them both psychologically and physically return 
to the gender of their birth.

In the United States, a man named Walt Heyer has created his 
own outreach network called Sex Change Regret. Heyer’s web-
site claims that up to 20 percent of those who have gender reas-
signment come to regret it, and over 40 percent attempt suicide 
after the surgery. Heyer, himself, lived as a woman for eight years 
in the 1980s and feels that gender dysphoria (formerly known as 
gender identity disorder) is something that needs to be treated 
psychologically instead of physically.

“Hundreds” of Young Transgenders Look to Reclaim Their Original Gender 
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“Swedish cities such as Malmö have turned into Muslim-domi-
nant no-go hellholes, which Swedes now find unlivable,” wrote 
American Thinker’s Monica Showalter October 2. “The migrants 
freely admitted to Sweden have placed about as much value on 
that entry as the price they paid for it, which is nothing.”

Consequently, some native Swedes are now migrating. “As a 
parent, you become angry, desperate.... The result is that those 
who can, and can afford it, move ... to a quieter part of the coun-
try or abroad. Those who do not have the same opportunities 
[to move] remain where they are. It’s devastating,” said former 
Minister of Labour Sven Otto Littorin, who now lives and works 
in Dubai, on Facebook.

This has led to what some call a “population exchange,” as 
Gatestone Institute reported October 2: “Take the small, pic-
turesque town of Filipstad (population 10,000), for example…. 
‘We are experiencing a population exchange,’… Jim Frölander, 
integration manager in the Filipstad municipality, says…. Be-
tween 2012 and 2018, 640 native Swedes left the town, and 963 
foreign-born people moved into the town. Those leaving are 
people of working age (20-64), which means that the munici-
pality’s tax revenues are shrinking, exacerbating [the] town’s 
financial crisis.”

A Croatian man who grew up in Sweden recently moved to 
Poland with his wife and kids, saying he doesn’t “recognise the 
country [he] grew up in anymore.” Yet another, also a part of 

what has been called the “Swedish Diaspora,” is a woman born 
of a Hungarian mother who moved to Hungary because, she says, 
“There is no safety at all” in Sweden.

But at least, for a while longer perhaps, the Swedes can enjoy 
the moral preening. “Sweden has a very strong self-image of 
being a good country,” as Swedish journalist Elisabeth Asbrink 
put it to the New York Post September 28. “It’s in the tradition 
of Sweden to put itself forth as a moral role model…. Of course 
it’s a lie,” she admits.

As Migrants Swamp Sweden, Swedes Start Fleeing 

Recent news articles reinforce reports that have been carried by 
major-media outlets for over a year: Employment levels in blue-
collar jobs have been growing at their fastest rate in more than 
30 years, with most of the growth taking place since Donald 
Trump took office.

The Investment Watch blog ran a report on October 12 that 
was headlined “Under Trump, employment for the non-college-
educated is the best it’s been in 50 years.” The article noted: 
“Blue-collar professionals such as plumbers and mechanics are 
earning more than the average salary for white-collar jobs — 
and they don’t require a traditional college degree, according to 
a recent Bloomberg report.”

That statement is particularly significant in the face of mul-
tiple reports in the news of late about the burden of college debt. 
Though college graduates still earn more than non-graduates, 
avoiding student debt could make trade schools more appealing. 
Many trade programs are covered in part by employers, and state-
sponsored programs in Michigan and Georgia offer tuition-free  
trade degrees.

Last May, Issues & Insights found that 1.2 million goods-pro-
ducing jobs were created in the U.S. economy since Trump took 
office — more than twice as many as were created during the last 
27 months of the Obama administration.

During Obama’s last 27 months in office, the economy cre-
ated 109,000 manufacturing jobs, compared with 470,000 created 

from January 2017 through May 2019 under Trump. Jobs in the 
durable-goods manufacturing industry declined during this time 
under Obama. 

Blue-collar workers are seeing stronger wage gains as well, 
noted the report, with weekly wages for goods-producing jobs up 
$70 under Trump, compared with $39 under Obama.

During May, the Labor Department reported that job openings 
had surged by 346,000 to a seasonally adjusted 7.5 million in 
March. Vacancies in the construction industry climbed by 73,000, 
and there were 87,000 job openings in the transportation, ware-
housing, and utilities sectors. n

Blue-collar Employment Thriving Under Trump — Hits 50-year High 
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Louisiana Congressman Introduces  
Resolution to Expel Nancy Pelosi From the House
“House Democrats spent nearly three years obsessed with election med-
dling only to dwarf any such efforts with their own deceitful plan to 
nullify the 2016 election and prevent President Trump from winning in 
2020. I have called for Nancy Pelosi to be expelled from the House and 
for the Speaker’s Office to be vacated.”
Representative Ralph Abraham (R-La.) knows that his resolution has 
as much chance of passage in the House as would a Democrat vote 
to convict President Trump if articles of impeachment ever reach the 
Senate. The Abraham measure is designed to let the American people 
know that there is frustration in Congress over the anti-Trump cam-
paign waged by the Democrats, enough frustration to fight back with 
a similar proposal.

Afghan Woman Feels Threatened After Becoming Mayor of an Afghan Town
“I told them I will claim my right to office if I have to set myself on fire in front of the palace. It was 
not an idle threat.”
Well aware that she is on the front lines for women’s rights in an area dominated by Taliban forces who 
suppress women, Zarifa Ghafari knows that assassination may well be her fate.

Britain’s Government Fires Employee Who Won’t Use Transgender Pronouns
“[I believe] in the truth of the Bible and, in particular, the truth of Genesis 1:27. I am a Christian, and 

in good conscience, I cannot do what the Department for Work and Pen-
sions are requiring of me.” 
He expressed his personal view to a colleague who reported him to 
higher-ups and, when Dr. David Mackereth was asked to explain his 
position, he cited the biblical verse that states, “In the image of God He 
created him, male and female he created them.” That was enough for 
the department head to fire him.

California Democrat Says Impeachment Not Enough 
“He needs to be imprisoned and put in solitary confinement.”
A strident foe of President Trump, Representative Maxine Waters (D-
Calif.) doesn’t try to temper the ill will she has toward our nation’s 
leader, who may be the first president in U.S. history not to enjoy any 
kind of “honeymoon” period after assuming office.

TV Commentator Urges Public to Disregard Youthful Climate Activists
“[They are] selfish, badly educated, virtue-signaling little turds … who should wake up, grow up and 
shut up until you’re sure of the facts before protesting.”
A prominent broadcaster for Australia’s Sky News, Alan Jones reacted sharply to demonstrations by 
youthful activists that have been generated by the claims of 16-year-old Swedish media star Greta 
Thunberg.

Senator Wants to End U.S.  
Involvement in Numerous Foreign Conflicts
“Mr. Trump is stopping the endless wars and we will be stronger as a 
result. The Cheney/Graham Neocon War Caucus has cost us too much in 
fighting these wars.”
Repeatedly urging President Trump to avoid foreign conflicts, Senator 
Rand Paul (R-Ky.) openly named leading congressional neocons who 
seem always to want our nation at war somewhere. The current conflict 
that stimulated his concern pits Turkey, our NATO ally, against the Kurds, 
who are U.S. allies opposing ISIS. This means that two U.S. allies are 
fighting each other. n
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The UN’s ActNow program goes into detail about the individual sacrifices the UN wants everyday 

Americans to make — and to pressure legislators to make it happen.  
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ACT
NOW
To Live Poor
The UN’s plan for you



by Charles Scaliger

T he phrase “American dream” 
should probably be re-termed the 
“American ideal” to make bet-

ter sense. That ideal is based upon using 
the freedom and opportunity provided to 
Americans through the U.S. Constitution 
to achieve prosperity, success, and fulfill-
ment for themselves and their children 
through hard work — in short, the oppor-
tunity for each person to pursue his or her 
own happiness.

But what does “happiness” entail? For 
some people, that means eating a brat-
burger with cheese and ketchup at a table 
with family members, swapping the day’s 
stories. For others, it’s about having a shiny 
car that goes 200 miles per hour or week-
ends at the lake reading books, staying in 
one’s condo or on a houseboat. For some, 
it’s about trips to Rome, Paris, or Miami — 
visiting Australia, Africa, or South America 
— or about farming or ranching or hiking 
or skiing or fishing or hunting or praying 
or playing video games or something else. 
For a relative few, happiness means “doing 
without,” having as little impact on Earth’s 
environment as possible so as to not inter-
fere with “nature.”

One of the things that makes America 
great is that we can live most any lifestyle 
we earn.

But if political elites and some well-
meaning, if misguided, followers have 
their way, that will no longer be the case. 
In the future of their dreams, only a small 
number of people will be able to “do what 
they want,” following their own paths to 
achieve happiness. Others will need to 
learn to love having less and doing less. 

Want to travel to Florida for Christmas 
to escape another brutal winter for awhile? 
Sorry, airplane travel is for emergencies 
and dignitaries, and public transportation 
for that week is full. Want steak for dinner? 
Sorry, meat is strictly restricted because of 
cow flatulence (which supposedly rivals 
CO2 in its ability to catastrophically warm 
the Earth) and land-usage laws. Want a 
heated swimming pool in your backyard? 
Sorry, that is a frivolous waste of energy, 
water, and building materials.

Sounds far-fetched doesn’t it? But de-
spite the slow start to such an effort — 
being decades in the making — there are 
now enough people on board socialist ef-

forts to “save the Earth” through “doing 
without” (though many may not have 
thought through the ramifications of what 
they are pushing) that it likely has a good 
chance of coming about.

Using the global campaign to combat 
alleged man-made climate change, they 
plan to reduce the standards of living of 
most of Earth’s population, deeming the 
changes necessary for “sustainability.” 
The people at the top know that this so-
called environmental effort is really the 
method by which power will be central-
ized under global governance through the 
UN, while most of their followers prob-
ably think they are truly saving the Earth.

The UN’s latest campaign on behalf 
of the climate, ActNow, lays out in lav-
ish detail the globalists’ intention to exert 
control over nearly every aspect of our 
daily lives, from the food we eat to the 
clothes we wear — and all, supposedly, 
in the name of saving the climate. Touted 
as “a critical part of the UN’s coordinated 
effort to raise awareness, ambition, and 
action for climate change and accelerate 
implementation of the Paris Agreement,” 
the new campaign highlights 10 things 

that the environmentally “woke” must do 
to serve as a good example for the rest of 
us. Some of them are familiar territory, 
while others represent uncharted lunatic 
terrain. For example, ActNow’s “Drive 
Less” campaign is nothing new. 

Transportation: For decades, the en-
vironmental movement has arrayed it-
self against virtually all forms of modern 
transportation, save for those conveyances 
necessary to commute to Earth Day cel-
ebrations and political rallies. “Gas guz-
zlers,” both wheeled and winged, have 
long incurred the wrath of those anxious 
to eliminate highway and air travel. Now 
the United Nations is reminding us that 
travel on foot, on horseback, in buggy, 
or on bicycle — transportation of ages 
past — deserves rehabilitation. Although 
alternative fuel sources such as hydrogen 
and solar cells show no signs of replac-
ing gasoline and other petroleum-derived 
products as the propellants of choice, the 
push is on to rid the world of polluting, 
fossil-fuel combustibles to protect the air 
we breathe and the climate we love. Such 
is the conventional wisdom peddled by en-
vironmental extremists.
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Tracking true believers: ActNow’s online campaign is equipped with a bot to remind participants 
of things they can do to live more “sustainably,” and to keep track of approved actions 
undertaken by those same participants.
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But returning to a world with 19th-
century modes of transportation is un-
thinkable — unless we are willing to let 
hundreds of millions of people perish of 
starvation when our modern trucks, ships, 
and planes (all of them powered by pol-
luting petroleum products) stop running. 

While mass transit such as subways and 
high-speed electric trains may move mass-
es of people about with less pollution than 
cars and buses, the fact is that our modern 
civilization depends crucially on rapid, 
gasoline-powered modes of individual 
transportation. Petroleum-derived fuels 
have been the default method of powering 
every form of non-rail transportation for 

more than a century, and with good rea-
son: Gasoline and other fuels are by far 
the cheapest, most convenient, and most 
energetic fuel sources ever developed for 
transportation, especially at the individual 
level. Modern electric cars are comfort-
able, quiet, and relatively non-polluting 
(if we ignore the resources devoted to 
building and charging them), but they 
have two huge drawbacks: They require 
a significant amount of time (usually over 
an hour) to recharge, and they have rela-
tively limited ranges. Add to this the fact 
that recharging stations are almost impos-
sible to find outside urban areas, and we 
have in electric cars a technological cu-

riosity that works well enough in urban 
areas with suitable infrastructure, but is 
utterly inadequate for long-distance travel 
in less-trafficked regions.

So until someone invents some entirely 
new method of propulsion, gasoline-
powered cars, trucks, buses, vans, and 
motorcycles will continue to crowd our 
roadways. Take them away, and the con-
sequences will be calamitous. As for their 
alleged threat to the climate, the vast array 
of unalloyed benefits modern transporta-
tion has conferred on the human race more 
than offset the very manageable problem 
of air pollution.

Diet restrictions: Far less familiar is the 
new environmentalist hostility for meat 
consumption, as retailed in ActNow’s 
“Meat-free Meals” talking point. Accord-
ing to ActNow’s blurb:

What we eat has major implications 
for climate change. The destruction 
of rainforests to create land for agri-
culture, along with growing demand 
for meat, are major contributors to 
the increasing greenhouse gases 
which are taking a significant toll on 
climate and global food security.... 
More and more chefs and other food 
suppliers are focusing on local and 
organic produce and shifting away 
from meat-heavy meals and fast 
food. They are joined by a growing 
movement of people changing the 
way they cook and eat. 

... The Challenge: cooking up 
dishes that are not only delicious but 
also good for the planet and good for 
us — reducing meat and emphasiz-
ing diverse vegetarian ingredients 
instead.

Interest in vegetarian and even vegan life-
styles is not new, but the UN’s interest in 
promoting them is. For decades, vegetari-
anism has been a minority lifestyle choice 
in most Western nations — although in 
many Buddhist and Hindu countries, veg-
etarianism is the dominant culinary prefer-
ence. Lately, though, vegetarianism in the 
West has seen a dramatic increase in popu-
larity, as much for its alleged health ben-
efits as for the perceived moral imperative 
of avoiding killing animals for food. But 
the UN’s (and environmentalists’) interest 
in eliminating meat consumption is not 
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Electric mood: Electric cars are burgeoning in popularity because they avoid using expensive 
gasoline. While they may be a viable alternative means of personal transportation in urban areas, 
their limited range, long recharging time, and hard-to-find recharging stations make them less 
convenient than traditional gas-fueled vehicles. Despite their limitations, they are adored by 
environmentalists.
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ActNow participants are encouraged to move toward 
“zero-waste fashion” by “upcycl[ing] your old clothes 
for new looks and shar[ing] your creations on social 
media.” Translation: Avoid buying new clothes by 
patching up old ones.



motivated by either health or concern for 
the well-being of the world’s cow, pig, and 
poultry population. Instead, “Meat-free 
Meals,” as ActNow’s rhetoric makes clear, 
are intended to suppress meat production 
— because ranching and similar activities 
are supposedly extremely destructive of 
the environment. 

In this connection, the recent media hul-
labaloo about the burning Amazon (and, 
less conspicuously, about the burning for-
ests in Borneo, another major rainforest 
area) was very conveniently timed. Much 
of the clearing of forests in the Amazon 
region, the adjacent Mato Grosso, and 
tropical forest areas worldwide has been 
driven by the cattle industry, or so goes the 
argument. This is true to an extent — but 
it is also undeniably true that much of the 
American continent today is under cultiva-
tion or grazing rights of one kind or anoth-
er. No longer are the Great Plains a sea of 
virgin grassland brimming with vast herds 
of buffalo. No longer are the sagebrush-
covered high plains and cactus-studded 

deserts trackless wildernesses. But that 
is the price to be paid for progress. The 
American West and Midwest are no longer 
the “Great American Desert,” because of 
animal husbandry and other types of ag-
riculture. 

Modern environmentalists want to 
deny developing countries such as Brazil 
and Indonesia the same opportunities that 
America enjoyed in transitioning from a 
trackless, lawless frontier to a modern, 
prosperous, developed country. It is easy 
to forget that, before modern technology, 
communications and transportation infra-
structure, and the other luxuries that de-
fine the modern age, there was agricultural 
progress. Before the first railroads and 
telegraph lines opened up the American 
West, the farmers and cattlemen were al-
ready there, because people must eat be-
fore all else. 

Globally, countries are developing in 
the same way America developed. Read-
ers over 50 will recall the great African 
famines of the ’80s and earlier. Within 
living memory, famines and food short-
ages were still significant problems in 
many parts of the world. Today, famine 
is all but unknown because of enormous 
advances in food production. In the United 
States, ranching and farming have become 

so productive and so efficient that the 
United States can produce enough meat 
and staples such as wheat to feed not only 
her own 330 million inhabitants, but also 
to ship enormous quantities of meat and 
other foodstuffs abroad (including our 
rival China, which depends in large mea-
sure on American beef and pork to feed its 
own meat-craving masses). 

But this doesn’t signify environmental 
devastation. With more efficient and pro-
ductive methods of ranching and farming, 
pressures on American forests and other 
natural habitats have receded. In recent 
decades, the United States has enjoyed 
reforestation and dramatic growth in 
natural habitats continent-wide. And the 
same will come to pass in countries such 
as Brazil as technology and standards of 
living continue to rise. The miracle of 
modern capitalism is that it has enabled 
greater and greater prosperity and pro-
ductivity with less and less intensive use 
of the land. 

Related to the UN’s anti-meat cam-
paign is a drive to consume local pro-
duce, to reduce demand for mass-grown 
fruits and vegetables on huge truck farms 
and plantations (banana plantations, 
which have gobbled up large swaths of 
rainforest in the American tropics, come 

Ranch roundup: Ranching remains one of the 
core agricultural sectors, and is more efficient 
today than ever before at producing large 
quantities of meat for global markets. While 
ranches, like all agricultural activity, have an 
impact on the environment, part of the impact 
is beneficial, with cattle eating invasive species.
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to mind). But of course, this would mean 
denying oneself the considerable benefits 
of fruits from different climates. Thus 
New Englanders would no longer con-
sume oranges, grapefruits, or kiwi fruit; 
Floridians would no longer enjoy apples; 
and Americans in general would no lon-
ger eat bananas, mangoes, guavas, papa-
yas, or any number of other fruits that 
will not grow in the continental United 
States. Nor would we be able to consume 
grapes, lettuce, and other such fruits and 
vegetables out of season, because they 
are often shipped from the Southern 
Hemisphere during the Northern winter 
months. A dictum to consume only local 
produce might make farmer’s market ha-
bitués happy, but it would entail returning 
to the eating habits of the 19th century, 
before modern transportation began to 
make the shipping of exotic foodstuffs a 
possibility.

Not only is the food we eat to be cur-
tailed, so are the clothes we wear. 

Clothing: According to ActNow’s 
website:

Making clothes has a huge impact on 
climate change. The textile industry 
contributes around ten percent of 
global greenhouse gas emissions — 
it uses more energy than the aviation 
and shipping industry combined, ac-
cording to the United Nations Frame-
work Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC). The industry’s impact is 
not limited to global carbon emis-
sions. It also produces about 20 per-
cent of global waste water and 85 
percent of textiles end up in landfills 
or are incinerated when most of these 
materials could be reused. 

Accordingly, ActNow participants are 
encouraged to move toward “zero-waste 
fashion” by “upcycl[ing] your old clothes 
for new looks and shar[ing] your creations 
on social media.” Translation: Avoid buy-
ing new clothes by patching up old ones, 
and refrain from buying any high-end 
clothing. Not only are we encouraged to 
return to pre-industrial eating standards, 
we are also supposed to go back to the 

time-honored tradition of our ancestors of 
dressing in rags and threadbare clothing to 
bring about a massive downsizing of the 
evil textile industry.

Taken together, the attacks on modern 
transportation, food, and clothing amount 
to a repudiation of the modern age. 

Other areas covered: And there’s more. 
ActNow also urges its adherents to take 
five-minute showers, recycle, turn out the 
lights, unplug electric appliances and de-
vices when not in use, refill and reuse plas-
tic containers, and bring their own bags for 
shopping rather than relying on bags doled 
out at the checkout counter. Some of these 
are fairly innocuous and even make sense 
for those wishing to reduce monthly bills. 
Recycling, however, is a longstanding 
conceit of environmentalism that contin-
ues to be on very shaky ground. Recycling 
is costly and energy-intensive, and it is by 
no means clear that the time, money, and 
energy spent on recycling glass and plas-
tic are any less wasteful of resources than 
simple, old-fashioned disposal. In fact, cit-
ies across the country have quietly begun 
sending recyclables to landfills, instead of 
recycling centers, because it has become 
too costly. But they keep requiring you to 
fill your recycling bins each week in the 
hopes that the costs will eventually come 
down enough that the program can be re-
started.

All of these agenda items are intended 
to combat that great bugbear of socialism, 
“wicked” consumerism. So-called con-
sumerism, the alleged popular addiction 
to excessive consumption and the “throw-
away” culture, has all but replaced capital-
ism as the archfiend of the Left. Where 
once the myth of “overproduction” ani-
mated the radical fringe, now the greatly 
exaggerated trope of overconsumption has 
the Left in a lather. Instead of enjoying 
the fruits of modern progress — abundant 
food, efficient production, convenient 
transportation and communication, and all 
of the other benefits of modern life — it 
is incumbent on all of us to live lives of 
renunciation and penury. The ideal is to 
roll back several centuries of progress and 
return to the Arcadian bliss our ancestors 
enjoyed — without modern plumbing, 
heating, medicine, dentistry, transporta-
tion, sanitation, communication, food pro-
duction, or entertainment. Sure, that was 
a world in which dodos and passenger pi-
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Meatless meat: Modern food technology has developed ways to create food that tastes, looks, 
and smells like meat, but isn’t meat — a testimony both to the ingenuity of the free market and to 
mankind’s incurable love for meat, even for those who have chosen a vegetarian or vegan lifestyle.
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geons still flourished, and in which tropi-
cal rainforests and coral reefs maintained 
their pristinity. But it was also a world of 
very few human inhabitants, whose lives 
were, in comparison with ours, solitary, 
poor, nasty, brutish, and often very short.

For the Poor
Noticeably lacking in the UN effort is a 
long look at the consequences of such 
actions, if the masses get onboard. For 
starters, the effort would be costly beyond 
almost all reckoning, with just the Green 
New Deal adding up to trillions of dollars 
per year for the foreseeable future, when 
considering the costs of mandating that all 
power be generated by renewable sources. 
In fact, the costs of the UN effort would 
entail impoverishing most people across 
the planet.

Residents of Third World countries 
would be prevented from developing mod-
ern lifestyles, and in First World countries, 
middle-class taxpayers would be bled dry 
to pay for the changes, while jobs would 
disappear in droves. 

As for jobs, consider what makes a 
First World country different from a Third 
World one. Both types of countries usu-
ally have plentiful rich people, but in 

Third World countries, the middle class 
is small and the lower classes (the poor) 
are numerous, while First World coun-
tries have many middle-class members. 
A large middle class happens in countries 
that allow people the freedom to do as they 
wish with their money, possessions, and 
time. After awhile, the numbers of poor 
people dwindle as more and more people 
devise ways to provide services to others 
who have money — from car mechanics 
to engineers, landscapers to home deco-
rators, chefs to fast-food providers, spa 
workers to fitness coaches. Under the UN 
plan, luxuries would be hard to afford for 
most people, devastating the jobs of tens 
of millions of Americans who work in 
service-related sectors, tearing apart the 
lives of many.

Except for the politically well con-
nected.

Like now, when the world’s leaders in 
the climate-change movement hypocriti-
cally spew loads of CO2 into the atmo-
sphere as they jet around the world to ex-
otic locales while chastising the common 
man for taking a car to the grocery store 
instead of walking, the UN’s plans are not 
meant to apply to everyone. 

First, most of the rich would stay rich 

under the UN plans because like Al Gore, 
who made many millions through insider 
CO2 dealings, the politically well connect-
ed will know in advance exactly where to 
invest their monies to stay rich.

Second, in the future, the rich, like 
now, will continue their CO2-releasing 
lifestyles. Everyone has probably heard 
about the fact that climate-change proph-
et of doom Al Gore’s Nashville mansion 
uses 21 times the amount of energy as a 
typical U.S. household uses in a year (just 
one of his several houses). And that Leon-
ardo DiCaprio who, as noted by Inves-
tor’s Business Daily, “while accepting his 
Oscar, called climate change ‘the most ur-
gent threat facing our entire species,’ and 
told viewers that ‘we need to work col-
lectively and stop procrastinating’” also 
“famously celebrated New Year’s Eve on 
a yacht in the Sydney Harbor, then flew 
with his pals to Las Vegas to ring in the 
New Year a second time.” But many prob-
ably don’t know that this is typical of our 
environmental betters.

The New AmericAN online related on 
August 1 about a major climate-change 
gathering:

The event, dubbed “Google Camp,” 
is being hosted by Google found-
ers Sergey Brin and Larry Page and 
many of the world’s “finest” people 
have been invited.

Among the rumored guests are for-
mer president Barack Obama, Great 
Britain’s Prince Harry and Meghan 
Markle, and Facebook’s Mark Zuck-
erberg. Also expected to be on hand 
are such world-renowned climate 
experts as Bradley Cooper, Orlando 
Bloom, Katy Perry, Tom Cruise, and 
Leonardo DiCaprio.

The seventh annual Google Camp 
is being held at the luxurious Verdu-
ra Resort in Sicily, where individual 
rooms start at over $900 per night. 
The resort features three golf courses 
(don’t they use up a lot of water, es-
pecially on a dry Mediterranean is-
land?), a 60 meter infinity pool, four 
thalassotherapy pools, and multiple 
steam baths. Brin and Page are ex-
pected to shell out over $20 million 
for the three-day event.

… The Duke of Sussex (Prince 
Harry) himself was reported to have 
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Produce for use: At a farmer’s market in Florida, locals shop for locally grown produce. 
According to ActNow, locally grown produce should be the mainstay of every sustainable diet 
— which would effectively eliminate all tropical fruits and vegetables from Americans’ diets, 
including fruits and vegetables grown elsewhere in the country and fruits and vegetables shipped 
to the United States from the Southern Hemisphere during our winter months.
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given an impassioned speech, while 
barefoot, about the moral imperative 
of fighting climate change to the bil-
lionaires and opinion-shapers at the 
event. At least Prince Harry caught 
some flak about his climate hypoc-
risy when British television host 
Piers Morgan tweeted, “Is this the 
same Harry who uses helicopters to 
go from London to Birmingham and 
whose wife uses celebrity mates’ pri-
vate jets to cross the Atlantic?”

... Most of these “concerned” ce-
lebrities came in on carbon-spewing 
private jets. At least 114 of those 
dastardly transportation devices were 
expected to fly to the airport at near-
by Palermo. In addition to the planes 
were several mega-yachts belonging 
to people such as designer Diane von 
Furstenburg, German pharmaceutical 
magnate Udo J. Vetter, New Zealand 
tycoon Graeme Hart, and American 
showbiz mogul David Geffen.

… Yachts such as the ones owned 
by von Furstenburg, Vetter, Hart, 
and Geffen can use up to 530 gal-
lons of fuel per hour when on the 
move. The average American auto 
uses approximately 500 gallons of 
gasoline per year.

The UN guidelines about CO2 emissions 
would call for the bulk of Americans to 
eat, dress, and move as if they were in an 
earlier era, while the rich would be unbur-
dened — in much the same manner that 
kings of the past forbade commoners from 
food and lifestyle extravagances through 
sumptuary laws. Talk about going back to 
a different era!

But It’s Voluntary, Isn’t It?
While the UN’s ActNow campaign has no 
binding force, it is a good reminder of the 
mind-set of the globalist Left, including 
the UN-centered international socialist es-
tablishment. Just as governments every-
where, and at every level, are adopting the 
radical environmentalist platform (includ-
ing, increasingly, once-unthinkable mea-
sures such as banning plastic cups, fatty 
foods, and sugary drinks), there can be no 
doubt that a fully empowered United Na-
tions would leave no aspect of our person-
al lives unregulated and free of controls. 
An organization willing to impose dietary 

and clothing restrictions in the name of 
saving the climate is capable of literally 
any rationalization for amassing power. 

And that, in a nutshell, is what both the 
UN and socialism are all about.

To many Americans, the United Nations 
appears remote and impotent, a forum 
for the world’s political elites to air their 
grievances and, occasionally, to pass reso-
lutions that may or may not be respected. 
The UN has been with us for 74 years, 
yet to the casual observer, it has played 
at most a bystander’s role in most of the 
world’s seismic political events. 

No doubt the men who founded the 
United Nations a lifetime ago envisioned 
the organization to have a larger role, and 
much greater power, than it has so far been 
able to amass. It is easy to forget that the 
UN, from its inception, as well as affili-
ated global institutions such as the IMF, 
the WTO, the World Bank, and the World 
Court, was intended to be the scaffolding 
for a socialist world government, to be 
strengthened and reinforced gradually, by 
consent of member states and as political 
conditions permitted. The eventual trans-
formation of the United Nations into a 
worldwide government would, of course, 
mean an end to sovereign nation-states. It 
would mean an end to the challenges asso-

ciated with a world of independent, often 
warring states — and their replacement by 
a set of much graver problems: the end of 
individual rights and liberties, and the el-
evation of a ruthless, all-powerful socialist 
group to unassailable planetary authority.

If this seems doubtful given the UN’s 
comparatively muted role in the personal 
affairs of most Americans, consider this: 
The United Nations and its affiliates can 
usually be found leading the charge in 
almost every Big Government initiative, 
from gun control to environmental policy, 
that bedevils the American public. Most 
such issues are perceived as schemes 
hatched by homegrown leftist radicals, but 
in truth, all of them are global initiatives, 
like as not incubated in the cozy conclaves 
of the UN and its myriad NGO affiliates.

The ActNow campaign is a textbook 
case of what internationalists like to call 
“soft governance,” that is, the use of per-
suasion, public awareness campaigns, 
non-binding resolutions and agreements, 
propaganda, and other non-coercive meth-
ods of policymaking calculated to exert 
pressure on governments by changing 
public opinion. As a consensual interna-
tional body with aspirations of eventually 
transforming into a real world govern-
ment, the United Nations relies heavily on 
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War on plastic: Where once plastic was favored over paper in order to save paper (and 
trees), plastic has now fallen into disfavor among fickle environmentalists for its alleged 
impact on the environment.
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soft governance to advance its agenda. It 
is no accident that the ActNow campaign 
has appeared precisely at a time when the 
Paris Agreement is threatened by Ameri-
can intransigence. 

The hope nurtured by globalists is that 
the “soft law” entailed by UN resolu-
tions, opinion-molding campaigns, and 
non-binding protocols will eventually be 
transformed into “hard law,” with real 
binding effect on member states and their 
citizenries (a case in point would be the 
push for the Green New Deal, which 
would accomplish many of the UN goals). 
In this connection, the UN and its many 
global affiliates, like the IMF, have issued 
volumes of “soft law” on matters ranging 
from gun control and financial regulations 
to environmental standards, all of which 
become “harder” in proportion to member 
states’ willingness to pass laws codifying 
such standards and protocols. 

The pseudoscience of “anthropogenic” 
(man-made) climate change has proven 
the most effective environmentalist propa-
ganda ploy ever devised by globalists. De-
spite three decades of failed predictions and 
an avalanche of discrediting climate data, 
government and foundation grant money 
continues to pour into climate research, and 
the mainstream media, along with the envi-
ronmentalist fringe, remain as committed 
as ever to their pet dogma — this in stark 
contrast to numerous other environmental-

ist scare tactics that have come and gone 
as flashes in the pan over the years (Any-
one remember Silent Spring? DDT? Acid 
rain? The ozone hole? The obliteration of 
the rainforests by the mid-’90s?). ActNow 
is but the latest act in the global warming-
turned-climate-change theater, intended to 
shore up support at a time when environ-
mentalist globaloney is on shakier political 
and evidentiary ground than ever before.

To fully comprehend the mind-set behind 
the ActNow campaign, and environmental 
extremism in general, it is necessary to un-
derstand what is meant by the catchphrase 
“sustainable development.” That, after all, 
was the official overarching objective of the 
historic 2015 UN conference from which 
emerged the “17 Sustainable Development 
Goals” (SDGs) and the “2030 Agenda for 
Sustainable Development,” both of which 
were adopted by world leaders, including 
President Obama. “Sustainable develop-
ment” is defined by its promoters as “devel-
opment that meets the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs.” In 
practice, it means levels of development ac-
ceptable to those who, in their self-impor-
tance, believe themselves qualified to plan 
the future of the entire planet, and which 
will inevitably entail levelling, whereby 
prosperous societies are required to sur-
render their standards of living in order to 
sustain poorer countries. 

Sustainable development is a govern-
ment goal, not a private-sector goal — 
because the private sector has always 
sought to reduce waste and reuse mate-
rials, hence lowering costs. The private 
sector has become more and more sus-
tainable, not less. It is the private sector, 
not government, that has led the revolu-
tion in information technology, trans-
portation, medicine, and myriad other 
modern miracles that have allowed more 
and more people to live more and more 
comfortably, with less and less destruc-
tive impact on the environment. While 
there are certainly environmental issues 
of concern both at home and abroad, 
overall, the Earth remains a wonderful 
place of abundance for humans and other 
living things. 

Contrary to decades of dire forecasts, 
the world’s oceans have not risen to en-
gulf our coastal cities, the polar icecaps 
and glaciers have not melted away, the 
world’s biodiversity has not been con-
sumed by a holocaust of man-made ex-
tinctions, overpopulation has not dragged 
humanity into some Malthusian dystopia, 
climate change has not turned the planet 
into an oven, the air remains breathable, 
and the water remains drinkable. Devel-
opment, in other words, has been nothing 
if not sustainable — at least to the extent 
that it is driven by the private sector and 
by free market incentives. 

In general, it is societies that limit the 
power of government and promote a signifi-
cant degree of individual freedom, includ-
ing a flourishing private sector, that have 
achieved robust development coupled with 
steadily improving environmental condi-
tions. Socialist and communist planned 
economies — of which the UN plan envi-
sions the most all-encompassing iteration 
— inevitably engender scarcity and the kind 
of sustainability issues that the sustainable 
development goals purport to address.

Socialism operates on assumptions of 
scarcity, not abundance, on the notion that 
humans are mere consumers, never pro-
ducers or creators, in a zero-sum game 
with finite global resources at stake. The 
doctrine of “sustainable development” 
provides ideological cover for this belief 
system on a global scale, and will require 
of future generations “sustainable life-
styles” of poverty, devoid of both progress 
and freedom. n
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Bag the bags: Too many shopping bags, whether paper or plastic, are not sustainable, according 
to ActNow. The solution? Stop shopping with disposable bags altogether, and bring your own 
reuseable bags and totes. In this as in other aspects of the “sustainable lifestyle,” ActNow’s 
recommendations amount to a rolling back of the modern age, with its myriad conveniences.
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by Steve Byas

T he 19th-century anarchist Ly-
sander Spooner argued that the ef-
fort of the Founding Fathers to cre-

ate a limited government through a written 
Constitution had failed: “But whether the 
Constitution really be one thing, or anoth-
er, this much is certain — that it has either 
authorized such a government as we have 
had, or has been powerless to prevent it.”

Spooner’s complaint was that the U.S. 
Constitution was not sufficiently restrain-
ing the power of government. 

But a recent forum at New York Uni-
versity sponsored by Harper’s Magazine 
and reported on in its October 2019 edition 
attacked the Constitution from the oppo-

site direction. In a cover story entitled “Do 
We Need the Constitution?” five left-wing 
“scholars” concluded that the Constitution 
is what is holding back the progressive 
agenda, and is the source of most of our 
modern political problems — at least from 
their leftist perspective.

Some of the participating scholars ar-
gued that the Constitution needs to be 
abolished in its entirety, while one partici-
pant suggested that their goal of updating 
our system of government to what they 
wanted could be achieved with an Article 
V constitutional convention.

The moderator, Rosa Brooks, set the 
tone for the discussion by decrying a cul-
ture that “reveres this piece of paper as if it 
had been handed by God out of a burning 

bush, and treats the Constitution as more 
or less sacred.… Is it really a good thing 
to have a document written almost 250 
years ago still be viewed as binding us in 
some way?” Brooks is a law professor at 
Georgetown.

But Brooks was not alone in expressing 
her disdain for the U.S. Constitution. Her 
fellow Georgetown law school professor 
Louis Michael Seidman agreed, saying 
that the Constitution was “illegal” from 
the beginning, noting that it is a “neat 
trick” that “people feel bound to respect 
the document.” Seidman has repeatedly 
made obvious that he has no respect for 
the Constitution and its role in reining in 
the power of government officials. Dur-
ing the hearings for the confirmation of 
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ARTICLE V CONVENTION GREATER THREAT THAN OPEN ATTACKS 
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Parts of the political Left are coming right out and admitting that they 

want to get rid of the U.S. Constitution, in favor of pure democracy — 

despite the dangers — and many conservatives are helping them.
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Supreme Court Associate Justice Sonia 
Sotomayor, Seidman testified that it was 
impossible to just apply law to facts — 
meaning that the law is subjective and 
subject to the interpretation of the court. 
He has also defended the constitutional-
ity of single-payer healthcare (the federal 
government funding every penny of the 
healthcare industry, paid for, of course, 
by the taxpayers, though the Constitution 
makes such involvement clearly illegal).

David Law, the Sir Y.K. Pao chair in 
public law at the University of Hong 
Kong, compared the Constitution to a 
“blueprint that must never be changed,” 
making the analogy of not being able 
to renovate one’s bathroom because the 
renovation must be “in accordance with 
the spirit of the blueprint.”

Not to be outdone, another law profes-
sor (Mary Anne Franks), from the Univer-
sity of Miami, asserted that “every word 
of the Constitution — starting from this 
premise of ‘we the people’ — is a lie.” 
Franks, a regular contributor to the liberal 
Huffington Post and a Rhodes scholar, is 
also the author of the book The Cult of 
the Constitution: Our Deadly Devotion to 
Guns and Free Speech. 

This confirms that, at least in the mind 
of Franks, and contrary to the complaint 
of Spooner, the Constitution has re-
strained government, at least somewhat, 
because otherwise how could it be blamed 
by Franks for the retaining of our “deadly 
devotion to guns and free speech”?

Donna Edwards, a former U.S. repre-
sentative from Maryland (who had a dis-
mal 24 percent score on The New Amer-
icAN’s Freedom Index, which measures 
voting fidelity to the U.S. Constitution), 
demonstrated her own contempt for the 
Constitution when she said — speaking 
as a lawmaker under the Constitution — 
“Legislators can only hope a court will 
bypass all this other dysfunction in the 
other branches.”

Constitution: Purpose  
Was to Limit Government
What Edwards describes as “dysfunction” 
is the Constitution operating as the Found-
ers intended it to operate — as a check 
on individuals such as Edwards who wish 
to expand the power, scope, and size of 
government. This recalls the cynical atti-
tude of former President Barack Obama, 

who said when Congress refused to adopt 
one of his proposals, “If Congress won’t 
act … I will.” As Senator Mike Lee wrote 
in his book Our Lost Constitution: The 
Willful Subversion of America’s Founding 
Document, “Those are not the words of a 
president. Those are the words of a king.”

These so-called scholars hate the Con-
stitution to the extent that it inhibits them 
from carrying out their agenda, an agenda 
that dates back at least to the “Progres-
sive Era” of American politics of the early 
20th century. The “progressives,” which 
included Republicans such as Theodore 
Roosevelt and Democrats such as Wood-
row Wilson, were at odds with the philoso-

phy of the Founders. George Washington 
viewed government as something like fire 
— “a dangerous servant, but a fearful mas-
ter.” Thomas Jefferson saw the Constitu-
tion as a “chain,” restraining the men who 
would exercise limited powers under it. 

Roosevelt, Wilson, and these modern 
progressives decry the restraints that 
Washington and Jefferson favored. In the 
forum, Brooks explains that she consid-
ers the Constitution outdated because it 
was written in the 18th century. She said 
that she asks her students, “How would 
they feel if their neurosurgeon used the 
world’s oldest neurosurgery guide, or if 
NASA used the world’s oldest astronomi-
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Franks), from the University of Miami, asserted that “every 
word of the Constitution — starting from this premise of 
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Protection from government: The Framers of the Constitution wanted to draft a document to 
implement the noble purposes found in the Declaration of Independence — to secure our God-
given rights of life and liberty. The Committee of Five (shown), including Thomas Jefferson, 
produced that document. 
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cal chart to plan space-shuttle flights, and 
they all get quiet.”

This argument, comparing principles 
of government to neurosurgery, is non-
sensical. Government is not neurosurgery 
or space-shuttle flights. The principles of 
government are based on something that 
is unchanging — human nature. As the 
19th-century English political philosopher 
Lord Acton said, “Power tends to corrupt, 
and absolute power corrupts absolutely.” 
Because when governments are given 
enough power to do good, they are also 
given enough power to do bad — and al-
most assuredly will do bad eventually — 
the U.S. Constitution intentionally limits 
the scope of federal control to a few areas. 
History is filled with an abun-
dance of examples that prove 
the accuracy of Acton’s as-
sertion. 

James Madison, the man 
whose contributions to the 
Constitution were so great 
that he is rightly referred to 
as “the father of the Constitu-
tion,” made this very point, in 
arguing for the Constitution’s 
adoption by the states. In The 
Federalist Papers, Madison 
wrote, “If men were angels, 
no government would be 
necessary. If angels were to 
govern men, neither external 
nor internal controls on gov-
ernment would be necessary. 
In framing a government 
which is to be administered 
by men over men, the great 
difficulty lies in this: you 
must first enable the govern-
ment to control the governed; 
and the next place, oblige it 
to control itself.” 

Which is the very point 
as to why those on the Left 
favor a government without 
controls, just so long as they 
control the government. One 
suspects that this is the reason 
that it is a nearly universal po-
sition of the Left that firearms 
in the hands of the general 
population need to be strictly 
controlled. While few are as 
bold as former Texas Congress-
man Beto O’Rourke, saying 

they favor confiscating entire classes of 
guns, only political considerations prevent 
more from joining O’Rourke in making 
the same assertion.

Interestingly, those who argue, like 
Brooks, that the Constitution is somehow 
outdated simply because it was written in 
the late 1700s, often likewise argue that 
the Second Amendment’s obvious pro-
tection of the right to keep and bear arms 
should be restricted to the types of guns in 
use at the time of its adoption.

Would these haters of the Second 
Amendment use this same logic with the 
rest of the Bill of Rights? After all, is the 
First Amendment’s protection of freedom 
of the press only intended to protect news-

papers using the archaic printing presses 
of the 18th century?

Left Asks: Why Do  
We Need a Constitution?
Actually, one of the members of the 
Harper’s Magazine forum, Seidman, re-
jects the idea that we should even try to 
determine the meaning of the text of the 
Constitution. He said, “The very last way 
we want to confront Trump is with the 
Constitution as a legal text,” saying that 
it is all “beside the point when it comes 
to Trump.” Instead, “The American peo-
ple have to be persuaded that Trump is 
bad for the country, that he doesn’t rep-
resent the kind of country that we want 

to live in.”
In other words, what the 
members of the forum want 
is a country that thinks like 
they think. And the Consti-
tution stands in the way of 
that happening. Forum mem-
ber David Law, a Fulbright 
scholar and member of the 
globalist Council on Foreign 
Relations, was quite blunt: 
“Countries actually don’t 
need written constitutions.… 
In a functioning democracy, 
you don’t need one.” Seid-
man had similar thoughts: 
“We need to forget about 
constitutionalism entirely. 
Or at least forget about the 
constitutionalism of rules and 
detail — of arguing over what 
exactly the framers meant in 
this or that passage.”

Their arguments, of course, 
challenge centuries of tradi-
tion. For example, the reason 
that the Magna Carta of 1215 
was important was that it put 
the king under the rule of law, 
stipulating that the role of the 
king was to uphold the law 
of the land and respect the 
rights of his subjects. The Bill 
of Rights would be superflu-
ous if we are to be ruled in 
all matters by elections. The 
framers understood that lib-

erty must trump democracy or 
individual freedom will die. 
Certain fundamental liberties 
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A father’s warning: James Madison, rightly called “the father of the 
Constitution,” wrote that a second constitutional convention could 
replace our Constitution with an inferior document, under which our 
liberties would not be as secure.
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should not be put up to a vote. A person 
has a right to free speech, or freedom to 
practice one’s religion, and to be secure 
in one’s own home, regardless what the 
majority thinks. This understanding was 
put into practice in the U.S. Constitution: 
The political philosophy enshrined in the 
Declaration of Independence emphasizes 
that government’s role is to protect the 
rights of the people, rather than to impose 
some tyranny of the majority.

It is clear that the members of this forum 
want to overturn our founding documents. 
Despite decades of chipping away at the 
Constitution’s restraints on government 
power, it still has too many restraints for 
their liking. And there exist plans to kill 
the Constitution.

Article V Convention  
Could Destroy the Constitution
The solution offered by one member of the 
forum, Lawrence Lessig, is probably the 
one that we should fear the most, because 
it offers an appeal not just to leftists, but 
to many who think the government is not 
following the Constitution closely enough 
— the call for a constitutional convention 
under Article V of the Constitution.

For those who want to make changes 
to the Constitution, the Founders provid-
ed two ways. These provisions refute the 
arguments of those who say that an 18th-

century document is outdated, because if a 
consensus is reached that the Constitution 
needs to be tweaked, Article V provides 
the way. In fact, the Constitution has been 
legally changed 27 times. There are two 
methods of proposing a constitutional 
amendment, and two methods of ratifying 
a constitutional amendment. 

All 27 amendments have used the first 
method — a two-thirds vote of each house 
of Congress. Twenty-six of 27 times, 
three-fourths of the state legislatures have 
ratified these proposals, and in one case, 
the 21st Amendment, which repealed the 
18th Amendment (national prohibition), 
state conventions ratified the proposal.

One method of proposing a change to 
the Constitution — via a national conven-
tion — has never been used. This is the 
method Lessig wants to seize upon, be-
cause, he argues, it is simply too difficult 
to get two-thirds of each house of Con-
gress to agree to any of the amendments 
he believes are needed. He believes it is 
time to “rewrite our Constitution,” and he 
suggests doing it through a constitutional 
convention. 

According to Article V of the Con-
stitution, upon “the application of the 
legislatures of two thirds of the several 
states, [Congress] shall call a convention 
for proposing amendments.” To achieve 
his goal, in August 2013 Lessig founded 
an organization to promote the calling 
of a national constitutional convention, 
known as Call a Convention. On page 
293 of his 2011 book Republic, Lost: 
How Money Corrupts Congress — and 
a Plan to Stop It, he called for a consti-
tutional convention as the only way to 
make the fundamentally transformative 

change he wants. “Even though it has 
never happened, however,” he states, 
“a constitutional convention is the only 
final plausible strategy for forcing fun-
damental reform onto our Congress.” 
(Emphasis added.)

Although there are many conservatives 
who are desirous of a convention in order to 
pass this or that “conservative” reform, they 
should understand that once the convention 
is seated, they might very well not have con-
trol of the agenda. And lots of liberal objec-
tives may be on the docket. For example, 
Lessig has offered abolition of the Electoral 
College as one of the objectives that could 
be achieved at any such convention.

Lessig previously taught law at the 
University of Chicago, and later served 
as an advisor to Senator Barack Obama’s 
2008 presidential campaign. He was even 
mentioned as a possible Supreme Court 
nominee at one point. Certainly well-
connected, Lessig was a participant at 
the 2013 Bilderberg Conference, where 
establishment insiders from Europe and 
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While few are as bold as former Texas Congressman Beto 
O’Rourke, saying they favor confiscating entire classes 
of guns, only political considerations prevent more from 
joining O’Rourke in making the same assertion.
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Loss of rights: Were we to have a second 
constitutional convention in today’s toxic 
anti-gun-rights environment, the Second 
Amendment, which protects our right to keep 
and bear arms, could be in jeopardy — along 
with religious liberty and freedom of speech.
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North America met to discuss various 
topics, including their concerns about the 
growing anti-globalist wave, as was later 
demonstrated by the Brexit in the United 
Kingdom, and, of course, the election of 
Donald Trump as president of the United 
States.

After Trump’s surprising victory over 
Hillary Clinton, Lessig attempted to 
usurp the results by persuading presiden-
tial electors to break their pledges to vote 
for Trump. Lessig even offered free legal 
counsel to any elector who might face 
legal consequences by switching his or 
her vote from Trump to Clinton or even 
someone else. Republican elector Patricia 
Allen of Tennessee was enraged at this 
suggestion, declaring, “That borders on 
bribery. Carried to this extreme, the day 
might come when an elector could be 
sold to the highest bidder.”

Lessig demonstrated no embarrass-
ment at his brazen attempt to subvert 
the constitutional method of electing the 
president of the United States. Given 
Lessig’s lack of acceptance of the le-
gitimate victory at the polls by Trump, 
it is perhaps not surprising that he be-
lieves our present Constitution needs to 
be junked.

Left Likes Court Decisions  
— if They Advance Their Agenda
After the 2010 Supreme Court ruling Cit-
izens United v. Federal Election Commis-
sion, which declared that corporations, 
specifically 501(c)(4) public advocacy 
groups, as well as trade associations, 
have a constitutionally protected right to 
make financial contributions in election 
campaigns, Lessig emerged as a major 
opponent of that decision. His follow-
ers and other left-wing groups have even 
suggested an amendment to the Constitu-
tion through an Article V constitutional 
convention to gut the Citizens United de-
cision by banning all private money for 
political races and requiring that elec-
tions be publicly financed. (The purpose 
is purely self-serving leftism, since the 
same leftists are all for unions giving 
millions each election to Democrats and 
having “mainstream” news media push 
left-wing candidates.)

In his book Republic, Lost, Lessig ex-
plained why a constitutional convention 
would be necessary to put into effect the 
“fundamental reform” he desires:

It’s going to be easier to organize 
movements within the states to de-

mand fundamental reform than it 
will be to organize Congress to vote 
for any particular amendment to the 
Constitution to effect that reform. 
And more important, it’s going to 
be much easier to get a conversation 
about fundamental reform going in 
the context of a call for a convention 
than it will be through other plausible 
means. [Emphasis added.]

Does anyone really believe that Lessig’s 
idea of fundamental reform would be any-
thing that a constitutional conservative 
would favor?

“Conservative” advocates for a consti-
tutional convention under Article V of the 
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Danger in waiting: Lawrence Lessig was one 
of the panelists brought together by Harper’s 
Magazine that concluded that we do not need 
our Constitution, at least not the one we have 
now. Lessig proposes scrapping our present 
Constitution with an Article V constitutional 
convention. Because this idea of a second 
convention appeals to many conservatives 
who notice that the government is not 
following our present Constitution, it is a great 
danger to our country because it stands a 
chance of occurring.
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Constitution should understand that left-
wingers such as Lessig would heavily pop-
ulate any such convention, and may very 
well be in the majority. (For that matter, 
how many Republicans are constitutional-
ists? Their voting records say not many.)

In addition to abolition of the Electoral 
College, Lessig also mentioned the ban-
ning of political gerrymandering. Con-
sidering that both the Electoral College 
and gerrymandering are important tools 
in the arsenal of state legislatures to limit 
the power of the federal government, it 
is not difficult to see the likely result of 
any constitutional convention: the end of 
our federal system of government, with 
the transfer of even more power from the 
states to the federal government. 

Despite all of these reasons that conser-
vatives should avoid a constitutional con-
vention at all costs, there are supporters 
for a constitutional convention who argue 
it would be good for those who favor lim-
ited government!

Some Conservatives  
Being Used by the Left  
on Article V Convention
On March 21, 2014, Lessig appeared with 
Mark Meckler at the Citizen University’s 
Annual National Conference in Seattle. 
Meckler, a co-founder and national coor-
dinator of the Tea Party Patriots, would 
like to see a Balanced Budget Amendment 
(BBA) passed at a national constitutional 
convention. Lessig is extremely open in his 
support of “conservatives” who favor such 
a convention (or as some prefer to call it, a 
“convention of the states”), because his goal 
is to get the convention called. His goal is 
not to get any “conservative” amendments 
passed at such a convention. Unfortunately, 
many conservatives still do not understand 
that they are being used to advance a decid-
edly left-wing political agenda.

Can any true advocate of maintaining 
the constitutional protection of the right 
to keep and bear arms really desire a con-
stitutional convention in our present toxic 
anti-gun-rights environment? Do those 
who value religious liberty think now is 
the time to place that precious liberty up 
for grabs at such a convention?

An article written by Lessig in the May 
1993 issue of the Texas Law Review is 
enlightening as to his ultimate purposes. 
He stated:

We live in a time when almost sixty 
percent of the American public can-
not even identify the Bill of Rights. 
If the document has become so out 
of date that its meaning is no longer 
plain to all — if it has become im-
possible to imagine a world where 
ordinary people carry the Constitu-
tion in their pockets — then perhaps 
it is time to restore its meaning by, as 
Justice [John Paul] Stevens has re-
cently suggested, amending the text 
to preserve its meaning. Perhaps, 
that is, it is time to rewrite our Con-
stitution.” [Emphasis added.]

At a conference on the constitutional con-
vention idea, Lessig was asked about the 
prospect of a new “con-con” and the pos-
sibility that it would become a runaway 
convention (in other words, a convention 
not limited to making minor constitu-
tional changes). Lessig offered the usual 
talking point of the con-con supporters: 
that any “crazy amendments” proposed 
at such a convention would still require 
the ratification of 38 states. The ques-
tioner then said, “I agree, and the original 
convention they say was … a runaway 
 convention.”

Lessig smiled and replied, “Let’s have 
some more runaway conventions.”

Many favor a constitutional conven-
tion, echoing Lessig and arguing that 
three-fourths of the states would have to 
ratify any changes, anyway, protecting our 
rights, but it should be noted that the Ar-
ticles of Confederation stipulated unani-
mous support before it could be changed. 
Yet, the framers at the constitutional con-
vention of 1787 ditched that requirement, 
and replaced it with a mere nine of 13 
states provision. 

Are we willing to risk our future that 
something similar would not be tried in a 
modern constitutional convention today? 
A constitutional rewrite in an era when 
courts break laws with impunity and much 
of the country doesn’t have the internal 
fortitude to bluntly state that there are only 
two sexes/genders would not turn out well. 
James Madison opposed a second consti-
tutional convention, fearing that it could 
destroy the Republic. Certainly, we cannot 
count on a modern convention being filled 
with delegates such as Madison, George 
Washington, George Mason, and Alexan-
der Hamilton. Instead the same electorate 
that has produced our present congressional 
leadership would be choosing the delegates.

GageSkidmore

Practicing patriotism? Mark Meckler of the Tea Party Patriots favors an Article V constitutional 
convention. While such a convention may appeal to those who favor limited government, such a 
convention would be attended not only by supporters of liberty and limited government, but also 
by delegates who favor socialism and Big Government. 
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Educated Electorate 
 — Not Article V  
Convention — Is Needed
Besides that, the problems we are fac-
ing today do not require a constitutional 
convention to solve them; rather, they 
simply demand adherence to the Con-
stitution we have had since 1789. Even 
if such a convention were to meet, pass 
some good amendments, and not become 
a “runaway convention,” what makes 
anyone believe that the president, the bu-
reaucracy, the Congress, and the federal 
courts would follow those amendments 
any more than they abide by our present 
Constitution?

It should be noted that though the 
Bill of Rights, adopted in 1791, forbade 
Congress from passing any law abridg-
ing the freedom of speech or of the 
press, only seven years later Congress 
passed the Sedition Act that did exactly 
that!

The risks of a constitutional conven-
tion simply far outweigh any possible 
good that could come from such an event 
— especially when one considers that the 

same electorate that has created our pres-
ent collection of federal public officials 
would also be choosing the delegates 
to a constitutional convention. (It is not 
clear exactly who would choose the del-
egates, since the Constitution does not 
address that question. Because Congress 
is empowered to make the rules for the 
calling of the convention, some suspect 
that Congress itself would choose the 
delegates, with states such as California 
having many times more delegates than, 
say, Wyoming.)

The solution is rather to educate the 
electorate in the principles found in our 
present Constitution — limited govern-
ment, individual liberty, separation of 
powers, checks and balances, and feder-
alism — so they will choose members of 
Congress who will live up to their oaths 
to support our present Constitution. 

Speaking on this subject to the Virginia 
Convention that ratified the Constitution 
in 1788, James Madison declared, 

But I go on this great republican 
principle, that the people will have 

virtue and intelligence to select men 
of virtue and wisdom. Is there no 
virtue among us? If there be not, 
we are in a wretched situation. No 
theoretical checks — no form of 
government can render us secure. 
To suppose that any form of govern-
ment will secure liberty or happiness 
without any virtue in the people, is a 
chimerical idea.

It is clear that Madison believed the pres-
ervation of liberty, not democracy, was 
the purpose of the Constitution. Yet Les-
sig, on the other hand, called for electors 
to simply break their pledges to their 
party and their states and not vote for 
the candidate that had carried their state, 
Donald Trump.

The Constitution, although often mis-
interpreted and ignored, has so far saved 
us from the progressive political system 
desired by the law professors brought 
together at New York University by 
Harper’s Magazine, and we should resist 
any effort, overt or covert, to radically 
change it. n
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ENVIRONMENT

by James Murphy

B ack in the late 1980s, defores-
tation in the Amazon rainfor-
est was one of the causes that 

the day’s environmentalists were most 
vociferous about, along with the so-called 
destruction of the ozone layer. Today, it 
seems that the environmental movement 
has batted around the order, and the Ama-
zon rainforest is front and center in to-
day’s climate-change hysteria. 

Some of the headlines in the media 
were truly disturbing.

From CNN on August 26: “Flying 
above the Amazon fires, ‘all you can see 
is death.’”

From The Guardian on August 27: 
“Amazon rainforest fires: an environmen-
tal catastrophe — in pictures.”

From the BBC on August 21: “Amazon 
fires: Record number burning in Brazil 
rainforest — space agency.”

From CNN on August 23: “Blame hu-
mans for starting the Amazon fires, envi-
ronmentalists say.”

As news spread of an increase of fires 
in the Amazon rainforest this year, promi-
nent climate hysterics went predictably 
ballistic. Twitter was — forgive the turn 
of phrase — ablaze with celebrities and 
politicians sharing a lot of incorrect infor-
mation about the fires.

“The lungs of the Earth are in flames,” 
noted Hollywood actor and climate-
change warrior Leonardo DiCaprio.

“The Amazon rain forest — the lungs 
which produce 20% of our planet’s oxy-

gen — is on fire,” said French President 
Emmanuel Macron in a tweet.

The fact that the photo that both Di-
Caprio and Macron showed was actu-
ally 20 years old, not one of the current 
fires in the Amazon, does not matter. All 
that matters — to them, at least — is that 
they “care” about the planet, and they’re 
spreading the word about what some are 
calling the greatest ecological disaster in 
Earth’s history. 

Many other celebrities, big-name ath-

Brazil’s President Jair 

Bolsonaro has been chastised 

internationally for allowing 

damage to the Amazon 

rainforest, the so-called lungs 

of the Earth. But the charges 

are political, not scientific.

THE HYPE VS. THE TRUTH
Amazon Fires
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Fighting fires: Brazilian President Jair Bolsonaro has sent approximately 44,000 troops to assist 
with fire suppression in the Amazon. In late August, Bolsonaro banned burning in the region for 
60 days, owing to the severity of this season’s fires.



been bad in relation to the last few years, 
above average in the amount of total fires 
and acreage burned, according to avail-
able historical records. But as of October 
10, it’s not a record bad season. It’s not 
even the worst fire season in this young 
century. It’s not even the worst fire sea-
son this decade.

What Is Actually Happening
There is no question that portions of the 
Amazon rainforest are burning. There is 
also no question that some of those fires 
were started by man — specifically by 
farmers who are burning fields in order 
to prepare the land for the next season’s 
planting, which is a common agricul-
tural practice in the region. There is also 
no doubt that the 2019 fire season in the 
Amazon is above average in terms of the 
amount of fires and acreage destroyed.

But is it the environmental catastrophe 
that is being portrayed by the media?

The dry season — and therefore the 
fire season — in the Amazon typically 
runs from June until December, with 
peak burning usually occurring in Sep-

tember. The simple fact that the Amazon 
has something called a fire season should 
tell you something. As with any forested 
region in the world, fires, man-made and 
not, are expected and are actually a part of 
the natural ecosystem. 

Climate hysterics are correct in their 
claim that the 2019 fire season shows an 
80-percent increase in fires over the 2018 
fire season, but they fail to mention that 
2018 was a relatively tame fire season by 
Amazon standards. The “80-percent in-
crease” is an excellent example of cherry-
picked data. The 2019 fires are not “un-
precedented,” and they are definitely not 
all-time records. 

It’s not hard to prove this assertion. A 
quick check of the Global Fire Emissions 
Database, which uses NASA MODIS data, 
shows that several years in the dec ade of 
the 2000s — notably every year from 2002 
until 2007 — were far higher in total fires 

letes, politicians, and even so-called news 
sources echoed the alarmism — and the 
errors. Some celebrities showed pictures 
of wildfires in the Amazon that were 
decades old. Others showed pictures of 
wildfires from such un-Amazonian places 
as Montana and Sweden. None of this 
mattered to the climate-change cult. The 
Amazon rainforest was, literally, engulfed 
in flames.

And, worse, it was all humanity’s fault.
Meteorologist Eric Holthaus, who 

works for the environmental magazine 
Grist, put it this way on Twitter: “The cur-
rent fires are without precedent in the past 
20,000 years. These fires are not natural, 
they are being driven by greed, colonial-
ism, and are a crime against humanity. We 
are in a climate emergency.”

Enter reality. The fact of the matter is, 
the Amazon rainforest is not a magical 
place that contains all of the biodiversity 
humanity will ever need. It is a forest, and 
forests burn from time to time. It’s as natu-
ral as the blue hue of the sky or the damp-
ness of a rainy day. 

The 2019 Amazon fire season has 
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Getting ready to grow crops: While this 
land may look desolate now, it’s a part of 
the Brazilian agricultural practice known as 
quiemada — the Portuguese word for burn.  
Most of the fires in the Amazon region are from 
already established farmlands being burned in 
preparation for next season’s planting.

ENVIRONMENT



than the current year’s fires. The years 
2010 and 2012 were also higher in total 
number of fires. The total acreage burned 
in 2019 — approximately 2.25 million 
acres — is above the annual average but 
far less than the 2002-2007 period or 2010.

The historical data show that fire sea-
sons in the Amazon — like much of cli-
mate and weather phenomenon — have 
a cyclical nature. One or two bad fire 
seasons are typically followed by one or 
two seasons with lower fire counts. Why 
would this be? Do farmers only torch their 
fields in certain years?  

Actually, fires in the region are greatly in-
fluenced by climate and weather anomalies 
such as El Niño in the Pacific Ocean and 

the multi-decadal oscillation in the Atlantic 
Ocean, both of which can influence drought 
conditions in the region. A weak El Niño in 
2018/2019, which meteorologists are now 
saying is over, may have contributed to dry 
conditions in the Amazon this year. 

So at least a portion of 2019’s above-av-
erage fire season is due to natural weath-
er conditions — definitely not climate 
change. El Niño and the multi-decadal 
oscillation in the Atlantic are understood 
weather/climate events that occur regu-
larly — not that you’ll hear about any of 
that in the climate-alarmist media, which 
has taken its marching orders from climate 
NGOs, who encourage them to refer to 
anything climate-related as a “crisis.”

Also lacking in media descriptions of 
the fires in the Amazon is that many of 
this year’s fires — most of them if you be-
lieve the New York Times — are occurring 
on dry scrubland, areas that have already 
been cleared of rainforest. 

“Most of this is land use that have re-
placed rainforest,” Matthew Hanson, the 
co-leader of the Global Land Analysis and 
Discovery laboratory at the University of 
Maryland, told the Times. 

“Brazil has turned certain states like 
Mato Grosso into Iowa,” Hanson said. 
“You’ve got rainforest and then there’s 
just an ocean of soybean.”

So Brazilian farmers are not simply 
burning up trees for the joy of it; they 
are burning fields in preparation for the 
next season’s planting — an agricultural 
practice in the region that farmers call the 
queimada, a Portuguese word for burn. 
And the Brazilian government is not al-
lowing these burned lands to be developed 
into shopping malls and parking lots. They 
are being re-planted with soybean, a food 
crop that, besides feeding people, seques-
ters carbon dioxide and produces oxygen, 
just as the rainforest does.

One more thing that the climate-alarm-
ist media hasn’t trumpeted is a piece of 
good news in global vegetation. While 
the Amazon and other subtropical regions 
have experienced some tree loss over the 
past several decades due to agricultural 
practices and fires, a report in the scien-
tific journal Nature shows that, globally, 
tree coverage has increased by a whop-
ping 2.24 million square kilometers or 
approximately 865,000 square miles over 
the past four decades. This is an increase 
in global tree coverage roughly the size 
of Texas and Alaska combined.

As for Those Celebrity Claims
The claim that the Amazon produces 20 
percent of the world’s oxygen is nothing 
but a blatant lie, or, at least, the unknow-
ing restatement of that lie. Neither should 
the Amazon rainforest be considered the 
“lungs of the world.” 

Among those in the media who have re-
peated the misinformation are ABC News, 
CNN, Newsweek, Business Insider, and 
millions of uninformed climate alarmists 
on social media. U.S. presidential candi-
date Kamala Harris repeated the number 
in a tweet, in which she held Brazilian 
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Unvarnished truth: In response to the notion that the Amazon is the “lungs of the Earth,” 
Bolsonaro has called such claims “fallacies” and claims that nations such as France, who are 
vilifying him, have a “colonialist spirit.”

http://www.TheNewAmerican.com


in the Amazon. Macron led a bloc of EU 
nations, which included Ireland and Ger-
many, that threatened economic sanctions 
against Brazil unless it meets certain cri-
teria to protect the Amazon. 

During a meeting of the G-7 in France 
in August, Macron bluntly went after Bra-
zil and Bolsonaro in a statement. “In light 
of Brazil’s attitude these recent weeks,” 
the statement read, Macron “can only con-
clude that President Bolsonaro lied to him 
during the Osaka Summit.” At that G-20 
summit, governments agreed that there 
was an “urgent need” to address climate 
change, pollution, and environmental de-
struction.

“The decisions and statements from 
Brazil these recent weeks show clearly 
that President Bolsonaro has decided not 
to respect his commitments on the cli-

mate, nor to involve himself on the issue 
of biodiversity.”

So, now the EU, led by Macron, is at-
tempting to strong-arm the Mercosur na-
tions, which include Brazil, Argentina, 
Paraguay, and Uruguay, into economic 
submission over the fires in the Amazon. 
It’s a despicable tactic that affects not only 
Brazil but other nations as well. 

At the UN’s climate summit in New 
York on September 24, Bolsonaro got his 
chance to respond to those who are vili-
fying him and his nation. In a speech to 
the General Assembly, Bolsonaro told the 
world that what goes on in the borders of 

president Jair Bolsonaro personally re-
sponsible for the fires.

“Brazil’s President Bolsonaro must 
answer for this devastation. The Amazon 
creates over 20% of the world’s oxygen 
and is home to one million indigenous 
people. Any destruction affects us all.” 
That the Amazon is also home to some 29 
million more everyday Brazilians is, ap-
parently, of no concern to Senator Harris.

But, perhaps the most egregious use of 
the 20-percent claim belongs to France’s 
Macron. Not only is he, a sitting president 
of a developed nation, giving his constitu-
ents completely incorrect information, he 
may be doing it only to strong-arm Bolso-
naro in trade negotiations. 

France’s climate-alarmist president 
Macron has threatened Brazil’s trade with 
the European Union over the fire situation 
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Meanwhile, everyday Brazilians must be asking themselves, “Why are we being vilified 
for the normal fires in the Amazon when wildfires in California are being treated as an 
unavoidable symptom of climate change?” The answer: political expedience.

Globalist sanction: French President 
Emmanuel Macron stands arm in arm 
with members of the Kayopo Tribe, 
indigenous to Brazil. He has been a vocal 
opponent of Bolsonaro’s approach in the 
Amazon and is even threatening trade 
sanctions against Brazil.
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his own country is really not the world’s 
business and has “aroused [Brazil’s] patri-
otic sentiment.”

“It is a fallacy to say that the Amazon is 
the heritage of humankind, and a miscon-
ception, as confirmed by scientists, to say 
that our Amazonian forests are the lungs 
of the world. Using these fallacies, certain 
countries instead of helping, embarked on 
the media lies and behaved in a disrespect-
ful manner and with a colonialist spirit. 
They even called into question that which 
we hold as the most sacred value: our own 
sovereignty.”  

Meanwhile, everyday Brazilians must 
be asking themselves, “Why are we being 
vilified for the normal fires in the Ama-
zon when wildfires in California are being 
treated as an unavoidable symptom of cli-
mate change?” The answer: political ex-
pedience.

Adding to the falseness of the claims 
being made against Bolsonaro and Bra-
zil, the claims that the Amazon produces 
20 percent of the world’s oxygen have 
been roundly debunked, even by cli-
mate-alarmist scientists. Michael Mann, 
for instance, who created the infamous 
“hockey stick” graph that featured so 
prominently in Al Gore’s 2006 film An 
Inconvenient Truth, said in a tweet that 
the 20-percent number was far too high. 
“The 20% figure IS too high. True num-
ber closer to 6 %...”

And is the Amazon rainforest truly the 
“lungs of the planet”? No way, according 
to Dan Nepstad, the president and founder 
of Earth Innovation Institute. Nepstad is 
a senior scientist who has worked in the 
Brazilian rainforest for more than three 
decades. He has been debunking this 
claim for a while now.

Back in 2005, Nepstad told the Los An-
geles Times flat out, “It’s not the lungs of 
the world. It’s probably burning up more 
oxygen now than it’s producing.” He 
added, “Left unmolested, the forest does 
generate enormous amounts of oxygen 
through photosynthesis, but it consumes 
most of it itself in the decomposition of 
organic matter.”

The “lungs of the world” claim might 
have grown a bit wearisome for Nep-
stad over time, as he flatly told Forbes 
in August of this year that the claim is 
“bull***t.”  Nepstad then went on to vent 
his frustration at the assertion, “There’s 

no science behind that. The Amazon pro-
duces a lot of oxygen, but it uses the same 
amount of oxygen through respiration so 
it’s a wash.”

In reality, the “lungs of the world” — if 
you like that metaphor — are more likely 
the world’s oceans, which contain micro-
scopic, floating plants known as phyto-
plankton. Scientists are split on exactly 
how much of the Earth’s oxygen comes 
from what source, but the oceans and ma-
rine plant life are likely responsible for 
somewhere between 50 and 85 percent of 
our oxygen, depending on which source 
you consult. 

So if a global blight on phytoplankton, 
kelp, and algae ever occurs, we should 
worry about our oxygen supply — not so 
with the burning Amazon rainforest.

Finally, a last note as to the claim that 
the 2019 fires are “without precedent”: 
In the 2000s, when so-called deforesta-
tion was allegedly at its peak, terrible fire 
seasons occurred from 2002 to 2007 and 
again in 2010 and 2012. Amazingly, with 
the socialist Worker’s Party in charge of 

Brazil during those years, the world heard 
little about the devastation in Brazil’s rain-
forest back then.

The Politics of the Amazon
Not surprisingly, much of the false in-
formation and hysteria involved in re-
porting on the 2019 fire season in the 
Amazon has to do with politics. When 
conservative Trump ally Jair Bolsonaro 
was elected as Brazil’s president in 2018, 
suddenly whatever happened in the Am-
azon became his fault. Last November, 
prior to Bolsonaro taking office, the new 
government signaled its disdain for cli-
mate alarmism by canceling a scheduled 
United Nations global summit on climate 
change, which the nation was scheduled 
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Pinocchio? Protesters such as this one, 
dressed as Bolsonaro, want to hold the 
Brazilian president personally responsible for 
the fires this season. But a weak El Niño from 
late 2018 until mid-2019 was likely responsible 
for drier-than-normal conditions in the region.



in order to collect donations to fund ef-
forts combating deforestation, ever got to 
the farmers.

When environmentalists began to 
make noise about “protecting” Brazil’s 
Cerrado, a vast subtropical savannah re-
gion that accounts for some 60 percent 
of soybean acreage in the country and is 
also considered to be “under attack” by 
Brazilian agriculture, the farmers sensed 
another moratorium on land clearing 
coming and began to revolt with their 
votes. Bolsonaro’s message resonated 
with farmers in the nation.

Nepstad put it this way in an inter-
view with Environmental Progress: “I 
spoke to farmers in August of last year 
just two months prior to the election and 
they were all saying it, ‘You know, it’s 
this forest agenda that will get this guy 
elected. We’re all going to elect him, vote 
for him.’ And farmers voted for [Bolso-
naro] in droves.”

“You know, there’s really a tight cor-
relation between the amount of support 

Bolsonaro won and the prominence of 
soybeans in that country,” Nepstad con-
cluded.

So it stands to reason that the first fire 
season of Bolsonaro’s tenure has some-
how become “record breaking” and an 
ecological genocide. Unfortunately, for 
the environmentalists wishing to run 
roughshod over Brazilian agriculture, the 
facts of the situation lay waste to their 
hysteria.

“What is happening in the Amazon is 
not exceptional,” said Leonardo Coutinho, 
a leading Brazilian environmental journal-
ist. “Take a look at Google web searches, 
search for ‘Amazon’ and ‘Amazon For-
est’ over time. Global public opinion was 
not as interested in the ‘Amazon tragedy’ 
when the situation was undeniably worse. 
The present moment does not justify glob-
al hysteria.”

More Fear-peddling
To add to the anxiety that radical envi-
ronmentalists have been trying to induce 
via referencing the destruction of the 
Amazon rainforest — because a fearful 
populace is one that is more easily con-
trolled — greenies have resorted to the 
use of a 1960s term: ecocide. Ecocide 
means a willful destruction of the envi-
ronment by humans. Obviously meant to 
sound like genocide, the term first gained 
widespread usage in 1970 when Ameri-
can bioethicist Arthur Galston used it to 
describe the defoliant effects of Agent 
Orange, which the U.S. military used in 
Vietnam.

And now the term has resurfaced to de-
scribe the actions of Brazil in regard to the 
Amazon. A headline in The Guardian even 
read, “G7 can’t turn a blind eye to ecocide 
in the Amazon.” The article went on to 
personally blame and mock Brazil’s Bol-
sonaro for his policies in the region and to 
ponder whether he is guilty of committing 
a crime against humanity.

Moreover, some scientists are also 
claiming that the loss of so much acre-
age to fire in Amazonia could lead to that 

to host. Bolsonaro’s incoming foreign 
minister, Ernesto Araujo, referred to the 
climate-change movement as a “Marx-
ist” plot intended to stifle the growth of 
emerging capitalist economies in favor of 
China.

Part of Bolsonaro’s appeal to every-
day Brazilians was his promise to undo 
certain environmental policies that had 
strangled soybean farmers and cattle sell-
ers in Brazil. Previously, those farmers 
had been, more or less, forced to follow 
strict government mandates on deforesta-
tion in the Amazon, where approximately 
10 percent of the country’s soybean acre-
age is located. 

Soybean farmers and cattle ranchers 
in Brazil, who are being vilified by envi-
ronmentalists around the world, generally 
complied with the government mandates, 
partially because of promises that they 
would be compensated for not engaging 
in deforestation. However, not much of 
the money from the Amazon Fund, a glo-
balist NGO that was established in 2008 
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Where were they before? Protests take place 
outside the Brazilian Embassy in London, 
with Bolsonaro, an ally of Donald Trump, as 
president of Brazil, but Brazil’s farmers burn 
their fields yearly in the Amazon, and fire 
seasons are often much worse than now.
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most dreaded of climate catastrophes: the 
tipping point — the point in time when 
we have so much CO2 built up in the air 
that catastrophic global warming is un-
stoppable and imminent.

The term “tipping point” has been 
abused throughout the years by the likes 
of Al Gore, Prince Charles, and various 
climate alarmists. Nevertheless, the tip-
ping point talking point is still being used 
as a fear device.

“We might be very, very close to the 
tipping point,” said Brazilian climatolo-
gist Carlos Nobre. Should we cross it, “it’s 
irreversible.”

“What we’re talking about here is an 
irreversible switch,” said University of 
Florida scientist Emilio Bruna. “And 
that’s really worrying people.”

“It’s important to keep repeating these 
concerns. There are a number of tipping 
points which are not far away,” said Philip 
Fearnside, a professor at Brazil’s National 
Institute of Amazonian Research. Then, 
tellingly, Fearnside explained, “We can’t 
see exactly where they are, but we know 
they are very close.”

“Irreversible” tipping points sound re-
ally scary, but the scientists studying them 
can’t quantify them or tell us exactly what 
or where they are. That’s not science; it’s 
Chicken Little-ism.

What Does It All Mean?
But globalists and environmentalists 
dream of a world where they can tell 
Amazonian nations — and the world, for 
that matter — what to do with their own 
lands and will try any tactic to achieve 
their goal. Some have even floated the 
idea of making “ecocide” a crime against 
humanity similar to genocide and hauling 
Bolsonaro before the International Court 
of Justice at the Hague for the crime.

Bolsonaro is completely correct when 
he asserts that Macron and other global-
ists are acting in a “colonialist” way. The 
portion of the Amazon rainforest that 
is inside of Brazil’s borders belongs to 
Brazil, the same way that the Mississippi 
River belongs to the United States, the 
River Seine belongs to France, and Sibe-
ria belongs to Russia.

That sovereignty needs to be respected. 

For developed nations to tell an emerg-
ing nation how to use its own land is 
disdainful of that emerging nation’s sov-
ereignty. How many precious ecosys-
tems were destroyed when New York or 
London or Paris was created? How about 
when the cities along the Mississippi were 
established? The message being set to Bra-
zil and Bolsonaro by politicians like Ma-
cron is clear. “We can do what we want as 
far as developing our own countries, but 
you can’t.”

Bolsonaro and Brazil have already set 
aside large tracts of the Amazon — par-
ticularly areas that contain tribes indig-
enous to the land — where deforestation 
is strictly prohibited. In late August of 
this year, he issued a 60-day ban on clear-
ing forest with fire. He also sent 44,000 
Brazilian soldiers to assist with firefight-
ing and appealed for a Latin American 
conference on preserving the rainforest. 
He’s doing his part, even accepting some 
foreign aid when it’s offered. The rest 
of the world needs to get out of Brazil’s 
business and allow that sovereign nation 
to govern its own land by itself. n



Strangers Attend  
Funerals of Veterans
Strangers came out to show their support 
at the funerals of two veterans, both of 
whom had no family members to attend, 
in two different states. 

Jonathan Whitt, who served in the Army 
at Fort Riley in Kansas between 2005 and 
2007, passed away on September 5 at 
just 31 years old. His funeral was held 
in Brown County, Wisconsin, where he 
lived, but Whitt had no family to attend his 
funeral. Breitbart News reported that his 
mother and stepfather passed away years 
ago, and the veteran was estranged from 
the rest of his family.   

When word spread that Whitt had no 
family to attend his funeral, members of 
the community, including fellow veterans, 
came to the funeral on September 27 to 
pay their respects. 

“When you serve, when you go to basic 
training and serve with a group of indi-
viduals, it becomes a worldwide camara-
derie,” Joe Aulik of Brown County Veter-
ans Services told CNN. “We served our 
country and we love what we do and we 
love each other.”

Meanwhile, in Sarasota, Florida, thou-
sands of strangers also turned up at the fu-
neral of a deceased Army veteran who had 
no family members to attend his funeral 
on October 1. 

Edward K. Pearson, 80, served in the 
Army from 1962 to 1964. When he died in 
Naples, Florida, on August 31, no one came 
forward to claim his remains. Despite their 
best efforts, social workers could not reach 
the veteran’s adult children. 

Originally, the funeral director at Leg-
acy Options, Michael Hoyt, and another 
veteran were the only ones expected to at-
tend Pearson’s funeral. But Hoyt decided 
to post a notice in the local newspaper 
about the funeral in the hopes that some 
would find the time to pay their respects. 
The notice read, “This Veteran has no im-
mediate family all are welcome to attend.” 

Hoyt could never have predicted the 
response that notice would receive. It 
was shared on social media thousands 
of times, and Americans responded in 
droves. Nearly 4,000 people attended 

Pearson’s funeral at Sarasota National 
Cemetery, where he was buried with mili-
tary honors, Fox News reported. 

One attendee, Ed Lyons III, a veteran 
and assistant director at Sarasota National 
Cemetery, said all veterans deserve to be 
honored in their deaths. “It tugs at your 
heart because the things that veterans do 
for our country, what they sacrifice. You 
don’t want to think of anyone being alone 
or laid to rest without anyone being there 
to honor them,” said Lyons.

A Bright Spot  
During a Dark Time
As Kevin Butcher of Milford, Ohio, pre-
pared for a difficult day, one stranger 
showed him kindness when he needed it 
most, Fox News reported. 

Butcher was picking out clothing with 
his wife, Sherri, for his father’s upcom-
ing funeral when he realized that neither 
one of them knew how to tie a tie. As he 
searched for a tie in a local Walmart, he 
spotted another man in the aisle who hap-
pened to be wearing a tie. 

“I said, ‘Excuse me, sir, but my father 
had passed away and I don’t know how 
to tie a tie. Would you mind?’ He didn’t 
hesitate,” Kevin said.

The stranger, Howell Hackler, tied the tie 
Butcher intended to purchase so that it was 
ready to be worn on the day of the funeral. 

Sherri posted the encounter on her 
Facebook page. She recounted that Hack-
ler had to retie the tie several times to get 
the length just right. In the process, the 
two men talked and joked with one an-
other. When Hackler was done, he shook 
Butcher’s hand, pulled him in for a hug, 
and instructed Sherri to “take good care of 
him” as he walked away. 

For Hackler, the fleeting moment was 
just another opportunity to help others, 
something that is in his nature to do. “If I 
find somebody that I can help, they want 
help, I’ll be glad to help them. That’s what 
I’ve done all my life. Why change?” said 
Hackler.

But for the Butchers, the encounter was 
a much-needed show of compassion dur-
ing a particularly dark time. 

Sherri was so touched by Hackler’s 
kindness that she posted their story on 
social media in the hopes of reconnecting 
with him. 

“He really touched both of us on a re-
ally, really hard day,” Sherri later told 
WKRC.

Within 24 hours, they found Hackler 
and were reunited by Local 12 News. The 
Butchers wanted to thank Hackler once 
more for what he did. 

But the story does not end there. When 
Sherri and Kevin arrived at the funeral on 
September 25, they were shocked to see 
Hackler in attendance, waiting for them. 

Sherri later posted on her Facebook page, 
“There are just no words to explain how 
Kevin and I felt this morning....Walking in 
to the funeral home to see Mr. Hackler wait-
ing for us to say a prayer for the family. This 
man is an absolute ANGEL on Earth!!!!!”

Officer Saves the Day
Deputy Sheriff Chris Owen of the Forsyth 
County Sheriff’s Office is being praised 
for helping an unnamed woman in her 
time of need. 

Yahoo Lifestyle reported that Owen 
was on duty in Walkertown, North Caro-
lina, on September 23 when a woman in a 
black vehicle asked him for help at a local 
Sheetz gas station. She explained she was 
handicapped and asked if Owen could 
pump her gas for her. 

Deputy Owen happily agreed, and the 
woman asked Owen to put just $8 in her 
car as that was all the money she had. 
When Owen learned where the woman 
was headed, he was concerned $8 was 
not going to be enough gas. Instead, he 
decided to fill up her tank and pay the 
bill himself. 

“I did not want her to run out of gas and 
be stranded, so I decided to just swipe my 
credit card to pay for her gas,” he explained. 

The woman was reportedly grateful and 
profusely thanked Deputy Owen before 
driving off. 

The story and a photo of Deputy Owen 
pumping the woman’s gas was snapped 
and placed in the Forsyth County Sheriff’s 
Office. n

— rAveN clAbough
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The Impeachment

Fl
ic

kr
/M

ar
io

nD
os

s

by Steve Byas

O pponents reviled the president, even accusing him 
of various and sundry crimes. Some in Congress at-
tempted to portray him as a would-be dictator who 

consistently disregarded the Constitution of the United States. 
Others expressed shock at his boorish, un-presidential behavior, 
arguing that he was no longer “fit to retain the office of presi-
dent.” They particularly denounced what they described as his 
“intemperate, inflammatory and scandalous harangues.”

For his part, the president denounced his detractors by name, 
accusing them of desiring to “destroy our institutions,” and 
welcomed the vitriol against his enemies coming from those 
in the audience at his raucous political rallies. His detractors 
detested him, largely because he was perceived as the major 
obstacle in advancing their radical political agenda. The presi-
dent even had to deal with, and eventually fire, a high-ranking 
member of his own administration who was in league with his 
opponents in Congress.

While the above may sound like a description of our present-
day politics, it is actually a summary of the political environ-
ment of the years immediately after the Civil War, when the 
intense political battles of the time led to the first impeachment 
of a U.S. president, Andrew Johnson.

Impeachment is the first step of a process to remove a fed-
eral official from his office. The Constitution provides that 
impeachment — roughly the equivalent of an indictment in 
a criminal proceeding — requires a majority vote in the U.S. 
House of Representatives. The Constitution explicitly stipu-
lates the possible reasons that a president can be impeached: 
treason, bribery, high crimes, and misdemeanors. If impeached, 
the House then selects prosecutors, known as managers, who 
attempt to prove their case to the U.S. Senate, which is empan-

of President Andrew Johnson
Donald Trump is not the first U.S. president to suffer character 

assassination by opponents who hope to turn their personal dislike of the 

man into impeachment. It happened to Andrew Johnson first.
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eled as a jury. With the chief 
justice of the U.S. Supreme 
Court presiding, the Constitu-
tion requires a two-thirds vote 
of the Senate to convict, with 
the resulting punishment being 
removal from office.

Once removed from office, 
the president then becomes 
subject to the regular courts of 
justice, if he is accused of com-
mitting a crime.

The Framers of the Consti-
tution did not intend for the 
process of impeachment of a 
president to be used to overturn 
an election, or as an alternative 
way to settle intense political 
disputes. But the conditions 
found at the conclusion of 
the Civil War, a war that had 
taken hundreds of thousands 
of American lives on the bat-
tlefield, produced some of the 
bitterest political contests in 
the country’s history.

Perhaps a more tactful poli-
tician could have successfully 
navigated the conditions faced 
by Andrew Johnson — a civil 
war followed by the murder of President 
Abraham Lincoln. Lincoln, the first Re-
publican Party president, unsure of wheth-
er he could otherwise be reelected in 1864, 
made Johnson, a former Democratic sena-
tor from Tennessee, his running mate, on 
a National Union ticket. Johnson was the 
lone Southerner to refuse to resign his seat 
in the Senate when his state seceded in 
1861, and Lincoln made him the military 
governor of Tennessee when Union troops 
had retaken that state. Finally, in 1865, he 
took office as vice president.

Still, as a Southern Democrat, John-
son was viewed with suspicion by the 
Republicans in Congress who hoped to 
take advantage of the bitterness of the war 
and Reconstruction policies to keep them-
selves in power, instead of the Democrats 
who had dominated American politics for 
a generation before the war. 

Johnson probably could have survived 
politically, and even been triumphantly 
elected in his own right in 1868, had he 
chosen to go along with this partisan agen-
da of the Radical Republicans (the domi-
nant faction of the party, who wanted to 

punish the South for the Civil War and tar 
the entire Democratic Party as the “party 
of treason”). 

Johnson Opposes  
Radical Reconstruction
But Johnson did not go along. First of all, 
he was not a Republican, but a Tennessee 
Democrat, and he was what one would 
expect from a Democrat from Tennessee, 
a state that had produced such fiery politi-
cians as Andrew Jackson, Sam Houston, 
and David Crockett. Johnson’s father had 
died when Andrew was but three years old, 
leaving the family in poverty. For all the 
talk of politicians such as Andrew Jackson 
and Abraham Lincoln about their poverty-
stricken childhoods, perhaps no president 
arose from more humble circumstances 
than Johnson. He was unable to read until 
his teenage years, and his wife later taught 
him to write. 

When Johnson was only 19 years old, 
he opened his own tailor shop, before 
eventually getting involved in politics, 
winning posts as an alderman, mayor, state 
representative, state senator, member of 

Congress, governor, and U.S. 
senator. He was a Jacksonian 
Democrat who believed in lim-
ited government. A successful 
politician in Tennessee during 
those years had to be tough. 
As David Donald wrote in an 
American Heritage article, 
“Why They Impeached An-
drew Johnson,” Johnson was 
“indifferent to prudence.… 
Apprenticed in the rough-
and-tumble politics of frontier 
Tennessee, where orators ex-
changed violent personalities, 
crude humor, and bitter denun-

ciations, Johnson continued to 
make stump speeches from the 
White House.”

When several Southern states left the 
Union, he stubbornly refused to resign his 
seat in the Senate, and mostly blamed the 
slave-holding aristocracy for inflaming 
public opinion in the South to take that 
step. But as former Chief Justice William 
Rehnquist wrote in his book Grand In-
quests, Johnson “did not think the goal of 
the Civil War should be to abolish slavery. 
He was a co-sponsor of the Crittenden-
Johnson resolution that passed Congress 
in 1861, declaring that in prosecuting the 
war the North had no desire to interfere 
with the domestic institutions of any of the 
states.” In other words, while he person-
ally detested the institution of slavery, the 
war to him was all about the restoration 
of the Union. Johnson’s actions following 
the end of the war can be understood best 
with that in mind.

On May 29, 1865, Johnson issued a 
general amnesty proclamation for most 
of those who had fought in Confederate 
uniforms. While it excluded many higher-
ranking Confederate military and civil of-
ficers, they could apply for individual par-
dons. He then moved to recognize several 
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Inside opposition: Johnson 
inherited Edwin Stanton as 
secretary of war from President 
Lincoln. Stanton was a spy for 
Johnson’s political opponents 
in Congress. When Johnson 
fired Stanton from the Cabinet, 
Radical Republicans used that as 
a pretext to impeach him.
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Southern state governments as legitimate. 
Perhaps angering the Republicans more 
than anything else, Johnson was ambiva-
lent about voting rights for former slaves. 
Without the votes of free blacks, the Re-
publican Party feared it was doomed in 
the South, and their majority in Congress 
would end once those states predictably 
elected Democrats to Congress. 

With this in mind, Congress passed the 
Civil Rights Act of 1866, which defined 
citizenship to include any person born in 
the United States under U.S. jurisdiction 
as a citizen. This was designed to make 
all the former slaves citizens. No doubt 
many members of Congress were sincere-
ly desirous of protecting the freedmen, but 
the political consideration was of at least 
equal importance. Johnson, however, ve-
toed the bill, arguing that it was transfer-
ring too much power from the states to the 

federal government. While it is possible 
that the Democrat Johnson wanted to see 
his political party regain its majority status 
in Congress, this fidelity to the concept of 
federalism was then a cardinal principle of 
his Democratic Party.

Nevertheless, Congress overrode John-
son’s veto, and the Civil Rights Act be-
came law. Later, these provisions of the 
Civil Rights Act were placed into the 14th 
Amendment, which was then sent to the 
states for ratification. 

Congressional Elections  
of 1866 Embolden the Radicals
After the congressional elections in the 
fall of 1866 produced increased power 
for the Radical Republicans, Johnson was 
seen more and more as the chief obstacle 
to their domination of the government. 
The Radical Republicans soon used that 

augmented power to target Johnson for 
political elimination. 

With the passage of the Reconstruc-
tion Act of 1867 (over Johnson’s veto), 
Congress provided for military rule of the 
prostrate South. Since Johnson, by virtue 
of his office as president, was constitution-
ally the commander-in-chief of the armed 
forces of the United States, these Radi-
cals feared Johnson could frustrate their 
goals of using the military occupation of 
the South to keep the Republican Party in 
power. The Reconstruction Act divided the 
former Confederate states into five mili-
tary districts, each ruled by a general. This 
general was given vast power to suspend 
or even remove civil officers who were 
considered obstacles to the achievement of 
the act’s goals, among which were forcing 
the states to grant the right to vote to for-
mer slaves and to ratify the 14th Amend-
ment. (Dubious methods such as this used 
to get the 14th Amendment ratified are 
among the reasons that some historians 
and legal experts question the validity of 
the 14th Amendment, an amendment that 
has been frequently abused to advance all 
sorts of leftist causes, such as forcing the 
states to accept same-sex “marriage.”)

This need to use the Army to advance 
the Radical Republican agenda was the 
genesis of the passage of the Command 
of the Army Act, which provided that 
all presidential orders to any Army of-
ficer must go through the commanding 
general of the Army. Johnson reluc-
tantly signed that law, but then Congress 
passed the Tenure of Office Act, which 
required that all federal officers who had 
received Senate confirmation could not 
be removed by the president without the 
Senate’s consent. Johnson’s veto was 
predictably overridden by a Congress 
intent on neutering him.

Both of these laws were of questionable 
constitutionality, and Johnson opted to 
challenge the Tenure of Office Act by re-
moving Secretary of War Edwin Stanton, 
and replacing him with General Ulysses 
Grant. Stanton was among those Cabinet 
officers who had served under President 
Lincoln, and Stanton had both secretly 
and openly colluded with the Radical Re-
publicans in Congress to frustrate John-
son’s actions. As John Dwyer explained 
in his book The War Between the States: 
America’s Uncivil War, “[Stanton] had 
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The Framers of the Constitution did not intend for 
the process of impeachment of a president to be 
used to overturn an election, or as an alternative 
way to settle intense political disputes.

The Johnson impeachment committee was a collection of hardened opponents of the president, 
and included, left to right seated, Ben Butler (a former Union general whom the women of 
occupied New Orleans called “a beast”), Thaddeus Stevens (who dubbed Southern states 
“conquered provinces”), Thomas Williams, John Bingham, and left to right standing, James 
Wilson, George Boutwell, and John Logan.
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served three presidents, from two parties, 
and he had wrought a sad record of duplic-
ity, perfidy, and self-serving in every ad-
ministration.” Dwyer added that Stanton 
had been an “in-house spy” for the presi-
dent’s political opponents.

Johnson’s suspension of Stanton, and 
the subsequent substitution of Grant, took 
place during one of the Senate’s then-
frequent adjournments. When the Senate 
reconvened in January 1868, they voted 
35-16 to not agree to the suspension of 
Stanton. Grant quickly left the office, but 
Johnson refused to accept Stanton’s return 
to the War Department. Instead, he select-
ed General Lorenzo Thomas, the adjutant 
general of the Army, as an interim replace-
ment for Stanton. 

The Radicals, who had been looking for 
an excuse to rid themselves of Johnson, 
moved quickly. Within a matter of days, 
the Reconstruction Committee of the 
House of Representatives submitted an 

impeachment resolution to the full House, 
which read, “Resolved, That Andrew 
Johnson, President of the United States, 
be impeached of high crimes and misde-
meanors in office.”

Stanton barricaded himself in his office 
at the War Department, with armed volun-
teers used to keep Johnson from removing 
him by force.

Johnson Is Impeached
Despite the impeachment resolution not 
even bothering to cite a reason for the 
charges against the president, the House 
passed it on February 24 by a resound-
ing 126-47. Eventually, the House would 
lodge 11 articles of impeachment against 
Johnson, the first eight of which centered 
upon Stanton’s firing. The ninth asserted 
that Johnson had spoken directly with a 
general in violation of the Command of 
the Army Act, while the 10th asserted 
that the president had delivered “intem-

perate, inflammatory and scandalous ha-
rangues” against Congress and its laws. 
As John F. Kennedy wrote in his book 
Profiles in Courage, “The eleventh was 
a deliberately obscure conglomeration of 
all the charges in the [preceding] articles, 
which had been designed by [U.S. Rep-
resentative] Thaddeus Stevens to furnish 
a common ground for those who favored 
conviction but were unwilling to identify 
themselves on basic issues.”

For the first time in U.S. history, a 
president of the United States had been 
impeached, and his chance of surviving a 
vote in the U.S. Senate did not look good. 
While every Democratic member was ex-
pected to vote not guilty to the impeach-
ment, the Republicans enjoyed more than 
a two-thirds majority in the Senate. To 
keep his office, Johnson would need six 
Republicans to break ranks and cast not-
guilty verdicts.

To increase the chances of conviction, 
Congress attempted to rush Colorado 
Territory into statehood, despite its mere 
40,000 population at the time. Johnson 
vetoed the bill. 

Kennedy wrote, “As the trial pro-
gressed, it became increasingly apparent 
that the impatient Republicans did not in-
tend to give the president a fair trial on 
the formal issues upon which the impeach-
ment was drawn, but intended instead to 
depose him from the White House on any 
grounds, real or imagined, for refusing to 
accept their policies. Telling evidence in 
the president’s favor was arbitrarily ex-
cluded.… Attempted bribery and other 
forms of pressure were rampant.” 

William Evarts, Johnson’s chief coun-
sel during the trial, called the Radicals on 
their hypocrisy. On one hand, they denied 
they were a court, and therefore did not 
have to afford Johnson all the protections 
ordinarily given an accused person in a 
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No precedence: The U.S. Senate trial of 
President Andrew Johnson saw him escape 
removal by one vote. William Evarts, 
Johnson’s chief counsel, told the Senate 
that if they removed the president for such 
flimsy reasons, “the constitutional division 
of powers will cease.” He added that every 
president dating back to George Washington 
had enjoyed the right to fire his Cabinet 
officers — and that Johnson had committed 
no crime in removing Stanton.
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to break ranks and cast not-guilty verdicts. To increase 
the chances of conviction, Congress attempted to rush 
Colorado Territory into statehood, despite its mere 40,000 
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trial, but on the other hand, Evarts said, if 
the Senate was not sitting as a court, then 
they were enacting a bill of attainder (spe-
cifically forbidden by the Constitution). 

Johnson had exercised his rights as a 
citizen to get his case into the courts be-
cause violating an unconstitutional law is 
not a crime, Evarts argued, adding that no 
evidence had been introduced that John-
son had any evil intent. “Remove the 
president, and the constitutional division 
of powers will cease. We must then swing 
into the omnipotence of Congress.” 

Evarts added that every president, dat-
ing back to Washington, had enjoyed the 
power to remove his subordinates in the 
executive branch from power. Lastly, he 
produced a memorial published during 
the term of Lincoln, which 
argued that the president 
should be aided by a Cabi-
net that agrees with him 
“in political principle and 
general policy,” noting 
that it was signed by some 
of Johnson’s most ardent 
senatorial critics, including 
Charles Sumner and John 
Sherman.

Senator Ross — A 
Profile in Courage
Finally, Radical hopes for a 
conviction came down to a 
new senator from Kansas, 
Edmund Ross. Ross was a 
reliable vote for most of the 
Radical Republican agenda, 
and he was not in sympathy 
with Johnson either person-
ally or politically. But as 
Ross told another senator, 
“So far as I am concerned, 
though a Republican and 
opposed to Mr. Johnson 
and his policy, he shall have 
as fair a trial as an accused 
man ever had on this earth.”

Soon, Senator Ross 
found himself the target of 
pressure. He even received 
mail threatening his assas-
sination. Yet Ross was de-
termined to vote the way 
that he thought was best 
for his country. When the 
roll was called on Article 

11, the omnibus article and the first one 
taken up because it was thought it would 
garner the most votes, silence swept 
through the chamber. “It was a tremen-
dous responsibility,” Ross later recalled 
the scene. “Every fan was folded, not a 
foot moved, not the rustle of a garment, 
not a whisper was heard” as Ross’s name 
was called. 

“I almost literally looked down into my 
open grave,” Ross wrote. “Friendships, 
position, fortune, everything that makes 
life desirable to an ambitious man were 
about to be swept away by the breath of 
my mouth, perhaps forever.” Senators 
leaned forward in their seats, while others 
leaned over their desks, many with their 
hand to an ear to hear Ross’s vote.

Finally, Ross broke the silence. “Not 
guilty.” 

Johnson had remained president by a 
margin of one vote, 35 guilty to 19 not 
guilty. 

The Senate then called a 10-day recess, 
in a vain effort to secure an additional vote. 
During this time, Ross again received pres-
sure, with one wire informing him that 
“Kansas repudiates you as she does all per-
jurers and skunks.” Representative James 
Blaine of Maine denounced him as a “ras-
cal.” Kennedy wrote, “A justice of the Kan-
sas Supreme Court telegraphed him that 
‘the rope with which Judas Iscariot hanged 
himself is lost, but [Kansas Senator] Jim 
Lane’s pistol is at your service.’ ”

No wonder that Paul Johnson, author 
of A History of the Ameri-
can People, concluded, “No 
constructive purpose was 
served by this vendetta, and 
the only political conse-
quence was the discrediting 
of those who conducted it.”

Ross was not returned to 
office by the Kansas Sen-
ate, and neither were any 
of the other six Republican 
senators who voted to ac-
quit President Johnson. But 
Ross explained years later 
that he had no regrets. “In 
a large sense, the indepen-
dence of the executive of-
fice as a coordinate branch 
of the government was on 
trial. If … the president 
must step down … a dis-
graced man and a political 
outcast … upon insufficient 
proofs and from partisan 
considerations, the office 
of president would be de-
graded.” Ross added that a 
guilty verdict would have 
subjected the United States 
to “that intolerance which 
so often characterizes the 
sway of great majorities and 
makes them dangerous.”

Truly, the failure of the 
Senate to convict President 
Andrew Johnson was a vic-
tory not only for one man, 
but for the Constitution and 
our country. nLi
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Honesty punished: Senator Edmund 
Ross of Kansas was a Republican who 
was not sympathetic to Johnson, but 
he did not believe that impeachment 
was put into the Constitution by the 
Framers to settle political differences. 
His “no” vote was decisive in denying 
the required two-thirds vote to remove 
the president and caused the Kansas 
Legislature not to reelect him, as he 
knew would happen. This heroic action 
caused John F. Kennedy to include 
Ross in his prize-winning book Profiles 
in Courage.
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Silent Self-defense?
Ammoland.com featured an interesting 
essay about gun suppressors on Septem-
ber 15 by Tom McHale, an author who 
writes educational books for shooters. A 
suppressor is a firearm accessory that is 
often featured in movies. Dubbed “silenc-
ers,” they are portrayed as being able to 
make gunshots sound like quiet “whiffs” 
of noise, though they actually don’t work 
like that in real life. A suppressed gun-
shot is still loud, but the sound is reduced, 
which can be beneficial to a shooter who 
might be firing a gun without the proper 
hearing protection. People involved in a 
self-defense shooting situation who have 
to quickly discharge a firearm don’t have 
the ability to use noise-canceling head-
phones or earplugs. 

McHale wrote that current federal law 
pertaining to purchasing suppressors is 
quite onerous and requires a lengthy wait-
ing period, but argued that it was worth it: 

If you’ve not touched off a round in-
doors before, hold on to your shorts. 
It’s loud. If you use an AR, the indoor 
noise level is orders of magnitude be-
yond loud. Deafening comes to mind. 
So, do you or should you care? While 
living through the encounter will 
rank far higher to me than protecting 
some percentage of my hearing when 
I’m 78, I’m not so much worried 
about long-term hearing impacts as 
the ‘here and now’ benefits. While a 
suppressed pistol or rifle shot indoors 
will still be loud (remember, Hol-
lywood suppressor whisper noises 
aren’t real) you’ll stand a much better 
chance of being able to hear impor-
tant things like family members, 911 
operators on the phone, and sirens or 
shouts from responding officers dur-
ing or after suppressed gunfire.

The author did note that sometimes using 
a suppressor becomes awkward, depend-
ing on the length of the barrel. “If you 
use a shotgun for home defense, should 
you suppress it, assuming you have one of 
those nifty SilencerCo Salvo 12 suppres-
sors? Probably not. Don’t get me wrong, 
they’re cool, and lots of fun. They just 

make a standard shotgun about the size of 
a High School flagpole,” McHale wrote. 

The author noted that using a sup-
pressor requires cleaning your gun more 
frequently, as well as re-zeroing it and 
possibly installing new sighting devices. 
He finally warned that one’s suppressor 
might, along with one’s gun, become tied 
up as evidence if used in a self-defense sit-
uation, but even with all that, he said, the 
benefits probably outweigh the negatives.

Airsoft Guns:  
Not Just for Kids Anymore
At USACarry.com on September 16, 
Sam Hoober, contributing editor to 
AlienGearHolsters.com, explored the 
merits of shooters practicing with Air-
soft guns to sharpen their shooting skills. 
Hoober explained that Airsoft guns can 
be useful aids in training for self-defen-
sive shooting. “For the person that trains 
for self-defense shooting, as opposed to 
the hunter or competition shooter, it’s 
to draw from concealment and shoot a 
threat. You have to clear cover, draw, 
present, gain a sight picture and press the 
trigger, and in a compressed time frame,” 
Hoober wrote. This is where the Airsoft 
gun can come in handy. 

While the Airsoft gun will be differ-
ent than your real gun, and the recoil 
will obviously be lacking, the repetitive 
practice you get from using the Airsoft 
gun can sharpen the skills you’ll need 
in a self-defense situation that only re-
quires one shot. “Well, repetitions mat-
ter. If your technique is good, putting in 
pistol practice with an airsoft gun should 
have a positive effect at the range. That’s 
why militaries and police academies use 
airsoft in training environments, supple-
mented (of course) with live-fire training 
as well,” Hoober explained. The last part 
was key, and Hoober repeated through-
out his column that Airsoft training 
should be in addition to, but not replace, 
firing at a range with your actual self-
defense weapon. Still, it’s an important 
suggestion for people constantly looking 
to explore how best to prepare for a self-
defense shooting.

The First and Second 
Amendment Are Linked
A University of California professor re-
cently claimed that both the First and Sec-
ond Amendments to the U.S. Constitution 
require “qualifications” or limits on what 
is allowed. Campus Reform reported on 
September 8 that UCLA professor Douglas 
Kellner made statements in an interview 
published by the university claiming that 
due to recent mass shootings, which he ar-
gued were inspired by President Trump’s 
rhetoric, there now need to be changes to 
our Bill of Rights, to institute new restric-
tions on both access to firearms and the 
ability of people to speak freely. Kellner 
said that “all of the previous shootings 
were rather divorced from sociopolitical 
factors,” but these more recent shootings 
appeared to be motivated by political fac-
tors. “The toxicity of gun culture has cre-
ated a new factor that we have never seen 
before, that was a major factor in the last 
few shootings, and that was the election of 
Donald Trump, and in particular, Trump’s 
rhetoric [on immigrants],” Kellner said, re-
ferring to Trump’s words as “hate speech.” 

Kellner’s interview provides good in-
sight into the mind of leftists. He said 
matter-of-factly, “I don’t see the Second 
Amendment as absolute, just like I don’t 
see the First Amendment as absolute…. In 
both cases there need to be qualifications 
in certain contexts. And historically, our 
notions of both free speech and gun rights 
have changed. Society is continually 
growing and evolving, and so our Consti-
tution and the Bill of Rights is changing 
historical meaning in different eras, and I 
think most people accept that.” This is the 
mind-set we’re facing, where no matter 
what occurs in society, it’s our constitu-
tional freedoms that are to blame and the 
only permissible response is to empower 
the government to strip those freedoms 
away. The professor’s honest opinion and 
frank expression of his ideas should serve 
as a reminder to all of us why both the 
First and Second Amendments need de-
fending: If our enemies are successful in 
abridging one, it’ll only be a matter of time 
before they eliminate the other. n

— pATrick krey

“... the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.” EXERCISING THE RIGHT
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New Wealth Tax Won’t Foil 
the Bogeyman of Rising 
“Income Inequality”
Item: Among several stories deplor-
ing growth of income inequality, CNN 
carried a September 10 article entitled 
“US income growth stalled in 2018, Cen-
sus says.” Reported CNN: “Median US 
household income stayed essentially flat 
in 2018 at $63,200, breaking a three-year 
streak of increases, according to data 
released by the Census Bureau on Tues-
day…. Median income in 2018 was not 
statistically different than in 2007 or in 
1999, which was the high point.”
Item: After the Census data were report-
ed, the Washington Post for September 
10 similarly said that “the gap between 
the rich and poor has grown.” The left-
wing paper said: “‘Median household 
income today is right where it was in 
1999. We’ve seen two decades with no 
progress for the middle class,’ said Uni-
versity of Michigan economics professor 
Justin Wolfers. ‘The economy is produc-
ing more than before, but the gains aren’t 
being shared equally.’”

(By the way, the professor cited above, 
Justin Wolfers, has also declared that the 
“biggest risk to the American economy is 
Trump in the White House”; see CBNC 
video, for example, February 15, 2019.)
Item: The Associated Press for Septem-
ber 26 reported that the “gap between 
the haves and have-nots in the United 
States grew last year to its highest level 
in more than 50 years of tracking in-
come inequality, according to U.S. Cen-
sus Bureau figures released Thursday.”  
Item: The New York Times, in its Octo-
ber 2 print edition, reported: “Progressive 
Democrats are advocating the most dras-
tic shift in tax policy in over a century as 
they look to redistribute wealth and chip 
away at the economic power of the super-
rich with new taxes that could fundamen-
tally reshape the United States economy.... 
Their plans envision an enormous trans-
fer of money from the wealthy to ordinary 
people, with revenue from the wealth tax 
used to finance new social programs like 

tuition-free college, universal child care 
and ‘Medicare for all.’”
Item: On his Twitter feed for October 1, 
2019, Vermont Senator Sanders responded 
to a story about how much money his pres-
idential campaign had amassed, tweeting: 
“The billionaire class should be very, very 
nervous. The working people of this coun-
try are ready for a political revolution.”
CorreCtIon: Be careful for what you 
wish for, Bernie. Remember Robespierre? 
That French revolutionary who once en-
couraged chopping off thousands of heads  
eventually lost his own to the fond em-
brace of Madame la Guillotine. Or perhaps 
Sanders is confident that the mob will ab-
solve a socialist whose public service has, 
voilà, turned him into a millionaire who 
owns three houses.

Bernie, at least at this point, just wants 
to lop off assets of those with more than 
he. In September, when he preached the 
latest details of his gospel of envy — 
claiming that it would raise $4.35 trillion 
over 10 years for the government — San-
ders tweeted: “There should be no billion-
aires. We are going to tax their extreme 
wealth and invest in working people.” 

Never mind if this process hurts invest-
ment and the wages of working people, as 

well as the creation of wealth. The egali-
tarian solon is mining for votes.

Sanders is certainly not the only player 
exploiting the politics of resentment amid 
our supposed crisis of income inequality. 
Barack Obama in 2013 called rising in-
come inequality the “defining challenge 
of our time.” Hillary Clinton in her 2016 
campaign vowed to attack the “cancer 
of inequality.” More recently, Elizabeth 
Warren advocated her wealth-tax plan be-
cause, in her words, “The rich and power-
ful are taking so much for themselves and 
leaving so little for everyone else” — as 
if there were a finite pile of greenbacks 
being unfairly pilfered by plutocrats. Even 
purported “moderate” Joe Biden echoes 
the radicals, bemoaning, “This wealth gap 
that exists in the United States of America 
is so profound now.”

These politicians are hoping Americans 
will confuse their concept of fiscal equal-
ity with political equality, where the gov-
ernment protects our equal rights to life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. We 
are not promised economic equality.

The mainstream media have been 
adding to the confusion by stressing the 
“shrinking” and “stagnating” middle class, 
as if Americans are born into and remain 

Something is not kosher here: Even as the present presidential administration has fostered 
millions of jobs for Americans through lowering government burdens on them, causing 
employers to compete for employees through wage hikes, Senator Elizabeth Warren continues to 
believe that you can make the poor rich by making the rich poor.
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within the same station of life. That is just 
not so. As described by economist Thom-
as Sowell (in a column called “Economic 
Mobility”), “Most working Americans, 
who were initially in the bottom 20% of 
income-earners, rise out of that bottom 
20%. More of them end up in the top 20% 
than remain in the bottom 20%.” 

Another prominent academic who has 
spent considerable time studying this topic 
is Mark Perry, a scholar at the American 
Enterprise Institute and a professor of 
economics and finance at the University 
of Michigan’s Flint campus. Perry notes 
that “one of the main factors in explaining 
differences in income among US house-
holds is the number of earners per house-
hold.” After breaking out these and other 
details, the professor summarizes the data 
in a very different manner than depicted 
by left-wing class warriors. High-income 
households in the United States, he writes,

have a greater average number of in-
come-earners than households in low-

er-income quintiles, and individuals in 
high-income households are far more 
likely than individuals in low-income 
households to be well-educated, mar-
ried, working full-time, and in their 
prime earning years. In contrast, indi-
viduals in lower-income households 
are far more likely than their counter-
parts in higher-income households to 
be less-educated, working part-time, 
either very young (under 35 years) or 
very old (over 65 years), and living in 
single-parent or single households.

Individuals have a good deal of control 
over many of those variables, including 
going to school and graduating; getting 
and staying married; and obtaining and 
keeping full-time jobs.

Government numbers can be distorted 
(depending on who is looking at the sta-
tistics). Perry acknowledges, for instance, 
that the median household income in-
creased by just 2.7 percent between 1999 
and 2018. But during that period the num-

bers in households and their composition 
changed. Thus, as the professor explains, 
when you adjust for the declining average 
household size, which fell in 2018 to an 
all-time low “of 2.52 persons, the increase 
in median household income per house-
hold member increased by 5.9% over that 
period, or more than twice the increase in 
unadjusted household income.”

Also warping the “income inequality cri-
sis” we are supposedly suffering these days 
are our official poverty numbers. The Unit-
ed States has been waging the “War on Pov-
erty” for more than five decades. And we 
currently spend more than a trillion dollars 
annually on this war, yet the percentages 
of “poor” (though not necessarily the same 
people) remain about the same — around 
13.5 percent. However, the totals are exag-
gerated when you consider what is not con-
sidered “income” in the Census numbers: 
Left out are the value of food stamps (aka 
SNAP, or Supplemental Nutrition Assis-
tance Program); Earned Income Tax Credit 
(EITC); Medicaid; Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program (CHIP); subsidized housing, 
heating; and more. 

In reality, as a Cato Institute policy anal-
ysis by John Early explains, perhaps two 
percent “of the population — not 13.5 per-
cent — live in poverty.” The U.S. govern-
ment, each year, “takes more than $1 tril-
lion from above-average earners and gives 
it to low earners so that all except a small 
fraction receive middle-income status. As 
a result, income inequality in America is 
not significantly different from that of other 
advanced nations.”

There are other reasons why many 
Americans might feel that their pay has not 
kept up with costs. Some have to do with 
other aspects of compensation. According 
to Reason’s Veronique de Rugy, fringe ben-
efits have increased far more over the past 
four decades than wages. Such benefits are 
a good part of a worker’s compensation. 
During that period, the value of employer-
provided health insurance, for one signifi-
cant benefit, has increased by 60 percent.

Of course Sanders and Warren pretend 
that only the uber wealthy will be tapped, 
and just a bit, in their schemes to benefit 
the hard-pressed needy. 
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Don’t assume: Those who advocate using government to bring about income equality assume 
that the rich are holding the poor down, or taking too big a slice of the pie. But most workers 
who start in the bottom 20 percent rise up in affluence, and new businesses and ideas generate 
increasing wealth.
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Yet, the driving underlying purpose is 
to punish achievement. This is the theme 
of Equal Is Unfair: America’s Misguided 
Fight Against Income Inequality, a 2016 
book by Don Watkins and Yaron Brook. 
They illustrate how the “inequality narra-
tive” is actually a war against success — 
more aimed at taking down those on the 
top than helping those on bottom of the in-
come scale. Coauthor Watkins has likened 
this to redistributing school test scores by 
lifting up “D” students by taking points 
from “A” students. 

In Warren’s plans, more taxes against 
the rich will fund (among other things) 
free healthcare for everyone in the coun-
try, child care, college for anyone who 
wants to go, and more low-income hous-
ing. These are pipe dreams. 

Examine the price tags of the items in 
the progressive agenda supported by virtu-
ally all of the Democratic presidential can-
didates. If these additional burdens were 
added, it would mean almost a doubling of 
current federal expenditures. These vari-
ous promises would require “increasing 
middle-class taxes to three to 10 times ex-
isting levels or radically higher, unsustain-
able federal borrowing,” according to a 
recent Heritage Foundation backgrounder.

Then there’s Warren’s would-be finan-

cial transaction tax. A to-the-point reading, 
from the Wall Street Journal, in a Sep-
tember article by Phil Gramm (the former 
chairman of the Senate Banking Com-
mittee) and Mike Solon called “Warren’s 
Assault on Retiree Wealth” said Warren’s 
financial transaction tax would “destroy 
savings built over a lifetime — and sink the 
economy.” Her scheme, continued the writ-
ers, would blow up “fiduciary-duty protec-
tions” of established law and regulations

by rewriting the charter for every 
corporation with gross receipts of 
more than $1 billion. Every corpora-
tion, proprietorship, partnership and 
limited-liability company of that size 
would be forced to enroll as a federal 
corporation under a new set of rules. 
Under this new Warren charter, com-
panies currently dedicated to their 
shareholders’ interest would be reor-
dered to serve the interests of numer-
ous new “stakeholders,” including 
“the workforce,” “the community,” 
“customers,” “the local and global 
environment” and “community and 
societal factors.”

Eliminating corporations’ duty to 
serve investors exclusively and forc-
ing them to serve political interests 

would represent the greatest govern-
ment taking in American history.

A paper by the Chamber of Commerce ar-
gues that this change would boost home 
mortgage costs, as well as mutual fund 
and pension fund expenses and corporate 
financing costs. Moreover, “the higher 
cost of capital will result in less invest-
ment and thus less economic growth, 
fewer jobs, and less income tax revenue.”

Note also that wealth taxes, as has been 
pointed out by Peter Suderman and John 
Osterhoudt for Reason, “have been tried 
before, and they haven’t worked the way 
Warren promises.” 

There’s no doubt about that. A Tax 
Foundation paper, for example, has re-
vealed that the number of member na-
tions of the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development who col-
lected revenue from problematic wealth 
taxes dropped from a peak of 14 in 1996 
to just four in 2017. In those four, revenues 
“made up just 1.45 percent of total rev-
enues on average in 2017.” 

Suderman and Osterhoudt also note 
that, as opposed to income taxes and sales 
taxes (which tax “money when it moves 
around”), wealth taxes draw on “the same 
pot of money every year, making the pile 
smaller and smaller over time. It’s essen-
tially a tax on large savings — the money 
that investors and entrepreneurs rely on to 
start new businesses.” A wealth tax is also 
bound to be challenged legally over its un-
constitutionality because of the Constitu-
tion’s ban of a national “direct” tax that is 
not collected evenly from the states based 
on their populations.

The justification for such economic de-
struction is said to be growing “income 
inequality.” Yes, some folks do have more 
than others. That’s life in a free capitalist 
economy. But would you prefer to live in 
a prosperous country where most gain (or 
have an opportunity to do so) even though 
others might get a larger percentage? Or 
would you want to be stuck in a depressed 
country where everybody is uniformly 
poor (except for the political overseers 
who are more equal than others)? n

— williAm p. hoAr
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Uncounted payments: U.S. Census numbers determining income do not include welfare 
payments. If the trillion-plus dollars of government payments were considered in the equation, a 
very small percentage of people would be deemed “in poverty.”
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The final dramatic 
scene of Animal 
Farm has been play-

ing in my brain for some time 
now. And daily, it seems, 
new events appear that show 
how prescient was George 
Orwell’s 1946 “fairy tale” — 
particularly as it relates to the 
ongoing convergence of the 
ruling elites of the commu-
nist/socialist world and their 
counterparts from the crony-
capitalist world. For those 
who may have forgotten (or 
may have never read) this 
classic parable, it is about the 
animals on Manor Farm ris-
ing up and overthrowing the 
tyranny of Farmer Jones to establish Animal Farm, where “All 
men are enemies. All animals are comrades.”

At first, all is hunky-dory. The cardinal rule of the socialist 
Republic of Animals was that “ALL ANIMALS ARE EQUAL.” 
However, since the pigs were more intelligent, they, naturally, 
assumed the running of day-to-day affairs. But the other animals 
noted that the pigs gradually accrued new privileges and pow-
ers. Pretty soon, Animal Farm’s original Seven Commandments 
were reduced to one: “ALL ANIMALS ARE EQUAL — BUT 
SOME ANIMALS ARE MORE EQUAL THAN OTHERS.”

The pigs, being more intelligent and ruthless (and “more 
equal”), ultimately usurp total dictatorial power and unleash a 
reign of terror on the rest of the animals. It is not difficult to see 
that Orwell’s pig characters — Old Major, Napoleon, Snow-
ball, and Squealer — represent, respectively, Russian Bolshevik 
leaders Lenin, Stalin, Trotsky, and Molotov. Besides oppress-
ing their fellow beasts, the pigs Napoleon and Squealer also 
begin fraternizing with the enemy — men — and begin adopt-
ing human habits, such as living in the farmer’s home, drinking 
alcohol, smoking tobacco, and enjoying other luxuries, while 
the other animals toil in misery and privation. 

In the final scene of the book, the farm animals are drawn by 
curiosity to the farmhouse window by the sounds of conviviality. 
The ruling pigs and the local farmers were enjoying a festive card 
game and praising one another with toasts (lubricated with the 
once-forbidden alcohol). But the most startling thing observed by 
the animals peering through the window was how the faces of the 
pigs and the men had all become transformed: “The creatures out-
side looked from pig to man, and from man to pig, and from pig to 
man again; but already it was impossible to say which was which.”

It is much the same today, as we observe the billionaire capi-
talist pigmen of Wall Street and Silicon Valley hobnobbing with 
the billionaire communist pigmen of Moscow, Beijing, and Kiev. 

The most recent high-profile 
example of this phenomenon 
comes via the current kerfuffle 
over the $12 million donation 
by Soviet-born Ukrainian oli-
garch Len Blavatnik to the 
Council on Foreign Relations. 
Blavatnik is one of the many 
kleptocrats who have burst 
suddenly onto the financial 
firmament as instant billion-
aires by virtue of crony con-
nections to Vladimir Putin or 
Xi Jinping. The CFR, which 
serves as the main brain trust 
of the Deep State in America, 
is taking some heat from anti-
corruption and human rights 
experts for the Blavatnik 

bequest. But CFR President Richard Haass defends taking the 
money, and the website of the CFR globalists boasts: “The Bla-
vatnik Internship Program at CFR was established through a gen-
erous gift from the Blavatnik Family Foundation. The program 
provides paid internships to over one hundred interns each year.”

The cozy relationship between globalists and the commu-
nists has been growing rapidly in recent years, as commu-
nist “business moguls” have become standard features at the 
World Economic Forum and other lavish confabs. And, like-
wise, American and European globalists have flocked to glitzy 
tech and business summits in China and Russia. At these af-
fairs, the recently minted Chinese and Russian billionaires are 
usually called “entrepreneurs,” but as we have noted many 
times previously, they have not earned their sudden wealth 
through entrepreneurial skill and free enterprise. They have 
amassed their enormous riches thanks to their Communist 
Party connections (in China) or “former” Communist Party 
connections (in Russia), which gave them special privileges 
in the “privatization” of resources previously nationalized in 
the name of “the people.” Russia’s super-wealthy oligarchs 
— Alisher Usmanov (steel, telecom, investments) — are all 
tied in to Vladimir Putin’s KGB-run Kremlin power structure. 
Likewise, China’s economic hegemons have been hugely en-
riched not through the power of the market, but through the 
power of the state. The regimes in Moscow and Beijing are fre-
quently (and absurdly) referred to as capitalist or “market-ori-
ented,” but they are “capitalist” only if understood as being state 
capitalist or gangster capitalist, where rewards are dispensed 
through political power rather than through consumer choice. 

If we allow the globalists to continue building their New 
World Order, we will soon find that our American Republic has 
been hideously transformed into a People’s-Animal’s Republic 
ruled by pitiless pigmen. n

The Pigmen of the Deep State

44 THE NEW AMERICAN • NOVEMBER 4, 2019

THE LAST WORD
by williAm F. JAsper
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2020 JBS Calendar
Plan your activism activities with this new JBS monthly calendar. It includes 
available start and end dates for state legislatures and a valuable coupon 
code, exclusive to calendar buyers, for ShopJBS.org! Made in the USA! (2019, 
1/$7.95ea; 2-4/$6.95ea; 5+/$5.00ea) CALJBS20

Birchtionary
Designed for John Birch Society activists, this pocket-size booklet defines words 
and terms used by JBS members. Entries range from JBS “in-house” terminol-
ogy to words pertaining to the globalist agenda that are relatively unknown 
to most Americans. Perfect for new members. (2018ed, 53pp, pb, 1-9/$3.95ea; 
10-49/$3.70ea; 50-74/$3.45ea; 75-99/$3.20ea; 100+/$2.95ea) BKLTJBSB

The Robert Welch Presentations
The Robert Welch Presentations capture the best of Welch’s uniquely prophetic 
speeches from 1959 to 1974. These speeches established the philosophical 
foundation and grassroots organization of The John Birch Society and provided 
the impetus for today’s rapidly growing movement to restore freedom under the 
Constitution. (2009ed, 553 total minutes, six-DVD set, $29.95) DVDSRWP

The Constitution Is the Solution Lecture Series
Most Americans are not taught what’s in the Constitution, nor are they aware 
of its limitations on government that have helped make America great. 
(2019ed, 339 total minutes, six-DVD set, includes Manual & Lecture Guide CD, 
and Lecture Materials Packet; 1-4/$45.00ea; 5-9/$35.00ea; 10-19/$29.00ea; 
20+/$22.00ea) DVDSCSCMP

Historical Art Prints (Set of 6) 
Includes three documents (Declaration of Independence, Bill of Rights, and 
Constitution) and two paintings, plus a “free” Call to Arms print. ($39.95ea) 
HISPRINTS

Hover your phone’s camera over the 
smart code to order online. 191104

TNA Binder
Holds one full year (24 issues). (1/$14.95ea; 2-5/$13.95ea; 6-9/$12.95ea; 
10+/$11.95ea) TNABINDER

We the People Lapel Pin
(1/$7.95ea; 2-4/$6.95ea; 5+/$5.95ea) 
JPINWTP

JBS Eagle Lapel Pin
(1/$4.95ea; 2-4/$3.95ea; 5-9/$3.00ea; 
10+/$2.50ea) JPINJBSE

JBS 60th Anniversary Pin
($6.95ea) JPIN60

TNA Ceramic Mug 
(1/$11.95ea; 2+/$10.00ea) MUGTNA

JBS 60th Anniversary 
Ceramic Mug 
($12.95) MUGJBS60

JBS 60th Anniversary 
Chunky Mug 
(1/$9.95ea;  2+/$8.00ea) 
MUGJBSCH60

Straight Talk Mug
(1/$8.95ea; 2+/$7.00ea) MUGSTRTT

Go to ShopJBS.org to order these and other gift ideas!
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