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   Life is about stretching your boundaries. It’s about dreaming big dreams, 
and working hard to make them come true. At IPS, we strive every day to achieve new levels of 
performance, providing customers with innovative solutions and customized programs. We strive for 
these things because we live in a place where the freedom to dream is protected day and night by 
brave men and women who answer the call. To each of them, we say thank you.
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What does “family owned & operated” really mean? For the Clark family, it 
means getting up early for 45 years to work in their own community, and 

choosing to invest in the Inland Empire. In a time when Wall Street is trying to 
run Main Street, Clark’s Nutrition still believes that family owned and 

operated businesses are the backbone of the American dream, and feels 
privileged to help families live healthier and happier lives. 
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What Teachers Are Selling 
America’s Founders declared its citizens 
to be sovereign and the government the 
servant. But our public servants running 
our schools and teaching our children have 
sold us down the river, teaching that our 
government can do what it wants, and 
claiming that government should be insti-
tuting socialism. Of course, these teachers 
live off the public trough.

The president of San Diego State Uni-
versity is paid $441,000 plus benefits. 
Janet Napolitano — former governor and 
attorney general of Arizona, head of the 
Department of Homeland Security, and 
president of the University of California 
System — surely will get a nice pension 
from her gigs, while she has presided over 
numerous tuition increases to fund illegal 
aliens and pension increases, and though 
the California System is underfunded to 
the tune of over $11 billion. 

Meanwhile, 11 percent of high-school 
graduates entering college are proficient 
in civics; 89 percent are not. Thank a 
teacher. Twenty-two percent are profi-
cient in math; 78 percent are not. Thank a 
teacher. Thirty-four percent are proficient 
in reading; 66 percent are not. Thank a 
teacher. Nineteen percent are proficient 
in geography; 81 percent are not. Thank 
a teacher. 

Our schools are failures, and we have 
wasted billions on them. Yet the teachers 
and administrators keep digging. On Sep-
tember 20, 2019, millions of children from 
around the globe protested global warm-
ing/climate change. This protest was well 
organized and worldwide, with American 
teachers excusing any child who partici-
pated in this protest. Janet Napolitano and 
the entire educational bureaucracy are not 
interested in your well-being, they are in-
terested in their own well-being and life-
time incomes. If you come out of college 
with little chance of getting a job or of im-
proving your life, and you owe mountains 
of debt, that’s your problem. Forty-four 
million Americans owe money on student 
loans, while teachers, professors, and ad-
ministrators leave school with guaranteed 
lifetime incomes.

If you come out of college anti-Amer-
ican and a good little globalist lemming, 
then they have done what they set out to do.

           Jim Davis
Prescott, Arizona

Ripping Off Kids  
for Fun and Profit
The cost of higher education may be the 
most rapidly escalating component in the 
cost of living. The tuition fee charged to a 
full-time freshman student at the Univer-
sity of Michigan provides our example. In 
the autumn of 1955, the tuition for a full-
time, in-state resident for the University of 
Michigan was $90 per semester. In 2017, 
comparable tuition was $7,415 per semes-
ter, an increase of 8,139 percent.

At the same time, the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics’ Consumer Price Index in-
creased 810 percent. The cost of a Uni-
versity of Michigan education increased 
10.05 times the rate of inflation over 62 
years. Had the tuition only increased at 
the rate of inflation, the tuition in 2017 
would have been $729 a semester.

Why has this happened? American col-
leges and universities have perfected the 
art of determining the maximum amount 
they can extract from every student and 
parent via the “financial aid form.”

The standard fees are set at sky-high 
levels, and the discounts, called “schol-
arships,” are granted in such a way as to 
extract every last dollar that the student 
and his parents have and can borrow. The 
availability of student loans does noth-
ing except to increase the amount that 
the college or university can extract from 
each student.

So how do we end the rip-off? One 
method — at least for majors that don’t re-
quire the use of sophisticated science labs 
and other capital equipment — is online 
instruction. Concerned universities could 
provide quality instruction by providing 
lecture tapes licensed from the world’s best 
instructor in every course. Students could 
report to testing centers in major cities 
throughout the country for examinations. 
Anyone who can pass the admissions test 
and pay the $729 admission fee can take 
the course. This could also save upwards of 
$11,000 per year in housing fees. 

Joe sanger
Lansing, Michigan
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As the online USAFeatures.news reported February 27, “Mark 
Morgan, acting commissioner of Customs and Border Protection, 
told a congressional committee [February 26] that a 20-mile sec-
tion of new border wall near El Paso, Texas, has reduced illegal 
immigration by as much as 80 percent.”

“‘We’ve seen apprehensions and illegal entries and gotaways 
all being reduced by over 80% in that 20-mile stretch,’ he told the 
House Appropriations Committee,” the site also informed. Drug 
smuggling has been cut in the area as well.

Morgan mentioned that the new border barriers aren’t solely 
responsible for the reduced incursions. “He told lawmakers that 
walls along with roads and lighting, and in some cases multiple 

layers of fencing, are contributing to fewer illegal crossings as 
well,” USAFeatures.news further reports. 

Consider, too, the testimonial of David Rubin, former mayor 
of Shiloh, Israel. “Rubin said that the amount of rapes and mur-
ders in southern Tel Aviv ‘skyrocketed’ between 2010 and 2012, 
when around 55,000 illegal immigrants [a large number for small 
Israel] entered the country,” reported Fox News Insider.

“In 2016, he continued, after the Israeli government built a 
steel wall between the border of Egypt and Israel, only 11 ille-
gal immigrants entered the country…. And then they raised the 
height of the wall an additional several feet, and in 2017, there 
was not one illegal immigrant that made it through the southern 
border into Israel,’ he added. 

Liberals believe in walls, too: When the online Daily Caller’s 
reporters traveled to Washington, D.C., last year to try to verify 
President Trump’s claim that Barack Obama had a 10-foot wall 
around his house there, they couldn’t get close enough to do so. 
They “were stopped by all of Obama’s other walls from even 
finding out,” the site wrote last January.

On our southern border, we not only can construct a stel-
lar wall but can employ high technology, with patrol drones, 
surveillance cameras, and heat-and-motion-sensing and micro-
phonic devices (just as examples) perhaps feeding information 
into a central computer for analysis and, when necessary, the 
summoning of authorities.

CBP Head Says New Border Barrier Cuts Illegal Migration 80 Percent 

A new Karl Marx can come along shouting “Workers of the 
world, unite!” but Flippy the burger chef will hear none of it. An 
employee even illegal aliens can’t compete with, he does his job 
dutifully, never goes home, doesn’t get sick or take bathroom 
breaks, and won’t unionize — and can be had for $3 an hour. 
And if you have a beef with his undercutting you, he doesn’t care. 
Flippy, you see, is a robot.

As the Los Angeles Times wrote February 27: “In a test kitchen 
in a corner building in downtown Pasadena, Flippy the robot 
grabbed a fryer basket full of chicken fingers, plunged it into hot 
oil — its sensors told it exactly how hot — then lifted, drained 
and dumped maximally tender tenders into a waiting hopper. A 
few feet away, another Flippy eyed a beef patty sizzling on a 
griddle. With its camera eyes feeding pixels to a machine vision 
brain, it waited until the beef hit the right shade of brown, then 
smoothly slipped its spatula hand under the burger and plopped 
it onto a tray.”

Flippy has already gone beyond testing, too, with his early 
versions having “put in time on the line at Dodger Stadium 
and at locations of CaliBurger, a small quick-serve chain that 
[Miso chief executive Buck] Jordan says also functions as ‘a 
restaurant tech incubator masquerading as a burger joint,’” the 
Times further reported. 

Jordan believes that Flippy could appear widely in fast-food 

kitchens as early as next year, a potentiality made possible by 
rapidly declining hardware costs. Robot arms, for example, have 
plummeted from $100,000 to just $10,000 during the last four 
years, and the cost is poised to drop even further.

Consequently, Miso can now lease Flippy to restaurants for 
$2,000 a month; this equates to approximately $3 an hour, though 
this will vary depending on an eatery’s particular needs. In con-
trast, the Times informed, a human fast-food employee can cost 
$4,000 to $10,000 a month or more.

Robot Burger Chef Never Goes Home — and Makes $3 an Hour 

Re
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The Trump administration moved forward with implementation 
of its “public charge” rule, which restricts issuance of green cards 
for immigrants who would be dependent on government welfare 
upon receiving permanent resident status.

Democrats have opposed the rule, but officials maintain it is a 
necessary step to protect American taxpayers.

“It’s consistent with our law for over 140 years, it’s a core 
American value of self-sufficiency, and it’s just plain old logic 
— what country wants to bring welfare problems into its society? 
We don’t want to do that,” said acting Department of Homeland 
Security Secretary Ken Cuccinelli. “We’re happy to open our 
doors to people from all over the world but we expect them to 
stand on their own two feet.”

The rule was initially slated to take effect in October of last 
year after being published in August, but was halted by various 
court challenges. In January, however, the U.S. Supreme Court 
lifted preliminary injunctions in a 5-4 vote. And on February 
21, the court ruled the same way on a separate injunction for 
Illinois — allowing the rule to go into effect throughout the 
country as of February 24.

“This final rule will protect hardworking American taxpayers, 
safeguard welfare programs for truly needy Americans, reduce the 
Federal deficit, and re-establish the fundamental legal principle 
that newcomers to our society should be financially self-reliant and 
not dependent on the largess of United States taxpayers,” White 
House press secretary Stephanie Grisham said in a statement.

Cuccinelli said that many Americans are surprised such a rule 
is even needed: “The reaction by most ordinary Americans that 
talk to me about this is ‘I can’t believe we needed to do this, 
I can’t believe that welfare is available for people who aren’t 
American citizens or who aren’t already here on a permanent 
basis.’ They are stunned by that for starters and the idea that we 
would encourage that is not something I have seen much in the 
way of favorable response.”

Trump Moves Forward New Rule: No Green Cards for Welfare Users 

Professor Robert Epstein warned in the 
Epoch Times on February 24 that Google 
and Facebook have perfected algorithms 
that could limit the Trump presidency to 
a single term come November.

Epstein, a senior research psycholo-
gist at the American Institute for Be-
havioral Research and Technology, 
knows whereof he speaks and writes. 
He is the former editor of Psychology 
Today and has authored over a dozen 
books and more than 300 articles on 
the influence of the Internet on peo-
ple’s thinking. He wrote, “Google-
and-the-Gang are now controlling a 
wide variety of subliminal methods of 
persuasion that can, in minutes, shift 
the voting preferences of 20 percent or 
more of undecided voters without anyone having the slightest 
idea they’ve been manipulated.”

In July 2019, Epstein presented his findings to the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee. He claimed that Google had the power through its 
algorithms to manipulate “upwards of 15 million votes” in Novem-

ber’s presidential election. When pressed 
by Senator Ted Cruz (R-Texas), Epstein 
said that Google might have swung at 
least 2.6 million votes in Hillary Clinton’s 
direction in 2016.

In August, President Trump tweeted 
Epstein’s findings: “Wow, Report Just 
Out! Google manipulated from 2.6 to 16 
million votes for Hillary Clinton in 2016! 
This was put out by a Clinton supporter, 
not a Trump supporter! Google should be 
sued. My victory was even bigger than 
thought!”

The undercover investigative group 
Project Veritas confirmed the bias of 
Google in 2019. It obtained lengthy testi-
mony from one of the company’s execu-
tives, Jen Gennai, in which she declared 

that her company wouldn’t allow Trump to be reelected: “We all 
got screwed over in 2016. Again, it wasn’t just us. It was the people 
got screwed over, the new media got screwed over … everybody 
got screwed over. So we’re rapidly [trying to find out] what hap-
pened there and how do we prevent it from happening again.” n

If Trump Loses in November, Blame Google and Facebook? 
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President Trump Chides Democrats for  
Their Response to the Coronavirus Malady 
“They’re doing everything they can to instill fear in people, and I think 
it’s ridiculous.” 
Pointing to CNN, media in general, and numerous Democrats, President 
Donald Trump concluded that his opponents are trying to gain political 
favor by issuing a lot of untruths. 

A Sanders Nomination Scares Him 
“For now, what needs saying is that a man who refuses to make an honest break with the worst convic-
tions of his youth should never be entrusted with the presidency.”
Pointing to a young Bernie Sanders having praised Cuba’s Fidel Castro and the Sandinista Communists 
in Nicaragua, and lamenting that the Marxist takeover by Allende in Chile didn’t last very long, colum-
nist Bret Stephens, a leftist himself, says that a refusal to reverse his opinion of these and other tyrants 
disqualifies the Vermont senator for the presidency. 

Unusual Description of Donald Trump Offered by House Speaker 
“Let’s keep our eye on the ball. The ball has an orange face.”
Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi told a caucus of House Democrats that 
they should all support whoever becomes the nominee of their party. She 
urged them to focus on defeating Donald Trump and retaining a majority 
in the House of Representatives. 

Court Grants Federal Government  
Power to Cut Funds for “Sanctuary” Enclaves 
“Today’s decision rightfully recognizes the lawful authority of the Attorney 
General to ensure that Department of Justice grant recipients are not at the 
same time thwarting federal law enforcement priorities.”

A three-judge federal panel in New York City voted unanimously to allow the executive branch to with-
hold funds from self-described sanctuary communities. Justice Department spokesman Alexei Woltornist 
explained the ruling; however, New York City Mayor Bill deBlasio said it would be appealed. 

Democratic Leader Points to Democrats Attacking Each Other as a Losing Strategy 
“My worry is that everyone looked so mad at each other. When every person on the stage has an op-
portunity, is ready to go and delivers it with such ferocity, they may win that individual skirmish but 
give away the bigger picture — the need for people watching to be inspired.”
As the chairman of the Ohio Democratic Party, David Pepper doesn’t like witnessing Democrats at-
tacking other Democrats in the nationally televised debates. 

Kenya Experiencing Locust Invasions 
“Highly mobile locusts can travel over 80 miles in a day. Their swarms, which can contain as many as 80 
million locust adults in each square kilometer, eat the same amount of food daily as about 35,000 people.” 
Kenya is battling its worst desert locust outbreak in 70 years, and the infestation has spread through 
much of the eastern part of the African continent and the Horn of Africa. New York Times reporter Abdi 
Latif Dahir told of crop losses and devastation of pasture lands in Kenya and neighboring countries.

Baltimore High-school Lesson Suggests  
Trump Operates as Nazis and Communists Once Did 
“The topics being discussed included world wars and the attempts by some 
leaders to limit, or prevent, migration into certain countries. The image could 
be misunderstood. This lesson was not intended to make a political statement.”
The image shown to students in an advanced placement history class de-
picts a photo of President Trump above Nazi and communist symbols. Im-
mediately to the left appears the inflammatory statement, “Oh, that is why 
it sounds so familiar.” Kathy Szeliga, the minority whip in the Maryland 
House of Delegates, labeled the image “wholly unacceptable.” n

— compileD by John F. mcmanus
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BIG
GOVERNMENT

TRIMMING

Donald Trump was elected 
partly on promises to streamline 

and cut costs in government. 
While the streamlining may be 
happening, the cutting is not.

FISCAL POLICY



by Charles Scaliger

W
hen Donald Trump was elected pres-
ident in 2016, a strident theme of 
his campaign — to cut government 

waste and finally rein in out-of-control 
spending — kindled hope among his sup-
porters that, at last, America’s mammoth 
and unsustainable federal debt could be 
brought under control. The 45th president 
is, after all, known for his business acu-
men, and made one of many fortunes with 
a television show in which he displayed 
his gimlet-eyed approach to business by 
unsympathetically firing subordinates 
who failed to make the grade. Surely the 
man who turned “You’re fired!” into a 
popular usage was equal to the task of 
trimming Big Government down to size.

Yet here we are, near the end of Presi-
dent Trump’s first tumultuous term in of-
fice, and the results have been mixed, to 
put it charitably. The president has drasti-
cally cut federal regulations, as promised, 
and cut taxes as well. The economy has re-
sponded enthusiastically to more favorable 
investment conditions, resulting in millions 
of new jobs and substantial growth in the 
long-stagnant manufacturing sector. All of 
this is certainly praiseworthy.

But the national debt has continued to 
balloon under President Trump, with the 
president’s successive budget proposals, 
including the most recent, giving little evi-
dence of a will to cut government spend-
ing in a meaningful way. According to 
official statistics, the national debt now 
stands above $23 trillion (although the total 
amount of federal of liabilities, including 
“off-budget” entitlements, is much higher), 
and shows no signs of shrinking, or even 
leveling off, anytime soon.

In fairness to the president (and to all 
of his presidential predecessors), Congress 
is mostly to blame for out-of-control gov-
ernment spending and the utter lack of 
budgetary discipline. This is because, per 
Article 1 of the U.S. Constitution, Con-
gress controls the purse strings; all bills 
for raising revenue must originate in the 
House, and the powers of taxation, bor-
rowing money, issuing credit, and coining 
money, and all other fiscal and monetary 

powers, are granted by the Constitution 
to the legislative branch, not the execu-
tive. To the extent that the president gives 
rhetorical countenance to unsound and 
unconstitutional spending, or fails to veto 
legislation authorizing the same, he cer-
tainly bears a share of the blame. But it 
is Congress that must primarily be held 
to account for the growing crisis of debt 
and unrestrained spending, a crisis which, 
if not soon remedied, will bring America 
to its knees.

Nevertheless, it is the president who 
normally issues a detailed budget proposal 
each year (Congress has passed a budget 
only seven times in the last 15 years, the 
most recent two being in 2016 and 2010; 
more often, it simply spends money by 
seat-of-the-pants legislation called “con-
tinuing resolutions”), so it is the presi-
dent’s perspective that usually is reckoned 
as typical of the fiscal climate in Washing-
ton. President Trump’s recently released 
budget proposal for fiscal year 2021 is the 
best indicator of fiscal trends that we are 
likely to see anytime soon.

The president’s introduction to the bud-
get proposal lists a selection of budgetary 
priorities, namely, better trade deals, pre-
serving peace through strength, overcom-
ing the opioid crisis, regulation relief, and 
American energy independence. Some of 
these objectives are laudable: A strong 
military, regulation relief, and energy in-
dependence are all certainly ingredients 
in maintaining American strength, pros-
perity, and independence. On the other 
hand, the constitutionality of federal in-
volvement in opioid addiction is dubious, 
and the much-touted new North American 
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Presidential apprenticeship: Donald Trump’s background as a real estate developer and 
entertainment mogul, coupled with zero experience in politics or government work of any kind, 
gave him a unique résumé among U.S. presidents.

Charles Scaliger, a longtime contributor to The new 
american and former academic at an American uni-
versity, now lives and works in East Asia.
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trade deal that has replaced NAFTA is, as 
amply documented in the pages of The 
new american, a dangerous surrender of 
American sovereignty under the guise of 
“fair trade.”

True to his reputation as a business-
man concerned about bottom-line dis-
cipline, President Trump has once again 
produced a budget that unabashedly high-
lights “stopping wasteful and unnecessary 
spending.” The criteria given for assessing 
spending priorities are:

First, all Government programs 
should have a direct, clear, and im-

mediate purpose and not duplicate 
other programs. 

Second, all Federal spending 
should provide a necessary public 
service and serve a clear national in-
terest. American taxpayers deserve 
a Government that is not spending 
taxpayer dollars to support a Muppet 
Retrospectacle in New Zealand or 
millions to prepare religions for dis-
covering extraterrestrial life (which 
are real, and unfortunate, examples 
of wasteful spending). 

Third, all spending should fund 
its intended purpose and reach its in-

tended recipient. That is, there should 
not be improper payments that result 
in monetary loss to the Government, 
such as when beneficiaries receive 
an incorrect amount, or deceased 
individuals continue to receive as-
sistance. 

Fourth, the Government should 
be frugal and strive to avoid overpay-
ing for items. 

Fifth, the Federal Government 
should spend only the amount neces-
sary to achieve intended goals, and 
all expenditures should be assessed 
on that basis. 

Sixth, each dollar spent should be 
measured by its effect on actual out-
comes. 

Accordingly, the Trump budget directs its 
energy toward “eliminating duplicative 
programs,” “eliminating programs with 
no proper federal role,” “putting an end 
to improper payments,” “conducting over-
sight of spending categories,” and “stop-
ping improper end-of-year spending.” For 
those of us accustomed to decades of bud-
get proposals that seldom pay even lip ser-
vice to fiscal restraint, this is heady stuff. 
Of particular note is the goal of “eliminat-
ing programs with no proper federal role.” 
While we would prefer even less ambigu-
ous language, such as “unconstitutional 
programs,” the mere acknowledgment 
that many programs exceed the powers 
delegated to the federal government is a 
refreshing change. And while the other 
budget criteria are certainly prudent, the 
essential condition of true federal spend-
ing reduction must be the elimination of 
unconstitutional programs.

Unfortunately, the list of such programs 
“with no proper federal role” in this par-
ticular budget proposal is disappointingly 
thin: The six programs given as examples 
are “applied energy programs,” “educa-
tion and research centers (ERCs) within 
the National Institute for Occupational 
Safety and Health,” “Department of the 
Interior (DOI) Highlands Conservation 
Act grants,” “funding for the National 
Park Service’s Save America’s Treasures 
grants,” “the National Endowment for the 
Arts (NEA)/National Endowment for the 
Humanities (NEH),” and “the Corpora-
tion for National and Community Ser-
vice (CNCS) (including Americorps).” 
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No big deal: President Trump’s much-ballyhooed USMCA trade agreement with Canada and 
Mexico, which has replaced NAFTA, continues in the tradition of bad trade agreements that 
compromise American sovereignty rather than conferring real trade benefits.
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What is needed is not the termination of two or three 
high-profile programs as a sop to social conservatives, 
but the wholesale shuttering of departments such as the 
Department of Education, the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, and the Department of Health and 
Human Services.
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All such measures, though welcome and 
long overdue, represent only tiny nibbles 
around the edge of the gargantuan federal 
budgetary pie. 

Programs such as the NEA have been 
under fire by conservatives for decades; 
the NEA and NEH have long been held 
up as textbook cases of activist Big Gov-
ernment run amok, for their unrepentant 
funding of artists who produce blasphe-
mous and otherwise obscene materials at 
taxpayer expense. Such programs have 
resisted all efforts to defund them, point-
ing out how deeply entrenched even rela-
tively trivial Big Government programs 
can become.

But these notorious programs account 
for only a tiny part of unnecessary govern-
ment spending, and serve to distract from 
the true magnitude of the problem. How 
useful is it to expend energy on one or two 
programs that have long been lightning 
rods for controversy, such as the NEA, 
while ignoring the inconvenient truth that 
entire departments need to be defunded in 
order to begin to make a meaningful dent 
in unconstitutional government spending? 
What is needed is not the termination of 
two or three high-profile programs as a 
sop to social conservatives, but the whole-

sale shuttering of departments such as the 
Department of Education, the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, and 
the Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices, none of which enjoys the remotest 
constitutional standing.

While the Trump administration’s new 
focus on eliminating some wasteful pro-
grams and putting an end to year-end 
splurges on golf carts and china tableware 
(two items mentioned, which combined 
cost the taxpayers several hundred thou-
sand dollars last year) are certainly admi-
rable, they fall far, far short of the mark. 
In fact, it is very plain, and has been for 
several years, that President Trump is no-
where near being a true proponent of limit-
ed government within anything approach-
ing constitutional boundaries, and neither 
are most of his allies in Congress. While 
his instincts may be more aligned with the 
priorities of constitutionalists than those of 
his recent presidential predecessors, make 
no mistake about it: President Trump has 
yet to manifest a consistent, constitution-
ally informed intent to make truly mean-
ingful cuts in the size and cost of the fed-
eral government. 

For example, the Department of Edu-
cation, an unconstitutional monstrosity 

created during the Carter administration, 
would receive $66.6 billion in funding in 
fiscal year 2021 under the Trump budget 
proposal, a $5.6 billion, or nearly eight-
percent, decrease in funding compared 
with the current fiscal year, but still a 
mammoth sum. This money would be 
spent on the usual range of fedgov edu-
cational conceits, which have a nearly 
50-year track record of exacerbating 
whatever problems they are intended to 
solve. Included under the Department 
of Education’s budget is a $19.4 billion 
block grant for local educational pri-
orities pursuant the requirements of the 
1965 Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act, $2 billion for Career and Tech-
nical Education state grants, $13 billion 
for students with disabilities (a $100 
million increase over fiscal year 2020), 
and $749 million in support for histori-
cally black colleges and universities. As 
with all federal spending, the issue is not 
whether any of these, and the numerous 
other items under the Department of Ed-
ucation’s purview, are worthy causes in 
and of themselves; the issue is whether 
they are proper objects of federal spend-
ing. Worthwhile as spending on better 
education for the disadvantaged and more 
technical training may be, they are not 
allowable under the U.S. Constitution’s 
very limited, well-defined set of powers 
granted to Congress and the federal gov-
ernment. All of these causes may be well-
served by government action — but at the 
state and local, not the national level.

Speaking of worthy causes, no rational 
person would deny the value of improved 
healthcare. But as more than a hundred 
years of experimentation with socialized 
medicine all over the world, including the 
United States, has taught, government in-
volvement in healthcare always leads to 
greater and greater costs, more and more 
inefficiency, and chronic shortages of 
goods and services. Even if government 
had a better track record in this area, it 
is still the case that the U.S. Constitution 
confers zero authority over healthcare; in-
deed, there was no such thing as a “health-
care system” in early America. 

Notwithstanding, the Department of 
Health and Human Service’s budget con-
tinues in the longstanding tradition of 
lavishing federal funds on the illegitimate 
overseer of America’s health and medical 
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Federalized education: U.S. Education Secretary Betsy DeVos is but the latest in a long line of 
education secretaries appointed to preside over a department whose activities are completely 
illicit from a constitutional perspective. Until such departments are defunded, little real progress 
on shrinking federal spending will be made.
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needs. The centerpiece of this year’s HHS 
(Health and Human Services) spending 
is $5 billion to combat drug abuse and 
the opioid epidemic. It’s worth noting 
that such epidemics are nothing new in 
American history. The use of morphine 
during the Civil War led to a major drug 
problem afterward, while the 19th-century 
over-the-counter opiate laudanum, widely 
prescribed for relief from menstrual pains 
and other complaints, was widely abused 
by housewives. (President Lincoln’s wife, 
Mary Todd Lincoln, was a famous lauda-
num addict.) In the early 20th century, the 
federal government began to regulate food 
and drug products pursuant to the Food 
and Drug Act of 1906 and the Harrison 
Narcotics Tax Act of 1914, a sea change 
in government encouraged by the Progres-
sive movement that has led ultimately to 
the modern unending war on drugs, with 
all its costs and social consequences. 

The stir over opioid addiction is but 
the latest attempt to expand federal gov-
ernment control over personal use of 
addictive and otherwise harmful sub-
stances. As with so many causes, some 
government role in limiting consumption 
of addictive substances such as alcohol, 
drugs, and tobacco is certainly defen-
sible, given the widescale social damage 
these products can cause. State and local 
jurisdictions have a long history of decid-
ing for themselves what limits to place 
on alcohol use, for example. But federal 
government involvement in such matters, 
except in controlling smuggling, would 
appear to have no constitutional coun-
tenance. Moreover, all federal anti-vice 
campaigns, from Prohibition to the War 
on Drugs, have always ended up costing 
enormous sums of money and leading to 
perverse social consequences, such as 
crime waves and the criminalization of 
often trivial offenses that has led to mass 
incarceration. Besides HHS monies, the 
Trump budget also includes more than 
$3 billion for the Department of Justice 
for spending on law enforcement-relat-
ed functions concerned with the opioid 
epidemic, adding up to more than $8 bil-
lion altogether of federal funds spent on 
the opioid crisis. Given historical prec-
edents, it is difficult to believe that $8 
billion would be money well spent.

Additional funds proposed for the HHS 
include $716 million for research related 

to the spread of HIV, $74 million for re-
search into improving maternal health, 
and $38 billion for additional health-re-
lated research at the National Institutes 
of Health (NIH). In all, the Trump budget 
would allocate a whopping $94.5 billion 
for this year’s HHS budget, a claimed 
10-percent reduction from last year’s bud-
get, but a gargantuan sum nonetheless — 
and every cent of it spent on a department 
with no legitimate constitutionality. While 
the budget claims that the streamlining of 
costs for HHS will result in “$1.6 tril-
lion in net mandatory health savings,” the 
fuzzy math giving rise to this figure is far 
from clear (presumably, those savings will 
be entailed in large measure by decreased 
healthcare costs resulting from better 
preventive healthcare, but such claims 
are impossible to verify). Moreover, the 
Trump budget leaves intact the “manda-
tory” monstrosity that is Medicare, one 
of America’s first forays into socialized 
medicine, and a huge thorn in America’s 
fiscal side ever since.

The Trump 2021 budget requests $47.9 
billion for the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD), a claimed 
15.2-percent decrease from the previous 
year. The fact that this constitutionally su-

perfluous department has not been com-
pletely defunded, however, is — as with 
HHS and DOE (Department of Education) 
— a testament to the enduring power of Big 
Government. The lion’s share of this year’s 
HUD budget will be the $41.3 billion spent 
on HUD’s rental assistance programs for 
low-income families. But however wor-
thy such assistance programs may be in 
principle, they certainly fall far outside the 
Constitution’s grant of federal government 
authority, and could be far more efficiently 
discharged by state governments.

Fiscal 2021’s Department of Labor 
(DOL) budget proposal purports to stream-
line spending and reduce waste, relative to 
previous budgets, to the tune of a 10.5-per-
cent decrease. That’s a good start, but the 
current budget still allocates $11.1 billion to 
this blatantly unconstitutional department, 
which should end up, along with DOE, 
HUD, and HHS, on the ash heap of perma-
nently defunded government programs. But 
in the near term, the federal gravy train for 
DOL will continue, with the usual billions 
spent on federally sponsored jobs training, 
unemployment insurance, and other long-
time favorites of the progressive Left.

So pervasive is the culture of Big Gov-
ernment that even for departments on solid 
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No end in sight: Despite years of promises by congressional Republicans and the Trump 
administration, ObamaCare continues to disfigure the body politic, with its massive inefficiencies, 
spiraling costs, and blatantly unconstitutional abuses of federal government power.
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constitutional ground, such as the Depart-
ment of State, waste and illicit handouts 
are rife. Charged with conducting Amer-
ica’s diplomacy, the Department of State 
has become a de facto global sugar daddy, 
annually dispensing billions in foreign 
aid to governments all around the world, 
ostensibly as acts of charity but, in most 
cases (as we have recently seen with the 
kerfuffle over the Ukraine), simply to le-
verage the interests of America’s elite and 
well-connected. Included in this year’s 
budget proposal are such goodies as $1.5 
billion for countries in the Indo-Pacific 
region and $700 million to European and 
Central Asian countries to counter Rus-
sian influence. Too, $3.3 billion are ear-
marked for aid to “bolster Israel’s capac-
ity to defend itself against threats in the 
region” — a sum that is offset by generous 
donations of taxpayer money to certain of 
Israel’s enemies, such as the $1.3 billion 
apiece awarded to Egypt and Jordan! 

Nor are foreign regimes the only direct 
beneficiaries of foreign-aid programs. The 
budget also contemplates spending $1.5 
billion on multilateral development banks 
(such as the UN-affiliated World Bank) 
and $200 million on the Women’s Global 
Development and Prosperity Fund to help 
women in underdeveloped countries de-
velop entrepreneurial skills, for example.

The Department of Transportation 
would appear to take second place (fol-
lowing only the Department of Defense 
with its military appropriations) in the 
budgetary pie, with a proposed $1 trillion 
in total “infrastructure investment” over 
the next 10 years. While the federal gov-
ernment may have a constitutionally valid 
role to play in the construction and main-
tenance of interstate highways, airports, 
railroads, and other arteries of interstate 
commerce, it can ill afford such extrava-
gances when augmented by frivolous pro-
grams promoting driver safety, maintain-
ing the longstanding federal boondoggle 
Amtrak, subsidizing air service to rural 
airports, and other transportation-related 
hemorrhages.

In general, costly but justifiable federal 
expenditures, such as military and high-
way spending, become much more fis-
cally precarious in combination with the 
hundreds of billions spent on the myriad 
programs that are clearly not constitu-
tional under any reasonable interpretation, 

from foreign aid in all its forms to ever-
popular healthcare reform. As a former 
Illinois Congressman, Everett Dirksen, 
once whimsically put it, “a billion here, a 
billion there, and pretty soon, you’re talk-
ing real money!”

Even were the latest Trump budget 
proposal 100-percent fiscally fit and 
constitutionally covered, there’s still an 
elephant in the room that Washington 
has willfully ignored for decades: “man-
datory spending.” The very term “man-
datory” is intended to invoke a sense of 
numinous awe; it implies that these are 
expenditures that we simply cannot re-
fuse to make. They are enjoined upon us 
by some authority higher than any annual 
budgetary wrangling; they are the “third 
rail” of Washington politics, above the 
normal petty fray. These expenditures, of 
course, are payments to Social Security 
and Medicare recipients, venerable (al-
beit unconstitutional) federal programs 
that have been around for generations, 
allegedly saving Americans from the 
economic and medical pitfalls of old age 
and retirement. The popular perception 
is that they are funded by trust funds of 
some sort, full of “contributions” made 
via FICA taxes — entitlement programs, 

to be sure, but not welfare per se, because 
Social Security and Medicare recipients 
are only getting back money that they 
paid into the system over years of hard 
work. Such, at least, is the official narra-
tive and the popular belief.

The truth is more nuanced. While there 
really is a Social Security Trust Fund 
(which actually consists of two sepa-
rate trust funds, the Federal Old Age and 
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the 
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund) 
presided over by a board of trustees that 
includes the secretary of the treasury and 
the secretary of health and human servic-
es, it is nothing like a typical trust fund 
such as, say, a university endowment or a 
family trust. These types of entities con-
sist of a wide range of liquid and semi-
liquid assets, including stocks, bonds, 
and interest-bearing bank accounts. The 
Social Security Trust Fund, by contrast, 
consists entirely of non-marketable 
government-issued securities — in other 
words, federal IOUs, albeit IOUs as-
signed interest rates. 

Annual expenditures to Social Security 
recipients are paid using annual FICA tax 
receipts and interest payments from the 
“trust fund,” with excess liabilities cov-
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Opioid of the masses: The new Trump budget proposal would allocate billions to fight America’s 
latest social crisis, the opioid epidemic. Despite the failure of past efforts on the part of the 
federal government to fight substance abuse, from Prohibition to the War on Drugs, Congress 
continues to pour money into such causes, despite a very dubious writ of constitutional authority 
and a mixed success record, at best.
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ered by drawing down the fund itself. The 
fund currently holds close to $3 trillion 
dollars, but is expected to be exhausted 
by the early 2030s, owing to the massive 
numbers of Americans moving into re-
tirement over the next decade. As for the 
money actually paid into the fund over the 
years, all of that has simply been spent on 
whatever the government has deemed fit, 
supplying IOUs backed by the “full faith 
and credit” of the federal government 
as collateral. Thus the “savings” in this 
fund actually represent an enormous li-
ability of several trillion dollars. In other 
words, far from being an actual savings 
program or trust fund, Social Security 
is a pay-as-you-go-program, with most 
of its disbursements simply transferred 
from current taxpayers to eligible retir-
ees. What’s more, the rate of return has 
been gradually reduced over time, with 
today’s Social Security recipients get-
ting far less “bang for their buck” than 
retirees 50 years ago. Epic inefficiency 
and cost overruns have plagued the So-
cial Security Administration for decades, 
with calls for reform and even phasing 
out typically falling on deaf ears. To the 

less charitably inclined, the Social Secu-
rity program, with its misleading rhetoric 
about trust funds and retirement savings, 
looks more like a Ponzi scheme than a 
government safety net.

As with Social Security, Medicare is also 
funded by two trust funds, the Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund and the Supplementary 
Medical Insurance Trust Fund. The former 
is paid for by FICA taxes, while the lat-
ter is primarily funded by old-fashioned 
congressional appropriations. Together 
the two funds held about $290 billion at 
the end of fiscal year 2017. As with Social 
Security, the changing demographics of 
America’s retired population (coupled, in 
this case, with spiraling healthcare costs) 
have led to a steady erosion of the Medi-
care program, with the number of workers 
(whose taxes pay annual Medicare expen-
ditures) per Medicare recipient projected 
to decline from over three to just 2.4 by 
the year 2030.

But the real question, which no one can 
answer, is: Just exactly how high are fu-
ture federal liabilities for Social Security 
and Medicare? No one really knows, and 
therein lies the rub.

Social Security and Medicare are offi-
cially “off-budget,” meaning that outlays 
stemming from these two programs are 
not regarded as negotiable. A number of 
factors are driving both these programs 
into insolvency, including the constant 
erosion of the value of the dollar (i.e., 
$100 in “contributions” to Social Secu-
rity a generation ago is worth far less 
now), the steady decline in real wages 
(i.e., today’s wage earners are paying far 
less into the system to support Social Se-
curity payments based on higher wages 
of yesteryear), and the decrease in the 
sheer number of wage earners relative 
to the number of retirees. This last factor 
is driven by several demographic con-
siderations, including the trend toward 
much smaller families, the much longer 
post-retirement life spans of 21st-century 
Americans, and the ballooning number 
of retirees as wave after wave of baby 
boomers reach their golden years and 
quit the workforce. Social Security, after 
all, was designed with the demographics 
of the 1930s in mind, when the average 
length of time spent in retirement was far 
less than it is today, and when the number 
of young workers far exceeded the num-
ber of retirees.

All of which is to say: While the fed-
eral government is obliged to pay Social 
Security and Medicare benefits to hun-
dreds of millions of Americans eventu-
ally, it is impossible to know what the 
full amount of all its obligations to those 
future generations of retirees may be, 
much less how changing demographic 
and economic trends may diminish our 
ability to pay. If, for example, it were 
possible to determine for certain that, 
between the year 2020 and the year 
2035, the federal government will need 
to disburse a grand total of $121 trillion 
dollars in Social Security payments, 
there would still be no way to anticipate 
whether the government could meet 
those obligations. 

Even if the trust fund were reckoned 
in real savings instead of IOUs, it would 
not be enough to cover anywhere near 
that much money should other funding 
sources dry up. And should another Great 
Depression or other major unexpected 
event, such as a war or epidemic, lead to 
massive unemployment or a drastic de-
cline in wages, it is entirely plausible that 
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Gravy train: Amtrak, our national railroad line, has been a boondoggle since its inception decades 
ago — but federal funding continues to pour into this losing proposition.
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annual FICA taxes could suddenly be un-
able to provide the necessary funds year 
to year. In such a case, the government 
might be forced to default on its Social 
Security and Medicare obligations, lead-
ing to unimaginable disruption in the 
lives of the tens of millions who have 
come to depend on such programs. In 
such an epic collapse, we would suddenly 
find ourselves strapped with extra tens, 
and perhaps hundreds, of trillions in un-
payable government debt — obligations 
that we have so long reassured ourselves 
are “mandatory.”

What, then, should be done to truly 
get federal spending and the federal debt 
(currently over $23 trillion and rising 
vertiginously) under control? At least 
three steps will need to be taken to halt 
the out-of-control deficits and debts, 
none of which necessarily involves rais-
ing taxes:

Defund all unconstitutional budget 
items, including entire departments, such 
as DOE and HUD, that have no legitimacy 
under the Constitution.

Trim down all remaining legitimate 
programs to make them as cost-effective 
as possible.

Enact a plan to phase out Social Secu-
rity and Medicare fairly, by allowing tax-
payers to opt out of the program, and by 
eliminating it altogether for new entrants 
into the workforce.

Of these, the Trump administration has 

shown a strong inclination for the second, 
a limited enthusiasm for the first, and no 
interest at all in the third.

Such measures will of course prompt 
howling and screaming among all the 
interest groups — including hundreds of 
thousands of federal employees — who 
have developed a sense of entitlement 
because of these programs. In the case 
of those who have spent a lifetime pay-
ing into Social Security and Medicare, 
of course, it would be monumentally 
unjust to deny them promised benefits. 
But it is equally unfair to force the em-
ployed to pay FICA taxes for which they 
will someday receive greatly diminished 
benefits, as has been the case for at least 
a generation. The legions of employ-
ees of the many government agencies 
and departments, who generally view 
their work as indispensable, will have 
to look for gainful employ outside the 
government sector, and some short-term 
disruption is to be expected. But all of 
these inconveniences pale by contrast 
with the specter of national bankruptcy. 
The world is littered 
with the economic 
corpses of countries, 
such as Argentina, 
that are simply un-
willing to let go of 
their welfarism and 
deficit spending. 
Should the United 

States follow in their wake, the results 
would be calamitous for the entire world.

On the other hand, should America fi-
nally steer the budgetary ship in the right 
direction, we might become accustomed, 
once again, to a truly limited, relatively 
inexpensive federal government. We might 
develop a national appetite for public thrift. 
We might watch with collective satisfaction 
as our immense federal debt slowly dwin-
dles down to a manageable level.

After all, a billion here, a billion 
there, and pretty soon you’re talking real  
savings. n

AP Images

FICA fiction: Despite popular beliefs, the 
government does not put Americans’ Social 
Security and Medicare taxes into a secure 
savings fund; they are instead used to pay 
present-day obligations or otherwise spent by 
government (in return for IOUs) to be covered 
— in theory — by the next generation of 
American workers. No one knows how much 
total liability the government has for FICA 
beneficiaries present and future — but the 
assets of both programs are dwindling steadily 
as the baby boomers continue to retire and the 
earning power of newer generations fails to 
keep pace.
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by Charles Scaliger

G
overnment spending is only part of the fiscal crisis that has 
engulfed the federal government. The other side of the deficit 
and debt debacle is: How does the government continue to 

raise revenue? Many Americans assume that government is paid 
for by taxes, and, in a broad sense, that is true: The only way 
that the federal government can raise money is via taxation. But 
those taxes take many forms, going far beyond the complexities 
of annual and quarterly income tax filings.

Under the U.S. Constitution in its original form, the federal 
government’s powers of taxation were comparatively limited. 
Article 1, Section 8, clause 1, does grant Congress the power to 
“collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises” — but also stipulates 
that all such “shall be uniform throughout the United States.” 
This meant that tax rates needed to be the same everywhere, and 
among all classes of people, a circumstance that prohibited taxing 
people of different incomes different amounts. Moreover, under 
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the original Constitution, all “direct” or “capitation” taxes — i.e., 
any tax imposed directly on individuals (as opposed, to, say, sales 
taxes or tariffs, which are forms of indirect taxation) — were to 
be carried out according to a procedure called “apportionment.” 
Similar to the way in which states are allotted representatives, 
direct federal taxes were to be apportioned according to a state’s 
population. In other words, if a bill for raising a certain amount 
of revenue was passed, each state was required to contribute the 
percentage of the total amount equal to that state’s percentage of 
the total population of the country. Because this requirement was 
often challenging to fulfill, it greatly dampened the enthusiasm 
of the states for direct federal taxation. It also meant that appor-
tioned direct taxes could not be permanent; they would have to 
be reauthorized as populations changed.

Prior to the ratification of the U.S. Constitution, Congress had 
no authority to tax at all. This was hardly surprising, given that 
the American campaign for independence from England started as 
a series of tax revolts. Early Americans were deeply wary of the 
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Government spending is a problem largely because it means taxation of 
Americans, reducing their standards of living. One of the most insidious 

taxes is the tax of inflation.
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power to tax, and reluctant to grant any such 
power to the national government, until it 
became apparent that some means of rais-
ing revenue was essential. Insofar as taxes 
were necessary, the American Founders 
preferred them to be indirect, since indirect 
taxes are ultimately voluntary; tariffs and 
sales taxes are only paid if people choose 
to purchase the taxed articles. Tariffs in 
particular fell mostly on the wealthy, who 
could afford to buy luxury imported goods. 

Direct taxes were generally despised 
for their involuntary and often arbitrary 
character; hence the Founders’ efforts to 
circumscribe the federal use of them as 
much as possible.

Once Americans allowed themselves to 
be persuaded of the need for a permanent, 
graduated income tax, and the Constitu-
tion was amended to permit such a practice 
(the 16th Amendment), the Pandora’s box 
of essentially unlimited modern forms of 

taxation was opened up. The odious “pro-
gressive” income tax — a core proposal of 
Karl Marx’s communist program — began 
as a minor exaction imposed only on the 
very wealthy, but quickly evolved into the 
oppressive monstrosity that impoverishes 
modern Americans of every social class. 

The 20th century also ushered in heavy 
corporate taxes, capital gains taxes, estate 
taxes, and taxes to pay for Social Security 
and Medicare — all of them direct taxes, 
and all of which impose massive bur-
dens on Americans, especially the middle 
class. Of the total pie chart of federal tax 
receipts, Social Security, Medicare, un-
employment insurance, and other retire-
ment taxes account for 36 percent of the 
total, while federal income taxes account 
for a whopping 50 percent. (All figures 
are rounded.) Corporate income taxes, at 
7 percent, are another significant piece of 
the tax pie, while estate taxes amount to 

about three percent. The remaining five 
percent of other taxes includes tariffs. 
Prior to the 16th Amendment, which al-
lowed for essentially unlimited graduated 
income taxation (including not only per-
sonal income taxes but also, eventually, 
taxes on corporate profits and on personal 
capital gains), the government was almost 
entirely funded by indirect taxes such as 
excise taxes or tariffs, which presently 
make up a small sliver of federal funding. 
It is shocking to consider just how much 
the size and cost of the federal government 
has grown over the last century!

However, besides the forms of taxation 
that the general public recognizes as such, 
the federal government has also, over the 
past century, acquired another tool in its 
taxation toolkit, a tool that is both subtler 
and much more dishonest than all other 
forms of taxes. This tool is inflation.

Inflation is often thought of as the phe-
nomenon of rising prices, and its cause is 
mysterious to many. Many economists 
erroneously or disingenuously ascribe in-
flation to economic “overheating,” or to 
disruptions in supply, or to any number of 
other numinous causes. And while it is true 
that an event such as an earthquake, a war, 
or a hurricane can indeed cause prices to 
spiral upward, such effects are generally 
temporary and limited to certain products 
and specific places. True price inflation re-
fers to the general, unending rise in prices 
across all goods, which has been a feature 
of the American economy since the early 
20th century — but was not before that 
time. Since the teens of the 20th century, 
decade after decade, American consumers 
have watched prices of goods and services 
rise, sometimes slowly, sometimes rapidly, 
but always steadily. Savers have watched 
the purchasing power of their bank savings 
erode gradually. And purchasers of big-
ticket items, such as cars, houses, and col-
lege educations, have watched the cost of 
these goods spiral out of control, especially 
in recent decades. All of these familiar pro-
cesses are the byproducts of inflation.

What is inflation, really? It is what hap-
pens when governments, with the help of 
the banking system, create new money and 
inject it into the money supply. This proc-
ess is often styled “printing money,” but in 
reality, most new money never makes it to 
the printing press; it is in effect created by 
computer entry.
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True price inflation refers to the general, unending rise in 
prices across all goods, which has been a feature of the 
American economy since the early 20th century — but 
was not before that time. 
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money is first injected into the economy, 
it appears first in the large money-center 
commercial banks and investment firms 
that serve as privileged dealers for the Fed. 
Those firms in turn use the new money 
to purchase stocks, real estate, and other 
large-scale investments before the effects 
of the new money ripple through the rest 
of the economy. Such actions drive up the 
stock market, the bond market, the real es-
tate market, commodities futures markets, 
and the like, all of which is enormously 
beneficial to those already leveraged in 
such markets. Eventually, of course, the 
new money finds its way into the rest of 
the economy, driving up prices at the su-
permarket and the gas pump. For ordinary 
Americans, inflation drives up the price 
of living while driving down the value of 
savings. It is, in other words, a type of tax 
— because the money created by inflation 
benefits the government enormously. It al-
lows government to create new money by 
issuing debt, at the same time enriching 
the wealthy and powerful. The inflation 
tax effectively confiscates wealth from the 
poor and the middle classes and transfers 
it to the wealthy and to the government.

It is no accident that the 20th century 
was the century of Big Government and 
Big War. From the inception of the Feder-
al Reserve in 1913 onward, the U.S. econ-
omy has been inflationary — but by that 
time, so were all of the major economies 
of Europe and the rest of the developed 
world. With inflation at their disposal, 
governments are much more willing to do 
unpopular and costly things, such as wage 
war, because they can appear to pay for 
them without raising taxes directly.

It should be clear that America’s debt 
crisis is also a tax crisis. Taxes are, after all, 
merely the price we pay for government. 
Big Government requires Big Taxation, 
whether direct, indirect, or inflationary. 
To dismantle America’s Big Government, 
it will also be necessary to get rid of the 
corrupt system of taxation that allows it 
to flourish. That will mean abolishing the 
income tax and all other forms of progres-
sive direct taxation, getting rid of the Fed-
eral Reserve (the central bank that enables 
our age of inflation) and restoring the gold 
and silver standards of the past to force a 
return to monetary restraint. All of these 
will be necessary steps, if America is truly 
to win the war on Big Government. n

with the Treasury Department) manipu-
lates the money supply. Other methods 
include (but are not limited to) raising 
or lowering the reserve requirements for 
banks, and raising or lowering the rate of 
interest at which the Federal Reserve loans 
money to member banks (the “discount 
window”). If the Fed sells more govern-
ment debt, the amount of money injected 
into the money supply by the banking 
system to offset the new debt purchased 
will increase the money supply. If the Fed 
lowers reserve requirements or lowers the 
discount window, the demand for debt will 
rise, causing debt-based assets in the bank-
ing system to increase and the money sup-
ply to expand. Taking the opposite course 
for each of these actions (“tightening”) 
will cause the money supply to contract. 

While the Fed does both, over time, 
the net tendency is to expand, not con-
tract, the money supply. This is because 
“loose” money policies always benefit the 
wealthy and well-connected. For while it 
is true that, over time, inflation leads to 
higher prices for everyone, it does not af-
fect everyone at the same time. When new 

When governments create new money 
— and, in the modern age where gold and 
silver standards have been deemed obso-
lete, all governments are inflationary — 
it has the effect of reducing the value of 
money relative to other goods for which 
money is exchanged, because there is now 
more money in circulation in relation to 
goods and services available. This process 
is sometimes characterized as being akin 
to throwing bales of money out of heli-
copters, but in reality, the process is much 
subtler. Inflation depends crucially on 
general ignorance, and if the government 
were so crass as simply to print bales of 
money and distribute them freely, money 
would soon be worthless. 

Instead, governments use a range of 
tricky procedures to manipulate the money 
supply to their advantage, usually involv-
ing debt in some way. For example, “open 
market operations,” whereby government-
issued debt is bought and sold weekly at 
special auctions by privileged brokers, is 
the most important way that the U.S. gov-
ernment (technically, the Federal Reserve, 
America’s central bank, in coordination 
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When prices go bananas: Inflation causes general price increases at the supermarket and the 
gas pump, among other places, hurting the savings of ordinary Americans. What many people 
fail to appreciate is that inflation is actually a form of taxation, in which government confiscates 
wealth from consumers by printing money for its own benefit, devaluing the currency.

Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 21



The index you’ve used to track whether 
your congressman is voting according 
to the Constitution now features 
cumulative scores online, as well as 
scores for former congressmen, at 
TheNewAmerican.com/freedomindex.  
A perfect resource for the online activist!

Freedom Index 
Voting Records 1999-2019
HOW DID YOUR 

CONGRESSMAN DO?

7 Lexington Ave.  
Norwalk, CT 06854

(203) 838-6978

MetroMaterialsTesting.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

151 S. Main St.,  
Myrtle Creek, OR 97457

Serving our area  
since 1969

http://TheNewAmerican.com/freedomindex
http://MetroMaterialsTesting.com
http://www.JBS.org/join


N
ew

sc
om

by William F. Jasper

The coroner’s office of the Amador County Sheriff’s De-
partment in California has done a near-180-degree turn-
around on the death of Department of Homeland Security 

whistleblower Philip Haney. After initially stating Haney’s death 
appeared to be “self-inflicted,” the department has subsequently 
stated that news reports attributing his death to suicide were dis-
pensing “misinformation.” It said further that the sheriff’s office 
is “currently in the beginning phase of our investigation and any 
final determination as to the cause and manner of Mr. Haney’s 
death would be extremely premature and inappropriate.”

Haney was found dead of a gunshot wound on the morning of 
Friday, February 21, in California. The author of See Something, 
Say Nothing: A Homeland Security Officer Exposes the Govern-
ment’s Submission to Jihad, Haney was an outspoken critic of 
the Obama administration’s systematic destruction of crucial data 
in the DHS database concerning Islamist terrorist organizations 
and hundreds of individuals in the United States involved in Is-
lamic radicalism. This scrubbing of the data, he charged, greatly 
crippled the ability of intelligence and law enforcement to protect 
America, denying them information that “could have prevented 
subsequent domestic Islamist attacks.” Haney, a founding mem-
ber of the Department of Homeland Security following the 9/11 
terror attacks, testified before the U.S. Senate, and appeared on 
numerous radio, television, and Internet programs. William F. Jasper is senior editor of The new american. 
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DHS whistleblower Philip Haney, who exposed the Obama 
administration’s interference with tracking and arresting jihadists, was 

found dead just before a new book was due out.

SUICIDE

DEEP STATE

OR DEEP STATE MURDER?
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DEEP STATE

Relatives, friends, and colleagues were 
quick to voice doubt about the initial find-
ing that the cause of Haney’s death was a 
“self-inflicted” gunshot, and began post-
ing social-media statements challenging 
the rush to designate his death as a sui-
cide. This writer reached out to a number 
of friends and colleagues who had worked 
with him and spoken with him recently, in-
cluding Trevor Loudon, Brannon Howse, 
Representative Matt Shea, Clare Lopez, 
Kip Webster, and others. The key points 
that were reiterated by one person after 
another were that:

1) Phil Haney was a devout Christian 
who considered suicide a sin, and there-
fore forbidden;

2) He was happy and upbeat, making 
plans for his forthcoming book and his 
book-speaking tours;

3) After grieving for his wife, who died 
of cancer, he had found love again and was 
looking forward to an upcoming marriage 
to his fiancée;

4) He had stated to many people that if 
he is ever found dead of a supposed “sui-
cide” to “never believe it for a minute”;

5) He was looking forward to return-
ing to work in the DHS under President 
Trump;

6) He said he had massive, digitally 
archived files from DHS with damning 
evidence;

7) He stated that his new book would be 

naming names and would blow the lid off 
the ongoing corruption in the DHS and the 
intelligence community; and,

8) There are many Deep State opera-
tives of the “DC swamp” — both active 
and retired — who would have motive for 
stopping him.

One of the first persons The new 
american talked to about Haney’s death 
is Brannon Howse, one of Haney’s clos-
est friends and colleagues. Haney had 
appeared as a guest on Howse’s radio 
and television programs and conferences 
many times and had launched his own 
program, National Security Meltdown, 
on Howse’s World View Weekend TV 
(WVWTV). According to Howse, Haney 
was planning to use National Security 
Meltdown as the title for his new book. 
On February 24, Howse posted clips of 
Haney from his documentary Sabotage, 
and asked in the title of the posting, “Is 
This Why Deep State Was Afraid of Phil 
Haney?”

When this writer asked Howse if he be-
lieved that Phil Haney had committed sui-
cide, he immediately responded, “Nobody 
that knows him believes it.”

“When I talked to him two weeks ago 
he was excited, happy,” said Howse. 
“He was happy about his new fiancée, 
his upcoming wedding, he was taking 
bookings for speaking engagements, he 
was looking forward to the release of his 
book, to filming more TV shows, and to 
a planned trip to Israel. This was not a 
man contemplating suicide. And he had 
told me, as he had told others, that if he 
were ever murdered it would be made to 
look like a suicide.”

Howse says he was tipped off about 
the death by a mutual friend, Rever-
end Brandon Halthaus, Haney’s pastor, 
who was one of the first to know that 
Haney had died. Howse immediately 
called the Amador County Sheriff’s 
Department Friday evening, before any 
news accounts had been published. “I 
asked them, ‘Do you know who this 
man [Haney] is?’” he recounted. “I told 
them, ‘He has many friends and en-
emies in high places and has received 
many threats. If you put it out that this is 
a suicide, you better be able to prove it 
because he has many friends in govern-
ment, in intelligence, in law enforcement 
and many friends with media platforms 
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Terrorists unchecked: DHS terror expert Phil Haney says the terrorist massacres at the  
Boston Marathon in 2013 (above photo); the Orlando, Florida, nightclub in 2015; and the 
San Bernardino County Health Center in 2016 could have been prevented if the Obama 
administration had not destroyed his data.
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“Phil Haney was a friend & patriot. He was a target 
because of all he knew of Islamic terrorist coverups. He 
insured his life by archiving data that incriminated the
highest levels of the Obama administration. Phil Haney 
didn’t kill himself. RIP, Phil.” — Rep. Steve King (R-Iowa)



that are going to be all over this.’ And I 
strongly emphasized that they should not 
rush to label this a suicide before proper 
forensics had been done.”

What was the response? The depart-
ment spokesman said they were currently 
working on a statement and curtly dis-
missed Howse’s concerns with the com-
ment, “We’re professionals!” Howse re-
quested that the department send him an 
e-mail of any press statement concerning 
Haney’s death as soon as one was avail-
able. “Within an hour they e-mailed me 
the press release stating it appeared to be 
a ‘self-inflicted gunshot wound,’ which 
to me says suicide, since it is even more 
unlikely that he would have accidentally 
shot himself.”

Below is the full text of the Amador 
County Sheriff-Coroner Office’s state-
ment of Friday, February 21 (which is no 
longer on the county’s website):

On February 21, 2020 at approxi-

mately 1012 hours, deputies and 
detectives responded to the area of 
Highway 124 and Highway 16 in 
Plymouth to the report of a male 
subject on the ground with a gun-
shot wound. Upon their arrival, they 
located and identified 66 year old 
Philip Haney, who was deceased and 
appeared to have suffered a single, 
self-inflicted gunshot wound. A fire-
arm was located next to Haney and 
his vehicle. This investigation is ac-
tive and ongoing. No further details 
will be released at this time.

However, after a weekend of being be-
sieged by members of the public and al-
ternative media journalists, the coroner’s 
office changed its tune. On Monday, Feb-
ruary 24, Amador County Sheriff Martin 
A. Ryan, who also doubles as coroner, 
issued a new press release indicating that 
Haney’s death is not now an open-and-
shut “self-inflicted” case, but is an inves-

tigation that “is still active and will be on-
going.” The press statement says Haney 
was found deceased “in a park and ride 
open area adjacent to State Highway 16 
near State Highway 124 ... less than three 
miles from where he was living,” in a 
Plymouth, California, RV park.

“Unfortunately, there was misinforma-
tion immediately being put out that we 
have determined Mr. Haney’s death to be 
a suicide. That is not the case,” Ryan’s 
statement says. According to the release, 
a forensic autopsy will be performed by 
pathologists from the Sacramento County 
Coroner’s Office, and the FBI has been 
asked to assist. “We are currently in pos-
session of his vehicle, the firearm located 
at the scene, and his RV and we will be 
requesting evidence processing assistance 
from the FBI on those items as well,” the 
press release states. “No determination 
will be made until all evidence is exam-
ined and analyzed,” it continues.

In a second interview subsequent to 
the revised release, Brannon Howse 
told The new american that this abrupt 
about-face by the sheriff-coroner was al-
most certainly the result of public pres-
sure, as well as “high-level pressure” 
from a number of people in government 
who recognized Haney’s value to nation-
al security. “What was so incredible,” he 
says, “was that he says ‘unfortunately, 
there was misinformation,’ as if someone 
other than he had put it out! If there was 
misinformation, it’s because the sheriff-
coroner’s office put it out!”

Author-researcher and national security 
expert Trevor Loudon had worked closely 
with Phil Haney, and featured interviews 
with Haney in his documentary The En-
emies Within. While saying he doesn’t 
categorically reject the suicide verdict as 
a possibility, Loudon (who has written 
articles for this magazine) told The new 
american that there are several factors 
that are hard to overcome in order to sup-
port that finding in Haney’s case: “First of 
all, he’s a very devout Christian and would 
know that suicide is wrong; secondly, he 
told many people that if he ever turns 
up dead, don’t believe it’s a ‘suicide’; 
third, when I talked with him a month 
ago, he was happy and upbeat, which is 
what everyone else close to him reports; 
and fourth, he was an expert in firearms, 
making it highly unlikely he would have 

National security meltdown: Brannon Howse (shown), host of  World View Weekend TV 
(WVWTV), worked closely with Phil Haney and sponsored Haney’s National Security Meltdown 
program on his WVWTV network. He says of the conjecture that Haney committed suicide: 
“Nobody that knows him believes it.”
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accidentally shot himself; and fifth, if he 
wanted to commit suicide, it’s unlikely he 
would have shot himself in the chest.”

Washington State Representative Matt 
Shea, who hosts a radio show on the 
American Christian Network out of Spo-
kane, had featured Haney as a guest and 
was scheduling a speaking tour of the Pa-
cific Northwest with Haney for this com-
ing April. “I had him on my program by 
phone three weeks ago,” he told The new 
american. “After the show, we prayed 
together and he was very happy, looking 
forward to getting married, looking for-
ward to our ‘Reach Out Northwest’ speak-
ing tour together.... I can’t believe that he 
would ever commit suicide.”

Kip Webster, a professional field coor-
dinator for The John Birch Society, spon-
sored Haney for speaking engagements in 
2018 in Connecticut and New Jersey. He 
told this writer that Haney, a member of 
the Society, was “a very impressive man, 
extremely intelligent and obviously very 
brave,” because he not only put his career 
on the line but also risked his life with 
the terrorists and high-level government 

types he was exposing. “We played phone 
tag a couple weeks ago but didn’t con-
nect,” he said. “But I had no indication 
he was depressed, suicidal, or anything 
out of the ordinary.”

This seems to be the response from vir-
tually everybody who knew him, includ-
ing members of his family. “No one in the 
family believes this is a suicide,” Judith 
Haney, Phil’s stepmother, told True Pun-
dit. “I mean he was enjoying doing talk 
radio and was working on another book 
and was excited about that,” she said. 
“With his history with the government 
and everything, it is very, very suspicious 
but with this kind of situation we realize 
we may never know the truth about what 
happened. That’s something we all know 
and live with but it is still early.”

Many others who knew Haney have 
weighed in on the matter to express sus-
picion or disbelief concerning the instant 
suicide verdict, including:

• Leo Hohmann, journalist, author, 
blogger;

• Sara A. Carter, investigative journal-
ist, Fox News commentator;

• Paul Sperry, investigative journalist, 
author of Infiltration;

• Clare Lopez, former CIA operations 
officer;

• Brigitte Gabriel, survivor of terrorism, 
Islamic terrorism expert; 

• David Baldovin, former FBI agent;
• John Guandolo, author, speaker, for-

mer FBI counterterrorism expert;
• Jan Markell, author, radio show host, 

speaker;
• Shahram Hadian, Christian pastor, 

former Muslim, former police officer;
• Pastor Greg Young, radio show host; 

and
• Tom Trento, radio talk-show host.

Where’s Phil Haney’s Data?
Of great concern to many of Haney’s 
friends and admirers is the fate of his vast 
trove of data, as well as the status of his 
much-anticipated forthcoming book. On 
February 22, Kerry Picket of the Wash-
ington Examiner reported that Haney had 
sent the Examiner a text on November 11, 
2019 concerning plans for his new book 
and speaking tours in the months ahead. 
“I have a severely hyper-organized archive 
of everything that’s happened since See 
Something, Say Nothing (SSSN) was pub-
lished in May of 2016,” Haney’s text said. 
“The National Security Meltdown sequel 
will pick up right where SSSN left off. 
My intention is to have it ready by early-to 
mid-Spring of 2020 (just before the politi-
cal sound wave hits), then ride that wave 
all the way to the Nov. elections.”

Representative Steve King (R-Iowa) 
made reference to Haney’s archive “insur-
ance” in a February 23 tweet, in which he 
also discounted the early reports of suicide: 
“Phil Haney was a friend & patriot. He was 
a target because of all he knew of Islamic 
terrorist coverups. He insured his life by 
archiving data that incriminated the high-
est levels of the Obama administration. Phil 
Haney didn’t kill himself. RIP, Phil.”

Several of Haney’s friends told this re-
porter they are confident that he got copies 
of his documents and hard drives to key 
members of Congress and other friends 
who will make sure that his information 
will be put to good use. However, the 
death of Phil Haney leaves a tragic hole 
that will be difficult to fill in any future 
attempts to bring the criminals of the Deep 
State to justice. n
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“This was no suicide”: Washington State Representative Matt Shea, who had featured Phil 
Haney on his radio show, said in a recent phone conversation that Haney was upbeat and looking 
forward to a speaking tour with Shea in the Pacific Northwest this spring as soon as his new 
book was available.
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by C. Mitchell Shaw

I n an industry largely dominated by 
government monopoly, private ambu-
lance services offer a great illustration 

of the importance of a free market. In fact, 
by competing not only with one another, 
but also government services, they show 
that — once again — the private sector is 
better able to handle almost anything. 

Granted, there are areas that clearly are 
the province of government. But those 
things are few. Everything else should be-

long to the private sector. Ambulance ser-
vices were, once upon a time, all private 
companies. It is only in fairly recent his-
tory that government stepped in and took 
over that arena. In the ensuing decades, 
government has attempted — and in some 
places has succeeded — to create a mo-
nopoly in the ambulance industry.

Even still, there are private services 
competing in that marketplace. One such 
service is Thorne Ambulance Service, 
LLC in Greenville, South Carolina. After 
years in the ambulance industry, Ryan 
Thorne launched his company in 2010. 
He told The new american, “I went to 
the bank and tried to get a small loan to 
get started, and even though I had my 
whole business plan put together — all my 

numbers, figures, projections — I was 22 
years old, so when I walked into the bank, 
I pretty much got laughed out of there. It 
was like they saw me as a kid trying to 
open up a lemonade stand.” 

But believing he had a good plan, 
Thorne decided to try again, taking a more 
difficult approach to raising the funds 
needed to start his company. “I took that 
same presentation and I sat down at the 
kitchen table at my parents’ house and I 
pitched the company to my dad just as I 
would if I was in downtown New York 
City trying to pitch some big name inves-
tors,” he told The new american.

Thorne said his father was a “tough 
sell” but was convinced by the data that 
showed that a private ambulance service 
was needed and something that Ryan 
could do. Thorne’s father saw the opportu-
nity as an investment. Thorne laughs when 
he says it is the highest interest loan he has 
taken out to date. 

Like many, his father was at first under 

As localities seek to take over ambulance services from 
private providers, the reasons such services should stay 

private become apparent.
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C. Mitchell Shaw, a freelance writer, is a strong advo-
cate of both the free market and privacy, he addresses 
a wide range of issues related to the U.S. Constitu-
tion and liberty.
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the impression that ambulance service is 
something only handled by government. 
But when Thorne started his company, 
there were already 13 private companies 
operating in his area. Today, owing to a 
combination of increased government 
regulation and stiffer competition, that 
number is down to four. This demon-
strates the value of private ambulance ser-
vices competing with one another. Those 
that can’t compete — either because they 
don’t maintain sufficient standards or 
simply can’t handle the business side of 
things — evaporate and leave room for 
those who can compete to expand and fill 
the new void.

This is exactly the opposite of what 
happens with any monopoly, especially 
government monopolies. When there 
is no competition, there is no need to 
strive for excellence. When the govern-
ment has a monopoly, there is no real 
accountability. As Thorne explained to 
The new american, “If you call 911 and 
they dispatch their own ambulance and 

it never arrives, no one is held account-
able. If my company gets that dispatch 
call and the ambulance never arrives — 
or arrives late — I am held accountable.” 
That accountability may take the form of 
fines, or it may result in losing the con-
tract with the county. But when a county 
handles all of its own emergency calls 
in-house and it drops the ball, there are 
no penalties.

And while Thorne considered the other 
private services in his area as his main 
competition in 2010, he said that now 
government is taking over that role since 
“there are more and more government-
based services that are getting involved in 
this space” and those are “more predomi-
nantly in the rural areas that we serve.” 
The reason for government-based ambu-
lance services moving into those areas? 
Thorne answered without hesitation, 
“The counties are seeing the non-emer-
gency side of the ambulance industry as 
a way to generate additional revenues.”

Of course, it would be one thing if the 

counties competed with private-sector 
services on an even playing field, but that 
is not the case. Since the counties make 
the rules, set the standards, and have the 
power to raise taxes to help pay for their 
services, it is like playing baseball when 
the umpire is on the other team’s roster. As 
Thorne asked, “How can the person set-
ting the rules also play the game?” 

When asked whether he is comfortable 
with some degree of government regula-
tion over his industry, Thorne answered, 
“Yes, I actually am,” adding, “I’m kind of 
surprised that I’m saying that myself, con-
sidering my typical views of government 
regulation, but I think what I saw and the 
reason I started my company was I saw 
how many people [in the industry] were 
cutting corners and trying to get ahead by 
doing the bare minimum — by not meet-
ing a certain standard.” 

Obviously, poor service can happen in 
both the private sector and the public sec-
tor, but it’s a lot easier to fix in the private 
sector. Government-based ambulance ser-
vices generally are immune to competitive 
forces, and it’s competition and the threat 
of being put out of business that cause 
companies to fight to improve service 
to keep their clientele — leading to con-
tinual improvements. With governmental 
entities, all one can usually do about bad 
service is complain and hope (usually in 
vain) that something will be done to fix 
the problem.

To be fair, this writer is sure that there 
are good, qualified, caring, people work-
ing for county-owned ambulance servic-
es. But all things being equal, Thorne’s 
point about the lack of accountability still 
stands. 

Even if a government-controlled am-
bulance business meets the same metrics 
used to measure how well an ambu-
lance service is doing, there is still not 
an apples-to-apples comparison. While 
government ambulances are technically 
required (though, again, without any real 
accountability) to meet the same basic 
metrics in most areas — timeliness, skill 
levels, equipment, etc. — the one com-
ponent that a private service has to ad-
dress that government services do not is 
customer service. Think about your last 
visit to the DMV. The employees have 
certain job criteria they must meet — 
check one’s documents, administer an 

The human element: Since providing good customer service is a big part of competing for 
business, private ambulance services such as Thorne’s have to focus on the people they serve. 
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eye exam, give a road test, inspect a ve-
hicle before a road test, give out a license 
if one passes the tests, renew one’s plates, 
etc. But since it’s a government monop-
oly, if the representative who serves you 
provides friendly customer service, that’s 
great; if not, well, better luck next time. 
After all, it’s not as though you could go 
somewhere else.

Thorne’s company and others like it 
have to treat people well while treating 
them for ailments. Since you are allowed 
to choose your healthcare provider, you 
have the right to request that a certain 
ambulance service take your aged mother 
from the nursing home to the hospital for 
surgery. If you have had great experiences 
with a certain provider, you will likely ask 
for them again. If the customer service was 
terrible, you will ask for someone else. But 
if the government has a monopoly (as it 
does with the DMV), you are stuck and 
just hope for the best. So much for the pa-
tient’s right to choose his provider when 
government is the only provider allowed 
in that space.

And so companies such as Thorne’s 
provide a needed balance by competing 

with government-based services. If the 
government-based services want to con-
tinue operating in an area where a private 
company is providing excellent customer 
service, they have to raise the bar.

Or, since they write the rule book, they 
can simply change the rules.

Thorne told The new american that 
in one county where he has operated for 
10 years and has had an office for sev-
eral years, the county changed the rules 
against him. Thorne’s had been one of the 
companies that received 911 dispatches 
to transport emergency patients to area 
hospitals. Despite — or maybe because 
of — the fact that many people requested 
Thorne’s company specifically when they 
called 911, the county took over all 911 
ambulance transport. That county is now 
moving to take over non-emergency am-
bulance services, as well. 

Going back to the counties’ ability to 
raise taxes to offset the difference between 
real operating costs and revenues gener-
ated from ambulance service, consider 
this: Government sets the Medicare fee 
schedule for ambulance services. Thorne 
is not allowed to charge above a certain 

amount or below a certain amount. That 
amount is artificial, since it does not take 
into account the actual costs of operating 
an ambulance service. And private insur-
ance companies use that fee schedule as a 
measure for what they pay. 

And, tying back into the accountability 
issue, Thorne told The new american, 
“If I fail to meet standards, I pay a cost 
— in fines, in lost business, in lost county 
contracts.” But with government-based 
services, that’s not the case. “When they 
fail to meet standards, they just say, ‘We 
need more money for more people and 
more equipment’ and they raise taxes.” So 
government-based ambulance services are 
rewarded for doing poorly. And Thorne 
— by forced taxation at every level — is 
forced to fund his competition.

To make matters worse, at least one 
county is abusing its taxing power by ar-
tificially inflating wages and drawing em-
ployees away from Thorne’s company. That 
county recently announced a 16-percent 
pay increase for ambulance crew members, 
when the average increase in Medicare is 
less than one percent per year. That squeezes 
Thorne from both sides: He cannot charge 
more for his services, but he cannot pay the 
artificially high wages the county is able to 
pay. The county loses money but can make 
it up by increasing taxes. Thorne just has to 
look for ways to keep good people while 
paying less than government pays.

Thorne’s company has participated with 
a Christian ministry that helps men who 
are down and out to get back up on their 
feet. He told The new american, “It’s 
something that’s new. It’s not like a for-
mal, official program, it’s just something 
we’re doing — we had an opportunity and 
we knew that we were in a position to help 
this person in the right direction.” The basic 
idea is that Thorne hires, trains, and pays 
for the required testing for men referred to 
him by that ministry. Far from a handout, it 
is a hand up. Those men are now able to be 
gainfully employed and have the opportu-
nity to be valuable team members. 

Thorne told The new american that 
he expects backlash as a result of this 
article. “I fully anticipate a Medicare 
audit. I understand that it is part of being 
an advocate for the private ambulance 
industry. And we are prepared for that; 
we’ve never had an audit where we did 
not come back fine.” n

Unlevel playing field: Although government-based services can underwrite the expenses of 
owning and maintaining modern equipment by forced taxation, private services have to absorb 
those costs by doing smart business.
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THE CASE FOR MORAL LIBERTARIANISM
Most Libertarians espouse the expansion of personal liberty to the point of being allowed to 
do most any vice. Lew Rockwell explains why Libertarianism with morals is a must.

by Laurence M. Vance

Against the Left: A Rothbardian Liber-
tarianism, by Llewellyn H. Rockwell, 
Jr., LewRockwell.com, 2019, 157 pages, 
paperback.

S ince the election of Barack Obama 
to the presidency in 2008, the Dem-
ocratic Party, as well as liberalism 

and progressivism in general, has moved 
increasingly leftward. The election of 
Donald Trump to the presidency in 2016 
has accelerated and intensified this left-
ward move.

The socialist and statist ideals of Demo-
crats, liberals, and progressives are well 
known: collectivism, paternalism, abortion 
on demand (at taxpayer expense for low-
income women), the transgender move-
ment, feminism, social justice, economic 

egalitarianism, larger and more intrusive 
government, organized labor, increased 
government regulation of the economy 
and society, public education, government-
mandated employee benefits, environmen-
talism, climate change, an ever-increasing 
minimum wage, anti-discrimination laws, 
affirmative action, welfare, higher taxes 
on “the rich,” income-transfer programs, 
wealth-redistribution schemes, and the 
championing of every alternative lifestyle 
known to man.

Thank God for the recent publication 
of an antidote to the evils of leftist ideolo-
gy: Against the Left: A Rothbardian Liber-
tarianism. This may very well be the most 
radical, politically incorrect book that you 
will read this year — or perhaps that you 
have ever read.

Llewellyn “Lew” Rockwell is a noted 
libertarian writer, prolific blogger, astute 
political commentator, and articulate 
speaker; the founder and chairman of the 
Ludwig von Mises Institute in Auburn, 
Alabama; the founder and editor of the 
daily news and opinion site LewRockwell.
com; and the former congressional chief 
of staff to Ron Paul, the perennial taxpay-
ers’ friend when he was in the U.S. House 
of Representatives.

Against the Left is a small but powerful 
book. It contains a brief introduction and 
conclusion and six chapters, titled “The 
Assault on the Family,” “‘Civil Rights’ 
and Disabilities,” “Immigration,” “En-
vironmentalism,” “Economic Egalitari-
anism,” and “Left Libertarianism.” The 
book’s lengthy preface is written by Hans-
Hermann Hoppe, the noted economist and 
political theorist. There are no footnotes or 
bibliography, but Against the Left is writ-
ten for a general audience, and important 
books for further reading are recommended 
throughout. The book does, however, in-
clude an index. Much of the content in each 
of the book’s chapters has been taken from 
previously published articles. This content 

has, for the most part, been seamlessly inte-
grated. The insights of the economists and 
political theorists Ludwig von Mises and 
Murray Rothbard are “basic” to the book, 
and Rockwell quotes them often.

The longest chapter in Against the 
Left is the first one, on the assault on the 
family. This comes as no surprise since “a 
central theme” of the book “is the impor-
tance of the traditional family for preserv-
ing our liberty and civilization.” Rockwell 
maintains that “the modern assault on the 
family stems from socialism.” Although 
he is a libertarian, Rockwell is also un-
apologetically a traditionalist: “In order to 
maintain a free society, it is essential that 
the traditional family, i.e., the union of one 
man and one woman in marriage, in most 
cases to raise a family, be preserved.” He 
believes that “the fundamental threat to 
liberty comes from leftist programs to pro-
mote absolute equality.” He explains how 
“legal equality doesn’t abolish biological 
differences.” The “failure of all leftists” 
is “ignoring this point.” In this chapter, 
Rockwell takes on same-sex “marriage,” 
homosexuals in the military, feminism, 
and the canard that women earn less on 
average than men.

In chapter two, Rockwell discusses 
discrimination, civil “rights,” racism, 
the Americans with Disabilities Act, the 
G.I. bill, and “the greatest of all sacred 
cows: the Brown decision.” He main-
tains that “discrimination law limits the 
freedom of property owners to use their 
money as they see fit.” He explains how 
“in the name of proving that you are not 
discriminating against a particular group, 
your only protection is to discriminate 
in favor of that group.” Rockwell con-
siders “the implied assumption” behind 
discrimination laws to be “the idea that 
judges and bureaucrats can discover the 
real motivation behind every hiring, fir-
ing, or labor-management decision.” In a 
free society, “Employers can hire or fire 
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for any reason they want.” They “can be 
biased, bigoted, or have poor judgment,” 
but it is their “judgment to make.” Rock-
well believes that “the extent of racism 
in American society is exaggerated.” The 
state uses the “racism racket” to silence 
its critics and to justify “its further ex-
tension of power over education, employ-
ment, wealth redistribution, and a good 
deal else.” Rockwell also explains how 
the state is really saying to the disabled: 
“Your lack of ability in a particular area 
entitles you to the property of others.”

Chapter three is devoted to a controver-
sial subject among libertarians: immigra-
tion. Rockwell believes it is impossible 
that “the US or Europe will be a freer 
place after several more decades of unin-
terrupted mass immigration.” He explains 
why the “free immigration” position is 
not analogous to free trade, “as some lib-
ertarians have erroneously claimed.” His 
solution to the immigration problem is the 
“total privatization” of everything. With 
all property privately owned, immigration 
“would be up to each individual property 
owner.” In the meantime, because right 
now “immigration decisions are made by a 
central authority, with the wishes 
of property owners completely 
disregarded,” the correct way to 
proceed “is to decentralize deci-
sion-making on immigration to 
the lowest possible level, so that 
we approach ever [more] closely 
the proper libertarian position, in 
which individual property own-
ers consent to the various move-
ments of peoples.”

The fourth chapter, on envi-
ronmentalism, is the most radi-
cal one in the book. Rockwell 
doesn’t recycle or conserve 
“except when it pays to do so.” 
He prefers air conditioning, the 
bug-free indoors, and develop-
ment over swamps, wetlands, 
and jungles. The intelligence of 
dolphins, apes, and bees “doesn’t 
give them rights” over humans. 
“Their only real value comes 
from what they can do for man.” 
His “favorite section of the hard-
ware store features bug killers, 
weed killers, varmint traps, and 
poisons of all sorts.” Nature must 
be tamed, cut, curbed, and con-

trolled for the benefit of mankind. Swamps 
“should be drained” and rain forests “turned 
over to productive agriculture.” Rockwell 
opposes “world central planning in order 
to control the climate and protect the holy 
earth from the effects of industrialization,” 
even as he defends high civilization, capi-
talism, property rights, and markets.

 In this chapter, Rockwell also tackles the 
subject of government food regulations — 
“another area dear to the heart of environ-
mentalists.” He explains that “when people 
say government should do x, y, and z, they 
are really saying that these people” — a 
“class of mealy-mouthed, grasping spe-
cial interests all fired up about what they 
will do with your money once they get or 
retain power” — “should be given power 
to appoint other people to permanent posi-
tions of power to tell you and yours what 
they can and cannot do with their lives and 
property, and to take a rake-off for their 
trouble.” Here Rockwell asks a legitimate 
question for leftists: “Do we owe our health 
and safety to government regulations or to 
the responsiveness of the well-capitalized 
market economy to our preferences and 
needs?” He explains that most people “are 

all too willing to credit government for all 
that is good in the world, and equally prone 
to overlook market freedom as a source 
of all that we call civilizational progress.” 
Rockwell concludes: “The state from the 
ancient world to the present has created 
nothing. It has only taken. The market, 
on the other hand, delivers more miracles 
every day than we can count.”

Rockwell takes on the nebulous 
term equality in the fifth chapter. Propo-
nents of equality “make precious little ef-
fort to disclose to us precisely what they 
have in mind.” He believes that the “ob-
session” with equality “undermines every 
indicator of health we might look for in a 
civilization.” It is in the course of working 
toward equality that “the state expands its 
power at the expense of other forms of 
human association, including the family 
itself.” Rockwell believes in the ability of 
the market “to incorporate just about any-
one into the division of labor.” And “even 
if one person is better than another at ab-
solutely everything, the less able person 
can still flourish in a free market.” In this 
chapter, Rockwell also explains how “the 
struggle for liberty” should not be con-

fused with feminism, and mocks 
the idea that the use of traditional 
English pronouns is “oppressive 
to people who do not identify 
with the gender they were ‘as-
signed at birth.’”

The last chapter, on left liber-
tarianism, is the shortest in the 
book, but an important one for lib-
ertarians. Here Rockwell explains 
how leftism has made inroads into 
certain elements of libertarianism. 
He views “infighting” — which is 
not unique to libertarianism — as 
helpful. After all, “a respectful ex-
change of ideas is how a school of 
thought develops.” He is opposed 
to “thick” libertarians — tainted 
by leftist ideas about social justice 
and egalitarianism — who seek to 
transform the “elegant moral and 
social system” of libertarianism by 
adding to its foundational principle 
of nonaggression and its resolute 
commitment to property rights.

Against the Left is a great intro-
duction to the evils of leftism and 
the ideas of Ludwig von Mises 
and Murray Rothbard. nG
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Formula Brigade
When Shannon Bird of Alpine, Utah, 
found herself without any means of feed-
ing her newborn baby girl, she turned to 
her only other option: 911. Thankfully, the 
dispatcher and Lone Peak Police Depart-
ment came through for her. 

It was 2 a.m. on January 28 when Shan-
non attempted to breast-feed her six-week-
old daughter and discovered that her milk 
had dried up. The baby was hungry and 
impatiently waiting for food, but Shannon 
did not have any formula to supplement 
the baby’s food.  

Shannon couldn’t leave the house at 
that hour of the morning to get formu-
la. She has four other children — all of 
whom were sleeping at the time, and one 
of whom had a broken leg — and her hus-
band was away on a business trip. 

Seemingly out of options, Shannon 
tried her final resort: 911. 

“I’ve been calling neighbors and no one 
will answer,” she told the dispatcher, ac-
cording to an audio file obtained by KSL-
TV (Salt Lake City). 

Shannon’s desperation and disbelief 
was evident in her conversation with the 
dispatcher. “I’ve never been in this pre-
dicament ever. My milk just literally dried 
out. This is my fifth kid and this has never 
happened,” she said, tearfully.

Officers with the Lone Peak Police De-
partment were sent to Shannon’s house 
and arrived with a gallon of milk they’d 
picked up from the grocery store. Of 
course, when they arrived at Shannon’s 
house and realized the baby was just an 
infant, they knew milk would not suffice. 
The officers then went back to the store for 
proper infant formula. 

“That’s the same stuff we gave my 
daughter when she was first born, so hope-
fully it doesn’t upset her stomach,” said 
Officer Brett Wagstaff in audio captured 
on the officer’s body cam. 

Baby Shower  
Onboard (and Baby Too!)
First-time parents Caren and Dustin 
Moore dove into parenthood, taking their 
adopted eight-day-old baby girl on an 

airplane from where they adopted her in 
Colorado to their home in California. But 
thankfully for the Moores, not only was 
the ride smooth and without incident, but 
they received an impromptu and lovely 
baby shower from the passengers and 
flight crew, CBS News reported. 

“With clearance to return home to Cali-
fornia, my wife carried our precious bun-
dle, while I offered numerous apologies 
to passengers while maneuvering the aisle 
with 4 bags,” Dustin recalled in a Febru-
ary 9 Twitter thread. “About mid-flight, 
our daughter awoke and politely informed 
us she wanted a new diaper.”

Curious about the young and precious 
little bundle onboard, one of the flight at-
tendants, Jenny, asked Dustin why they 
were traveling with such a small child. 
When Dustin told her that the baby had 
just been adopted, things unfolded quickly. 

According to Dustin, another attendant, 
Bobby, then approached the little family 
to greet them and learn more about the 
baby’s adoption. When that exchange was 
over, the new parents thought nothing 
more of it. To their astonishment, howev-
er, Bobby then made an announcement on 
the plane’s intercom system and the entire 
plane erupted in applause. 

Before the Moores knew it, nearly every 
passenger on board had written the couple 
handwritten notes of encouragement, at 
the suggestion of the flight attendants. 
The crew then read their favorites of the 
approximately 60 notes over the plane’s 
intercom. One note read, “Make time for 
date night.” Another read, “Always tell her 
you love her.” 

Later, Bobby and Jenny revealed what 
compelled them to make a celebration 
out of the event. They told the Moores 
that they had recently gotten married, and 
another crew of flight attendants did the 
exact same thing for them on their hon-
eymoon flight. As it was something they 
would never forget, they wanted to do 
something similar for the Moores. They 
asked the Moores to one day pay that kind-
ness forward. 

Dustin’s Twitter thread detailed just 
how much the kindness they were shown 
meant to him and his wife. “What all of 
those perfect strangers and attendants did 

not know was the emotionally tender state 
of two brand-new parents,” wrote Dustin. 
“Parents who — after 9 years of trying 
— had been blessed with their first child. 
Parents who felt scared, but determined in 
their new role.” 

“The outpouring of love from that 
flight, brought on by the actions of two 
thoughtfully observant flight attendants… 
it exceeds my ability to describe what it 
meant to us. How much those wings and 
written notes uplifted two new parents de-
termined to love their new daughter. ”

The Moores have placed the notes in a 
scrapbook that they intend to pass on to 
their daughter. 

Rose Rush for  
Valentine’s Day
Twenty-nine-year-old Seth Stewart of 
Spokane, Washington, has made it his mis-
sion to deliver hundreds of roses to wid-
ows, military wives and significant others, 
and single women on Valentine’s Day, and 
has been doing so for the last nine years, 
CNN reported. 

Stewart and his brothers maintain a run-
ning list of all the women and mothers in his 
area to whom they deliver flowers each year, 
and they ask Facebook readers ahead of Val-
entine’s Day to send them a list of additional 
women who should be added to the list. 

When he initially began doing this in 
2011, he would ask that requests come in 
via text or e-mail, but now the entire en-
deavor is run through the brothers’ “Rose 
Rush” Facebook page and is crowd-fund-
ed through GoFundMe. Senders can re-
quest roses to be delivered to the special 
women free of charge, and may even in-
clude personal messages explaining why 
the recipient is getting the rose. 

Stewart’s idea has become so popular 
that he has been forced to hire drivers to 
help him distribute more than 500 roses a 
year on February 14 throughout Spokane. 

But for Stewart, it’s a labor of love. 
“Every single year we do this, there 

are always one or two women who break 
down sobbing because it means so much 
to them,” Stewart says. n

— raven clabough
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Versions of the proposed Equal Rights Amendment have 
been rejected for nearly a hundred years, and there’s good 

reason for that.

INSIGHT INTO THE ERA

by Lisa Shaw

B anging at the constitutional door once again are the advo-
cates of a proposed amendment that has been lurking in the 
shadows in one form or another for nearly a century. That 

proposed amendment is the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA), 
which was first introduced in Congress in 1923, promising to 
end discrimination based on sex. According to the ERA website:

The Equal Rights Amendment is a proposed amendment 
to the United States Constitution designed to guarantee 
equal legal rights for all American citizens regardless of 

sex. It seeks to end the legal distinctions between men and 
women in terms of divorce, property, employment, and 
other matters.

Now, almost 100 years later, one wonders how the same archa-
ic message finds a place in a much-changed society fueled by 
“women’s empowerment.” After all, is there a rational human 
being alive who still thinks that women don’t already have equal 
rights? A look at the history of the ERA, along with its agenda, 
may give a little more insight.

First introduced in Congress in December 1923, the ERA 
was initially written by Alice Paul and Crystal Eastman, stat-
ing, “Men and women shall have equal rights throughout the 
United States and every place subject to its jurisdiction.” Paul 
was a suffragist and the leader of the National Woman’s Party 
(NWP), formed in 1916 in order to “secure an amendment to 
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Unrighteous anger: The ERA’s 1982 failure in the Florida legislature was received with anger and disappointment 
by ERA activists, though the act would have decreased privileges for the vast majority of women.

33Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

HISTORYHISTORYPAST AND PERSPECTIVE

Lisa Shaw is a wife, homeschooling mom, and freelance writer who addresses 
issues important to women and families. 



the United States Constitution enfran-
chising women,” according to Wikipe-
dia. This early version of the ERA failed 
to gain support in Congress, but the 19th 
Amendment, passed in 1920, removed 
the sex barrier, allowing women the full 
right to vote.

Eastman was a member of the NWP, 
co-founder of the American Civil Lib-
erties Union (ACLU), and a known so-
cialist. Both Paul and Eastman believed 
women to be oppressed and exploited, 
similar to slaves, and made it their goal to 
be self-appointed liberators. In the words 
of Paul at her introduction of the ERA in 
Seneca Falls, New York, “We shall not 
be safe until the principle of equal rights 
is written into the framework of our gov-
ernment.”

The early history of the ERA saw a 
great divide among women. One separa-
tion was between women’s groups, such 

as the NWP, made up of those from the 
middle class, and the League of Women 
Voters (LWV), comprised of the work-
ing class. Though both groups claimed to 
represent women’s interests, those of the 
working class opposed the amendment, 
claiming it would do more harm than 
good. While the NWP wanted to abol-
ish sex-based labor legislation, which 
provided special protection for women 
working in potentially dangerous circum-
stances, the LWV argued in defense of 
the labor legislation, stating that women 
who worked needed protective laws re-
garding working conditions and hours. 

Another group of women divided by 
the early ERA debate were homemakers. 
Some, looking to the ERA to restructure 
marriage, were part of a group formed as 
the Homemakers’ for the Equal Rights 
Amendment (HERA). This group pushed 
for full and equal partnership in mar-

riage, with both partners sharing rights 
and responsibilities. Opposing the HERA 
homemakers were those women who 
were not only content with a woman’s 
role in the traditional structure of mar-
riage, but in favor of it and her station in 
life. She was not “oppressed” as a wife 
and mother, they claimed, but free. She 
proudly embodied the words given by 
Secretary of Labor James Davis in his 
1926 speech opposing sex-based labor 
legislation, “The place fixed for women 
by God and Nature is a great place,” and 
“wherever we see women at work we 
must see them in terms of motherhood.” 
He believed the great threat of the age 
was the “increasing loss of the distinction 
between manliness and true femininity.” 
Davis’ speech was a timely one, as the 
goal of the ERA and its proponents was 
more than just giving men and women 
“equal rights,” it strove to abolish the 
natural distinctions between men and 
women and create an unnatural same-
ness. It endeavored to mar the beauty of 
womanhood by devaluing the woman’s 
worth in the home and family, which is 
— correctly understood — untouchable, 
thus beginning a chiseling away at the 
foundation of society.  

These divisions within the women’s 
movement hindered the support for the 
ERA, as well as the women’s movement 
itself. However, both began to gain ground 
in the 1960s, and in 1971, a new and im-
proved version of the ERA was introduced 
by Representative Martha Griffiths (D-
Mich). It was approved by the House of 
Representatives, and later the Senate in 
1972. Meeting the requirements of Article 
V of the U.S. Constitution, it passed both 
houses with a super-majority vote. It then 
was submitted to the state legislatures for 
ratification, with Congress imposing a 
deadline set for March 22, 1979. Inclu-
sion in the Constitution — according to 
Article V — requires that an amendment 
be ratified by three-fourths of the states. 
This can be done by the state legislatures 
or by special conventions in the states.

The text of the ERA reads:

Section 1. Equality of rights under the 
law shall not be denied or abridged 
by the United States or by any State 
on account of sex.

Sec. 2. The Congress shall have 
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Eagle-eyed: Upon the beginning of the time period to pass the ERA, Phyllis Schlafly quickly 
organized the group STOP ERA (renamed Eagle Forum in 1975) to protect the special 
prerogatives the laws afford to women.
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Is there a rational human being alive who still thinks that 
women don’t already have equal rights? A look at the 
history of the ERA, along with its agenda, may give a little 
more insight.
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the power to enforce, by appropri-
ate legislation, the provisions of this 
article.

Sec. 3. This amendment shall take 
effect two years after the date of rati-
fication.

The entire proposed amendment is com-
prised of 58 simple words. But the devil 
— as per usual — is in the details. In this 
case, the details are rife with ambiguity. 

The real agenda of those in favor of the 
ERA can be seen by the way any altera-
tions of it to clarify how it would apply 
were rejected by its proponents. While 
still in the Senate, amendments were pro-
posed for the ERA by Senator Sam Ervin 
(D-N.C.), who was concerned about the 
impact of the amendment. As John F. 
McManus pointed out in his February 24, 
1983 article for The Birch Log, “Revolu-
tionary E.R.A. Back Again,” penned when 
the ERA was again being debated, some of 
Ervin’s proposed amendments included:

Allow women an exemption “from 
compulsory military service.”

Allow women in the military an 

exemption “from service in combat 
units of the Armed Forces.”

Maintain any laws “which ex-
tend protections or exemptions to 
women.”

Maintain any laws “which impose 
upon fathers responsibility for the 
support of their children.”

Maintain any laws “which secure 
privacy to men or women, or boys or 
girls.” 

Maintain any laws “which make 
punishable as crimes sexual of-
fenses.”

As mentioned above, Senator Ervin’s 
amendments, however, were all rejected 
by those who claimed to be advocating for 
the rights of the very women those amend-
ments would have protected.

It is plain to see that Ervin’s amend-
ments would not have negated the 
“rights” being demanded for women, 
but would have increased them, giving 
women the option and ability to choose 
protection for themselves, or not. Ervin’s 
dogged call for protecting the value of 
women stands in sharp contrast to the 

“rights” the ERA proposes. As McManus 
asserted in the article cited previously, 
there is much more to the Equal Rights 
Amendment than meets the eye:

During debate over these proposals, 
careful mention was made of the fact 
that failure to pass them would, if the 
Equal Rights Amendment were rati-
fied, result in a requirement that as 
many women as men be drafted in 
any future draft, that women would 
be required to face the possibility of 
combat and of becoming P.O.W.s, 
that separate prisons and even sepa-
rate cells for men and women pris-
oners would become illegal, and 
the laws of the past hundred years 
designed to protect women from ex-
ploitation would also be negated. Yet, 
each of the Ervin amendments was 
soundly defeated.

By the 1970s, the ERA had gained ac-
ceptance and wide support, including that 
of both political parties. Activists such as 
Gloria Steinem and Betty Friedan had be-
come the new Alice Paul and Crystal East-
man, pushing for the same contrived level-
ing of the sexes. Both were co-founders 
of the National Women’s Political Caucus. 
Steinem delivered a speech entitled “Ad-
dress to the Women of America” in 1973, 
in which she declared:

This is no simple reform. It really is 
a revolution. Sex and race because 
they are easy and visible differences 
have been the primary ways of or-
ganizing human beings into supe-
rior and inferior groups and into the 
cheap labor on which this system 
still depends. We are talking about 
a society in which there will be no 
roles other than those chosen or 
those earned. We are really talking 
about humanism.

In direct opposition to this “revolution” 
stood another group. These conservative 
women, led by Phyllis Schlafly, began 
the “STOP ERA” campaign. STOP was 
an acronym for “Stop Taking Our Privi-
leges.” Schlafly, a lawyer, editor, speaker, 
and political activist, was also a full-time 
wife and mother. She believed and argued 
that the ERA would erase privileges de-
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Pushed by left-wing radicals: In the 1970s, a new wave of feminist activism saw “heroes” such 
as National Organization for Women (NOW) leader and self-avowed socialist Gloria Steinem 
advocating for the ERA.
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signed specifically for, and appreciated by, 
women. These included exemption from 
Selective Service (the military draft), “de-
pendent wife” benefits under Social Secu-
rity, and separate restrooms for males and 
females. Schlafly began her campaign 
against the ERA in 1972 and had a promi-
nent role in its defeat. 

The John Birch Society also played 
a prominent role in defeating the ERA, 
through educating activists and state leg-
islators about the dangers of the seemingly 
harmless act.

Requiring ratification by 38 states, the 
ERA only gained 35. And to complicate 
matters, four of those states — Nebraska, 
Tennessee, Idaho, and Kentucky — re-
scinded their approval before the original 
ratification deadline of March 22, 1979, 
and a fifth state (South Dakota) sunsetted 
its ratification as of the original deadline. 

Schlafly was not alone in her dire predic-
tions. In 1974, political commentator and 
former FBI agent Dan Smoot wrote that if 
the ERA were made part of the Constitution:

It will not be legal to have separate but 
equal toilet facilities for boys and girls 

in public schools (or in private schools 
that receive any kind of public assis-
tance); boys and girls will be forced to 
us the same facilities. Similarly, girls 
and women will be forced to share 
dormitory facilities with boys and 
men (where such facilities are provid-
ed), in schools, colleges, the military 
services, reformatories, prisons.

In retrospect, Smoot almost appears to 
have been something akin to a prophet. 
(See his article on page 37.) In reality, he 
was simply projecting the lines. Because 
here we are, in 2020, with the transgender 
lobby demanding exactly those things — 
even without the ERA being part of the 
Constitution. 

Things began getting convoluted, how-
ever, when in October 1978, Congress 
extended — by a simple majority in both 
houses — the amendment’s deadline to 
June 30, 1982. There was much debate over 
Congress’ ability to do this, but in the end 
those arguments were considered largely 
academic, since the required number of 
states for ratification was not met even by 
the new (and hotly contested) deadline. 

Once the new deadline had come and 
gone, the ERA was considered dead.

But that was then; this is now.
In a move that ignores both logic and 

basic reading comprehension skills, the 
House of Representatives passed a reso-
lution on February 13 to pretend that the 
1982 deadline for ratification of the Equal 
Rights Amendment never existed. That 
simple majority vote — 232 to 183 — was 
almost completely along partisan lines. 
The only exceptions were five GOP House 
members who sided with Democrats. 

And prior to the February vote, addi-
tional state legislatures had already ig-
nored the bygone ERA deadline and “rat-
ified” the ERA. In 2017, Nevada voted 
to approve the ERA, followed by Illinois 
in 2018. Then in January of this year, the 
Virginia General Assembly approved the 
ERA by a 59-to-41 vote in the House of 
Delegates and 28-to-12 vote in the Senate.  
Advocates claimed that got them to the 
necessary 38 states (or three-fourths) for 
the ERA to become the law of the land. 
Of course, to arrive at that conclusion 
they have to overlook not only the fact 
that three states approved the ERA after 
the 1982 deadline (let alone the 1979 
deadline), but also the fact that (as men-
tioned above) five states had rescinded 
their prior approval as of or before the 
original deadline.

Even Supreme Court Justice Ruth Bader 
Ginsburg, who, as a feminist lawyer in the 
1970s, cut her teeth as a champion for the 
ERA, says that it is not possible to count 
those states. In an address at Georgetown 
University in February of this year, she 
stated, “I would like to see a new begin-
ning. I’d like it to start over.” Her remarks 
were given in response to a question from 
a journalist during the event. She went 
further, pointing out that there is a hypo-
critical duplicity on the side of Democrats 
on this issue, asking the question, “If you 
count a late comer on the plus side, how 
can you disregard states that said we’ve 
changed our minds?”

Considering that the Senate shows no 
interest in following the House’s lead on 
the ERA, it may be all dressed up with 
no place to go. Even if the Senate were to 
take it up, it would almost certainly wind 
up in the Supreme Court. Once there, it 
would likely fail without Ginsburg’s 
support. n
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The present crop: Ignoring logic and reason, advocates of the ERA continue to push their 
agenda, hoping for the ERA’s inclusion in the Constitution.



by Dan Smoot

What follows is an abridged version of an article that originally 
appeared in the March 13, 1974 issue of The Review of The News, 
a precursor to The New AmericAN. When reading it, please keep 
in mind when it was written — 1974. Many decades before main-
taining separate bathroom and locker-room facilities for men and 
women became controversial, Dan Smoot warned that making any 
such distinctions between the sexes would be obliterated — under 
the innocuous-sounding Equal Rights Amendment. That the cul-
tural subversion Smoot warned against has advanced as far as 
it has — without the ERA — is a testament to his ability to detect 
the destructive designs behind the revolutionary agenda of which 
adoption of the ERA is a crucial part.

T he idealizing of women — honoring them, especially 
mothers, as if on a pedestal — has always been an ob-
vious fact of American life. It may appear to be mere 

ritualism in the daily routine of individual women. Yet, it is basic, 
not only in our romantic concept of what life ought to be like, 
but in our living. It has profoundly influenced our moral codes, 
our laws, our customs, all of our institutions, and even our taste; 
and it has given women a special status which they do not enjoy 
elsewhere. 

Nonetheless, politicians have long been under intermittent pres-
sure to adopt an Equal Rights Amendment to the Constitution, to 
protect women by outlawing sexual discrimination. For decades 
Congress resisted, or ignored, the pressure. Then, on March 22, 
1972, both houses of Congress, by large majorities, passed and 
submitted to the states for ratification a proposed Equal Rights 
Amendment (E.R.A.). Within two hours, Hawaii had ratified it. 
New Hampshire and Nebraska ratified the next day. Within two 
months, ten other states had ratified: Iowa, Idaho, Delaware, Kan-
sas, Texas, Maryland, Tennessee, Alaska, Rhode Island, and New 
Jersey — in that order. 

The E.R.A. Resolution provides that, to become valid, it 
must be ratified by three-fourths of all State Legislatures within 
seven years — that is, by March 22, 1979. Here is the text of the 
Amendment: 

“Section 1. Equality of rights under the law shall not be de-
nied or abridged by the United States or by any State on account 
of sex. 

“Section 2. The Congress shall have the power to enforce, by 
appropriate legislation, the provisions of this article. 

“Section 3. This amendment shall take effect two years after 
the date of ratification.” 

It looks innocent enough. But the innocent facade is easily 
pierced by one question: If women, as a group, are actually abused 
because of any law existing anywhere in the United States, why 
not change the law, instead of amending the Constitution to give 
the federal government jurisdiction in family affairs and in the re-
lationships between men and women? A few women with personal 

With renewed calls to pass the Equal Rights Amendment 
happening, this abridged version of a 1974 article about the 

ERA points out dangers of the law as projected back then.

REJECT OR RESCIND THE
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Dan Smoot, who passed away in 2003, was an FBI agent, author, lecturer, and 
broadcaster whose Dan Smoot Report reached millions via radio and TV, as well 
as through print. His classic 1962 book The Invisible Government, exposing the 
then-little-known Council on Foreign Relations, will be republished this spring. 
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problems — who do not like being women, 
and want to be treated like men — may 
enjoy life more if the Equal Rights Amend-
ment is adopted; but women as a group will 
lose a great deal and gain nothing; and our 
whole culture will degenerate. Consider: 

The laws of every state identify a family 
unit by giving a husband’s name to the wife 
and all children born of the union, and they 
place upon the husband primary responsi-
bility for supporting the family. A man who 
refuses to allocate a reasonable portion of 
his income for the support of his wife and 
minor children is subject to civil action and 
criminal prosecution. State laws do not give 
the mother the same financial obligation, 
but do recognize that her responsibility for 
rearing minor children is superior to that of 
the father. In divorce cases, the mother is 

legally presumed to be the proper custo-
dian of minor children, and is given cus-
tody in ninety percent of all cases. Unusual 
circumstances exist when a father is given 
custody. Similarly, alimony laws favor the 
wife. After a wife has spent her youth bear-
ing and rearing her husband’s children — 
getting no training or experience in making 
her own living outside the home — the hus-
band cannot discard her without giving her 
financial support. State laws do not place 
upon women the same financial responsi-
bility for a discarded husband. All states but 
two (the Dakotas) give a wife an unbarrable 
share in her husband’s estate — making it 
impossible for him to leave his widow pen-
niless; but all of them do not give a husband 
an equivalent claim on his wife’s estate. 

Clearly, these laws, while establishing 

the man as legal head and breadwinner of 
his family, recognize the woman as the key 
figure in the family unit, and seek to protect 
her in that role. The E.R.A. would abolish 
the traditional family unit — would even 
create complicated legal questions about 
the names of children. Practically all family 
law in the United States would be nullified, 
because most of it necessarily discriminates 
between the sexes. For the same reason, the 
E.R.A. would eliminate all laws (and most 
private-industry practices) which recognize 
the special status of women or give them 
special privilege and protection, such as: 
the Social Security Act which prescribes an 
earlier retirement age for women than for 
men, and takes cognizance of a woman’s 
role as mother and custodian of minor chil-
dren; laws which provide penalties against 
a man for beating a woman; laws against 
rape, against forcing women into prostitu-
tion, against seduction of young girls by 
adult males; laws and practices in industry 
which provide maternity leave for working 
women, and protect them against employ-
ment in unsuitable jobs or conditions. 

Proponents of the Equal Rights Amend-
ment admit that all such laws and practices 
would conflict with the force and intent of 
the Amendment. They claim, however, the 
courts could easily eliminate the conflict 
by “interpretive extensions” which would 
require equal treatment of males and fe-
males. But the courts have no valid au-
thority to rewrite laws. Legally, the courts 
can only adjudicate the law as it exists; 
they cannot change it to make it comply 
with new constitutional requirements. 

The courts would have to act illegally to 
make existing laws “constitutional” under 
the E.R.A., or the federal Congress and 
all fifty State Legislatures would have to 
rewrite the vast body of existing domes-
tic law. In either case, legal chaos would 
ensue. One of the last remnants of the right 
of the people to govern themselves in their 
own states would be gone. Most of the ju-
risdiction of state courts (even over matters 
involving alimony and property settlements 
between men and women) would be trans-
ferred to federal courts. The constitutional 
concept of States Rights would be even 
more an empty mockery than it already is. 

How E.R.A. Will Victimize Women 
How would women benefit? Obviously, 
women will lose if laws are changed to 
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Leaders of the drive for E.R.A. are also leaders in 
the drive to have the federal government assume 
responsibility for the care and training of all children, 
at birth, and to discharge that responsibility through a 
national network of tax-financed, federally controlled 
day-care centers for minor children.
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Laudable ladies: As the subversive nature of the innocent-sounding ERA became better known, 
the opposition rose correspondingly, culminating in the demise of the ERA. Above, Eagle Forum’s 
Phyllis Schlafly (center, white coat) leads a 1977 protest in front of the White House.
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eliminate their special privileges. Women 
Liberationists, for example, resent all laws 
and customs which recognize the man as 
head of the house. When the E.R.A. abol-
ishes those laws and customs, women will 
have gained legal recognition as the abso-
lute equals of men. Husband and wife will 
then have equal responsibility for provid-
ing and maintaining a home. A husband can 
contribute from his income enough to fund 
one-half of a reasonable family budget, and 
force his wife to contribute the other half. 

Suppose she claims that she cannot 
go to work to earn her half of necessary 
family income, because she is making 
her contribution in the indispensable role 
of mother, caring for minor children. If 
such division of family responsibility is 
allowed at all under the E.R.A., the hus-
band will have as much right to the role 
of “house person” as the wife will have. 
This sticky problem might be resolved by 
a federal court order requiring them to put 
their children in a day-care center so that 
they can both work and share equally the 
roles of “house person” and breadwinner. 

Do E.R.A. proponents expect and want 
this sort of thing to happen? They do. Lead-
ers of the drive for E.R.A. are also leaders 
in the drive to have the federal government 
assume responsibility for the care and train-
ing of all children, at birth, and to discharge 

that responsibility through a national net-
work of tax-financed, federally controlled 
day-care centers for minor children. 

Planned Degradation of Women 
Degradation of women and the disinte-
gration of our civilization are the real 
objectives of E.R.A. proponents, many of 
whom are Communists. Under E.R.A., for 
instance, women will be subject to the mil-
itary draft equally with men. Even if we 
permanently abolish the draft, the military 
services will be required to induct, train, 
and use men and women on an equal basis 
— in combat and otherwise. The E.R.A. 
proponents admit that, in combat zones, 
women and men would have to share la-
trines and sleeping quarters (if any) with-
out any pretense of separation of sexes. 
They claim, however, that the privacy of 
women could be protected in all other situ-
ations. That claim is false. In many “Civil 
Rights” decisions involving racial matters, 
the courts have declared the “separate but 
equal” doctrine illegal. It is illegal to pro-
vide separate schools, or toilets, or other 
facilities for different racial groups, even 
though the facilities are equal. The races 
must be mixed in the same facilities. The 
Equal Rights Amendment will outlaw 
sexual separation in the same way. It will 
not be legal to have separate but equal toi-

let facilities for boys and girls in public 
schools (or in private schools that receive 
any kind of public assistance); boys and 
girls will be forced to use the same facili-
ties. Similarly, girls and women will be 
forced to share dormitory facilities with 
boys and men (where such facilities are 
provided), in schools, colleges, the mili-
tary services, reformatories, prisons. 

The Internal Revenue Service (backed 
by federal courts) says that even private 
schools which have tax exemption as edu-
cational institutions must racially integrate 
all their facilities. Under E.R.A., they will 
be required to effect sexual integration. And 
President Nixon, an enthusiast for E.R.A., 
promises that its provisions will be enforced 
“in business and institutions which receive 
Federal contracts or assistance.” 

How One Can Victimize All 
Some proponents scornfully dismiss this 
“toilet argument” against E.R.A. They 
admit that the courts must give an “abso-
lute” interpretation to the E.R.A., and ac-
knowledge that an “absolute” interpretation 
will require sexual mixing to the full extent 
that racial mixing is now required; but, they 
say, “as a practical matter,” no problems 
will arise, because women will not legally 
claim a constitutional right to share toilets 
with strange men. Let us not be naïve. One 
Betty Friedan, claiming she is demeaned 
and denied her constitutional rights when 
kept out of men’s restrooms, will be enough 
to force “sexual integration” on all women 
in the nation. One man, claiming a constitu-
tional right to share facilities with women, 
could accomplish the same end. And, of 
course, some E.R.A. proponents openly 
approve of enforced “sexual integration.” 
Examine the following passage from a 
syndicated column by Marianne Means, a 
“Liberal” enthusiast for the E.R.A.: 

“If the Equal Rights Amendment is rati-
fied, prison integration [of sexes], within 
reasonable constitutional limitations, 
should be required.... The Yale Law Jour-
nal notes tactfully that there may be some 
major problems in integrating the prison 
system. ‘In view of the small number of 
female inmates, male competition for 
the attentions of a few women might be 
a source of tension, if not violence,’ the 
article states. Even so, it seems to be the 
only way to end the current widespread 
discrimination.” n
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War women: In WWII, women could voluntarily join the military, but they generally filled 
administrative and nursing roles. If ERA passed, they could be drafted and forced to fight.
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The Hypocrisy Is Rich!
Former New York City Mayor Michael 
Bloomberg used his ample fortune to run 
for president, but he encountered a lot of 
resistance from rank-and-file Democrats 
who thought his prior positions were not 
sufficiently progressive. But one area 
where Bloomberg was always walking in 
lockstep with the Left was gun control, 
which he has constantly promoted. AWR 
Hawkins, writing at Breitbart News on 
February 3, reminded his readers about 
Bloomberg’s double standard on guns. 
“Billionaire Democrat presidential hopeful 
Mike Bloomberg is a staunch proponent of 
gun control for America with one caveat 
— he gets to spend his days surrounded 
by good guys with guns to keep him safe. 
Bloomberg’s use of armed guards has 
been seized upon again and again by gun 
rights supporters through the years. They 
point to the guards in an attempt to show 
his habit of pushing laws that would deny 
self-defense tools to poor families while 
allowing Bloomberg to benefit from being 
protected by men with firearms.” 

Hawkins explained how Bloomberg has 
an entire security detail that works for him 
while he continues to “push gun control 
for average Americans…. But Bloomberg 
moves through life surrounded by good 
guys with guns; by men who are armed 
to be sure he is safe as he goes about his 
daily business.”

Golden Stop Was  
Robber’s Final Stop
The Signal reported out of Santa Clarita 
Valley in California on February 13 about 
an attempted robbery of a liquor store that 
resulted in a close-range shootout. Los An-
geles County Sheriff’s Lieutenant Robert 
Westphal told the Signal that the incident 
occurred shortly after 8 p.m. when a sus-
pect ran into the Golden Stop liquor store 
and pointed a handgun at the storeowner 
working behind the counter. Thankfully 
for the storeowner, he had his own load-
ed pistol easily retrievable and was able 
to pull it out and open fire on the armed 
robber. Detectives investigating the crime 
say that the two men exchanged multiple 

rounds shooting at each other within the 
store. The suspect was hit multiple times 
in the upper torso, and the owner was 
only hit once, in a “lower appendage.” 
Surveillance video from the store shows 
the owner crawling from the store before 
responding officers were able to help him. 

The suspect was pronounced dead at the 
scene, and investigators believe the store-
owner acted in self-defense. “It’ll be pre-
sented to the district attorney,” Lieutenant 
Westphal told the Signal, although he said 
he doubted there will be any charges levied 
against the storeowner for his actions. West-
phal also said that investigators are trying to 
ascertain whether the deceased suspect was 
involved in other crimes in the community.

Home Invasion  
Suspects Posed as Sheriffs
KFSN reported on February 5 about an 
attempted home invasion in Fresno, Cali-
fornia, that involved suspects posing as 
members of local law enforcement. Tulare 
County Sheriff’s Lieutenant Joe Torres told 
KFSN that a family was at home when they 
heard loud banging on their front door. Tor-
res told KFSN that residents of the home 
could hear one of the suspects “yelling 
‘Sheriff’s Office, Sheriff’s Office.’” The 
father of the family immediately suspected 
foul play because of the time of the night, 
so he prepared both himself and his family 
for the worst. The suspects didn’t wait any 
longer, and kicked the door in and forced 
their way into the house. 

The father could plainly see the intrud-
ers were not police officers, so he grabbed 
a nearby firearm and began shooting at 
the armed home invaders. A flurry of bul-
lets flew through the air, and one of the 
suspects was fatally wounded in the chest, 
while the other suspects fled from the 
scene. Police soon arrived and discovered 
the body of the one deceased suspect on 
the scene. Lieutenant Torres credited the 
fast actions of the father and his good aim 
for preventing a dangerous home invasion 
from being even worse. Torres told KFSN, 
“Although we are in the early stages, it 
was a home invasion that went terribly 
wrong…. There were four people in the 

residence, along with a 13-year-old that 
could have all been killed if it wasn’t for 
the homeowner taking action.”

Mysterious Intruder
The Columbian out of Clark County, Wash-
ington, reported on February 19 about a 
deadly shooting that occurred in the middle 
of the night. The Vancouver Police Depart-
ment is still investigating the incident, but 
they believe an intruder broke in to a home 
by kicking in a rear door. The homeowner 
was awakened by the sounds of the door 
being busted in and grabbed a firearm. The 
armed homeowner confronted the intruder, 
who the homeowner said charged at him. 
Police say the homeowner fired one shot, 
which hit the suspect in the torso. The in-
jured suspect succumbed to his wounds and 
was later identified as 19-year-old Franson J. 
Take. Vancouver Police Department spokes-
woman Kim Kapp sent an e-mail to the 
press about the incident and told reporters 
that “based on some safety concerns for the 
homeowners and the unknown factors why 
their home was broken into with such force, 
we are not releasing their information.”

Two Out of Three Ain’t Bad
The New York Daily News reported on 
February 19 about a break-in at an apart-
ment complex in Austin, Texas. Austin 
Police Department Public Information 
Officer Vino Cadenas told reporters, “The 
preliminary investigation indicates that at 
approximately 10:30 p.m., three suspects 
entered an apartment in what we believe, 
suspect, to be a home invasion robbery…. 
The homeowners that were inside the 
apartment responded with firing shots at 
the three subjects who were entering their 
apartment.” The shots found their mark on 
all three suspects, and the gunshot wounds 
proved fatal for two of the three suspects. 
“Two of the three subjects are deceased…. 
The third suspect was transported to the 
hospital,” Cadenas told reporters. The in-
vestigation is ongoing, but it appears that 
the actions of the residents of the apart-
ment were well within the legal confines 
of justified self-defense. n

— paTrick krey

THE NEW AMERICAN • MARCH 23, 202040

“... the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.”EXERCISING THE RIGHT



41Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

Growing Trend: Putting 
Interests of Criminal 
Aliens Before Those of 
Law-abiding U.S. Citizens
Item: The New York Times said in a Feb-
ruary 14 headline that the Border Patrol 
is sending “elite tactical teams to many 
sanctuary cities.” The large feature photo 
depicted an intimidating officer pointing a 
weapon from within an armored vehicle, 
with the caption reading (in the online 
version): “An agent with the U.S. Border 
Patrol Tactical Unit, known as BORTAC, 
an elite group that functions essentially as 
the SWAT of Border Patrol.”

The left-wing paper quoted a spokes-
man for Customs and Border Protection 
who “confirmed that the agency was 
deploying 100 officers to work with ICE 
[Immigration and Customs Enforcement], 
which conducts arrests in the interior of 
the country.” 

Among those being deployed were 
members of BORTAC, said the Times. 
“With additional gear such as stun gre-
nades and enhanced Special Forces-type 
training, including sniper certification, 
the officers typically conduct high-risk 
operations targeting individuals who are 
known to be violent, many of them with 
extensive criminal records.”

In sanctuary cities, according to the 
Times, “the BORTAC agents will be asked 
to support interior officers in run-of-the-
mill immigration arrests, the officials said. 
Their presence could spark new fear in 
immigrant communities that have been on 
high alert under the stepped-up deporta-
tion and detention policies adopted after 
Mr. Trump took office.”
Item: A panel discussion on February 15 
on MSNBC Live centered on the special 
agents being sent into sanctuary cities 
to arrest illegal aliens. (Media Research 
Center’s “Newsbusters” recorded the 
show.) A frequent guest named Danielle 
Moodie-Mills maintained that the action 
“means that this [Trump] administration 
is doing anything that it can to terrorize 
the Latinx community.”

Attorney Midwin Charles then added: 

“I’m going to go a little bit step further 
and say that this isn’t just to terrorize the 
Latino communities. It is also for Trump 
to score political points with his base be-
cause cruelty is the point. The more he can 
show that he is cruel against immigrants 
of color — also very important to point out 
because you never see any talk of illegal 
immigrants from Europe or anything like 
that. It’s the brown immigrants.” 
Item: The Washington Post for Febru-
ary 11 said in its headline that President 
Trump is “fulfilling his pledge to build 
fortress America.” Said the largest paper 
in the nation’s capital: “During the past 
three years, the president has hardened 
the nation’s immigration system into an 
obstacle course of physical and bureau-
cratic barriers, causing illegal border 
crossings to plummet and legal immigra-
tion to slump.”
CorreCtIon: Outrage is certainly a selec-
tive commodity. We don’t recall the media 
and left-wing fury when, for example, the 
Obama administration deported more than 
three million people, including more than 
a million in his first term. We do, however, 
recollect that Barack Obama and George 
W. Bush used thousands of National 
Guardsmen to support border personnel 
without being widely accused of terroriz-
ing law-breakers.

Meanwhile, as noted by commentator 
Rachel Bovard, President Trump deported 
fewer than “900,000 people during the 
same time period.” And even while the ad-
ministration was “tightening discretion for 
issuing legal status, approval for legal per-
manent residencies — including citizenship 
applications — reached a five-year high 
under the Trump administration in 2018.”

Not all the news that is fit to print is 
apparently fit for us to read. In February, 
the New York Times clouted the president 
for his “scathing rhetoric on immigra-
tion,” apparently overwhelmed that “he 
used the term ‘illegal alien’ at least five 
times during the State of the Union this 
month.” Talk about shock and awe! That 
just happens to be the correct legal term, 
as has been pointed out by the Department 
of Justice and reinforced through its use by 
the Supreme Court, among others.

The perpetually affronted “woke” com-
munity, to be sure, is offended by the term 
and it has been dropped from some “lib-
eral” publication stylebooks. And New 
York City, which is one of the sanctuary 
cities that shields lawbreakers from immi-
gration laws, has outlawed its use. Really. 
The Commission on Human Rights there 
not long ago banned the use of the term 
of “illegal alien” by employers, housing 
providers (including hotels), and law en-

Progressively disastrous: Much of the political Left literally wants to open U.S. borders to all 
who desire to come here, despite the fact that increased crime often goes hand-in-hand with 
immigration.
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forcement — declaring that it is “discrimi-
natory.” Violators — that is, practitioners 
of the First Amendment — may be fined 
up to $250,000 per offense.

The overwrought New York Times 
piece, cited first above — which falsely 
insinuates that armored vehicles manned 
by masked camouflaged agents with piti-
less weapons of war are going to be raising 
havoc throughout innocent communities 
— does its best to hide this one-sentence 
tidbit deep in the story. Buried in para-
graph 21, we find: “The agents will not be 
busting down doors or engaging in shoot-
outs, said one official with direct knowl-
edge of the operation.” Oh.

Meanwhile, the editors of the New 
York Times also appear to have selective 
amnesia, having forgotten Trump’s 2019 
State of the Union address when he said: 
“Legal immigrants enrich our nation and 
strengthen our society in countless ways. 
I want people to come into our country in 
the largest numbers ever, but they have to 
come in legally.” That, however, doesn’t 
fit the Orange Man Bad narrative.

In the meantime, the advocates of and 
apologists for the sanctuary communities 
are obstructing federal immigration en-
forcement and, in many cases, providing 

a safe haven for dangerous criminals, as 
well as putting citizens at risk. Immigra-
tion personnel have a tough job already 
without it being made more difficult by 
local progressives. During fiscal 2019, en-
forcement and removal operations (ERO) 
from Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment arrested about 143,000 aliens and 
removed more than 267,000, according 
to official data. More than 86 percent of 
those arrested by ICE had criminal convic-
tions or pending charges, says the agency.

“There is no doubt that the border crisis, 
coupled with the unwillingness of some 
local jurisdictions that choose to put politics 
over public safety has made it more diffi-
cult for ICE to carry out its Congressionally 
mandated interior enforcement mission,” 
in the words of ICE’s Acting Director Mat-
thew Albence. “No matter where you live in 
the U.S., your safety is impacted by crimi-
nal aliens who came to this country illegally 
and now live in your neighborhoods.”

These dangers are real to New York-
ers (and to those in other “sanctuaries”). 
James Jay Carifano, writing for Fox News 
in February, noted that earlier in the year, 

an illegal immigrant was charged 
with the brutal rape and murder of a 

92-year-old grandmother in Queens.
Despite tragedies such as this, New 

York lawmakers decided to make the 
entire state into a sanctuary for illegal 
immigrants. Its “Green Light Law” 
not only allows illegal immigrants to 
get driver’s licenses, it bars sharing 
those records with any immigration 
enforcement agency. This provision 
intentionally undermines post-9/11 
security measures implemented to 
keep terrorists off airplanes.

Many other communities and jurisdictions 
are being similarly affected. In California, 
SB 54 puts many restrictions on coopera-
tion between law enforcement and ICE. It 
took effect in January 2018. Since then, 
as summarized by the Daily Caller News 
Foundation (DCNF), Orange County has 
been obliged to release more than 2,100 
illegal aliens from its custody, despite ICE 
detainers that were placed on all of them. 
“More than 400 of these illegal aliens were 
later re-arrested and charged with various 
heinous crimes such as rape, child sex of-
fenses, domestic assault and other charg-
es,” writes Jason Hopkins for DCNF.

“SB 54 has made our community less 
safe,” attests a recent statement from Or-
ange County Sheriff Don Barnes. “The 
law has resulted in new crimes because 
my deputies were unable to communicate 
with their federal partners about individu-
als who committed serious offenses and 
present a threat to our community if re-
leased.” 

Attorney General William Barr told a 
meeting of the National Sheriffs’ Associa-
tion on February 10, when we are discuss-
ing sanctuary cities,  

we are talking about policies that are 
designed to allow criminal aliens to 
escape. These policies are not about 
people who came to our country il-
legally but have otherwise been 
peaceful and productive members 
of society. Their express purpose is 
to shelter aliens whom local law en-
forcement has already arrested for 
other crimes. This is neither lawful 
nor sensible. [Emphasis added.]
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Making illegal aliens feel at home: Many locales not only provide sanctuary to illegal aliens, 
including criminal aliens, they are providing driver’s licenses to them, making it easy for them to 
conduct business here and even vote.



Active interference with federal law en-
forcement at the state level is illegal under 
the “Supremacy Clause” of Article VI of 
the Constitution, noted the attorney gen-
eral. “Enforcing a country’s immigration 
laws is an essential function of the national 
government,” he stated. “And no national 
government can enforce those laws prop-
erly if state and local governments are get-
ting in the way.”

Barr was blunt: “‘Progressive’ politi-
cians are jeopardizing the public’s safety 
by putting the interests of criminal aliens 
before those of law-abiding citizens.” 

It wasn’t that long ago when notable 
Democrats were capable of common sense 
when it came to national sovereignty. For 
instance, the late Texas Representative 
Barbara Jordan (who chaired President Bill 
Clinton’s Commission on Immigration Re-
form) was on target when asserting: 

We disagree with those who would 
label efforts to control immigration 
as being inherently anti-immigrant. It 
is both a right and responsibility for a 
democratic society to manage immi-
gration so it serves the national inter-
est.... Unless this country does a bet-
ter job in curbing illegal immigration, 

we risk irreparably undermining our 
commitment to legal immigration.

Where are the leading Democrats today 
when it comes to illegal aliens? These 
folks are certainly not aligned with Bar-
bara Jordan. Here are some Democratic 
presidential candidates and their responses 
to questions on immigration, as compiled 
by the Washington Post (as updated on 
February 12): 

• “Would you seek the repeal of criminal 
penalties for people apprehended while 
crossing the border?”  Yes, said Elizabeth 
Warren and Bernie Sanders. (Sanders in 
fact says he would pause all deportations.)

• “Do you support extending the exist-
ing physical barriers on the U.S.-Mexico 
border?” No, said Warren and Sanders.

• “Would you redistribute the responsi-
bilities of Immigrations and Customs En-
forcement (ICE) to other agencies? If so, 
would ICE be abolished?” Sanders would 
both redistribute and abolish. Pete Butti-
gieg, Amy Klobuchar, and Warren would 
restructure ICE or redistribute some du-
ties, but not abolish.

• “Do you believe all undocumented 
immigrants should be covered under a 
government-run health plan?” Yes, said 

Joe Biden, Sanders, and Warren; Buttigieg 
said Yes with a caveat; Mike Bloomberg 
and Klobuchar were among those not an-
swering or unclear.

Bloomberg, who belatedly announced 
his candidacy, had equipped himself with 
a plan (according to Bloomberg.com) 
similar to those of his supposed “moder-
ate” presidential rivals Biden and Butti-
gieg. Naturally, that included “reversing 
President Donald Trump’s policies.” To 
emphasize the point, Bloomberg released 
a statement declaring: “America doesn’t 
need more of Trump’s fear mongering.”

Embellishments and hyperbole are 
common among those seeking to take 
Trump’s job. That includes Elizabeth War-
ren — who vowed in February that, when 
in the White House, she “will make sure 
that these raids that sweep through our 
neighborhoods stop. We will not engage 
in this kind of deportation. It is wrong.”

Here’s what is wrong: her assertions. 
ICE has been clear on this, such as in the 
following public letter issued not long ago. 
In part, it reads:

ICE makes targeted arrests every 
day; ICE does not conduct “raids.”

ICE does not conduct raids or 
sweeps and does not operate road-
blocks or checkpoints. The use of 
these terms evokes images of indis-
criminate enforcement actions taken 
without probable cause. Nothing 
could be further from the truth.

ICE focuses its limited resources 
first and foremost by targeting those 
who pose the greatest threat to public 
safety and border security.

Radical critics have condemned and mis-
represented Trump’s immigration policies.  
Trump’s enemies at the Washington Post,  
citing anonymous “immigration experts 
and advocates,” tried to demean and de-
grade the fact that under Trump new citi-
zen oaths are at an 11-year high, but we 
also found some experts and, by contrast, 
they had some good things to say about 
left-wing newspapers: They are useful for 
swatting flies. n

— william p. hoar
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I’ve had it up to here with fiscal sanity: Democratic presidential contenders Elizabeth Warren and 
Bernie Sanders would both allow illegal immigrants to use government-provided health services — 
never minding the fact that the country is already $23 trillion in debt and sinking quickly.

http://Bloomberg.com
http://www.TheNewAmerican.com


The Constitution of the 
United States created 
a federal republic, 

which provided that most 
matters would be left to the 
several states. The common 
government of the United 
States, now generally re-
ferred to as either the federal 
government or the national 
government, was delegated 
certain enumerated powers, 
found mostly in Article I, 
Section 8 of the Constitution. 

And to make sure this was 
understood, the 10th Amend-
ment said that those powers 
not delegated to that common 
government were kept, or “reserved,” by the states.

Unless committed on federal land, such as the federal District 
of Columbia, or a military installation, crimes such as murder, 
robbery, rape, and the like would be handled in the court systems 
of the several states. At one time it was so rare for a criminal 
case (or a civil case) to land in federal court that a popular ex-
pression for making too big a deal out of something was to say, 
“Don’t make a federal case out of it!”

But once again, the U.S. Congress has decided to make a 
federal case out of yet another crime — murder. Not all murders, 
mind you, but murders perpetrated by lynching. For the time 
being, at least, murderers who use a gun, a knife, a hammer, or 
a tire iron will still be tried in state courts, not federal courts. The 
House of Representatives overwhelmingly adopted legislation 
in late February that would make lynching a federal crime. The 
vote was 410-4. 

“I cannot imagine our nation did not have federal law against 
lynching when so many African Americans have been lynched,” 
said Representative Bobby Rush (D-Ill.), noting that lynching was 
the “preferred method of the Ku Klux Klan.” (Emphasis added.)

Lynching was certainly horrible, and it is not a proud chapter 
in U.S. history. But to paraphrase James Madison, “I cannot un-
dertake to lay my finger on that article of the Constitution which 
granted a right to Congress to pass such a law.” I look in vain in 
Article I, Section 8 for such a grant of authority.

This law is what I would call a “feel good” law. A feel-good law 
is one that is passed not because such a law is going to accomplish 
anything, but because it makes those who voted for it feel good. 
Lynching is already against the law in all 50 states because it is a 
form of murder. Prosecutions for murder are made all the time in 
the states, no matter how that murder is performed. There is even 
a provision, in Article IV of the Constitution, for returning fleeing 
felons to the state from which they fled.

Unfortunately, this encroachment upon state sovereignty by 

making federal crimes out 
of crimes ordinarily handled 
by the states has been going 
on for some time. Following 
the Lindbergh kidnapping, 
Congress adopted a federal 
kidnapping law. When Sena-
tor Rand Paul (R-Ky.) was as-
saulted on his front lawn by 
a neighbor who was a Bernie 
Sanders supporter, the man 
was charged in federal court. 
One would think that could 
have been handled quite well 
in the criminal courts of Ken-
tucky.

In the early 1990s, Con-
gress even decided to make 

car-jacking a federal crime. Apparently, the Constitutional 
Convention in Philadelphia in 1787 was necessary to stop car-
jacking — or its 18th-century analog, horse stealing. 

No doubt the 410 members of the House who voted for yet 
another expansion of the federal government feel really good 
about themselves. The four brave souls who voted no can ex-
pect to be castigated as being “for lynching” by opposing this 
measure. 

If Congress voted now to make rape a federal crime, would 
those voting to keep that a state matter be accused of support-
ing rape?

Three Republicans — Louie Gohmert of Texas, Thomas 
Massie of Kentucky, and Ted Yoho of Florida — and one inde-
pendent, Justin Amash of Michigan, voted no.

Amash explained that it is already against the law to murder 
someone. He said that by creating federal laws against crimes 
typically handled at the state level “obscures which govern-
ment — federal or state — is responsible for investigating and 
prosecuting the crime, and it gives power to unelected federal 
officials,” noting that “it’s based on the unconstitutional feder-
alization of criminal punishment.”

Thomas Massie expressed similar sentiments. “The Constitu-
tion specifies only a handful of federal crimes and leaves the rest 
to individual states to prosecute.”

Ted Yoho said, “This bill today is an overreach of the federal 
government and encroaches on the principles of federalism,” 
while Louie Gohmert said he would “much rather, if someone 
is lynched in Texas, [the perpetrator] be subject under Texas law 
to the death penalty.”

No doubt these explanations will be ignored along with the 
Constitution itself — the Constitution that all members of Con-
gress take an oath to uphold. n

Steve Byas is a university instructor of history and government.

Don’t Make a Federal Case Out of It!
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Communists Winning Elections
Believe it or not, despite their disastrous ideology, avowed 
communists have been winning elections in the United 
States. This reprint of an article from the February 17 is-
sue of The New AmericAN tells how they have done it and 
what their plans for the future are. (2020, 8pp,  1-24/$0.50ea; 
25-99/$0.40ea; 100+/$0.35ea)  RPCWE

Dollars & $ense

Dollars & $ense, by John F. McManus, is an excellent tool 
for teaching Americans about the nature of money and 
how to solve inflation. 

Sleeved DVD (2008, 48min, 1-10/$1.00ea; 11-20/$0.90ea;  
21-49/$0.80ea; 50-99/$0.75ea; 100-999/$0.70ea; 1,000+/$0.64ea) 
 DVDDAS
Cased DVD (2008, 48min, 1-9/$5.95ea; 10-24/$4.95ea; 
25-49/$3.95ea; 50-99/$2.95ea; 100-249/$2.25ea; 250+/$1.75ea)
 DVDDASC
Audio CD (2008, 42min, 1-10/$1.00ea; 11-20/$0.90ea; 
21-49/$0.80ea; 50-99/$0.75ea; 100-999/$0.70ea; 1000+/$0.64ea)
 CDDAS
Booklet (2009, 40pp, 1-9/$2.95ea; 10-24/$2.00ea; 25-49/$1.50ea; 
50-99/$1.00ea; 100+/$0.75ea) BKLTDAS

The Doctrine of the 
Lesser Magistrates

The Doctrine of the Lesser Magistrates provides proven 
guidelines for proper and legitimate resistance to 
tyranny, often without causing any major upheaval 
in society. The doctrine teaches us how to rein in 
lawless acts by government and restore justice in our 
nation. (2013, 115pp, pb, 1/$13.95ea; 2-4/$12.95ea; 
5-9/$11.95ea; 10+/$10.95ea)  BKDLM

Constitutional Principles — BOOKLET SET

Three of the most important topics regarding the Constitu-
tion — the Electoral College, a constitutional convention, 
and Article VI — are explained from a constitutionalist 
viewpoint in these three booklets. Understanding these top-
ics is key to becoming an informed voter and responsible 
citizen.  (2018, 1-4/$6.95ea; 5-9/$5.95ea; 10+/$4.95ea)   
 SETBKLTSC

New Digitally Remastered  
Overview of America — DVD 
This video explains simply the different systems of government 
throughout the world and the different economic principles underly-
ing each type of government — and why freedom leads to prosperity.

Sleeved DVD (2018ed, 29min, 1-10/$1.00ea; 11-20/$0.90ea; 21-49/$0.80ea; 
50-99/$0.75ea; 100-999/$0.70ea; 1,000+/$0.64ea) DVDOOADR 
Cased DVD + CSC APP (2018, 29min, 1-9/$5.95ea; 10-24/$4.95ea; 
25-99/$3.95ea; 100+/$2.25ea) DVDOOACDR

Con una explicacion sencilla sobre los sistemas gubernamentales, econo-
mia basica y principios morales eternos, “Resumen de los Estados Unidos” 
muestra lo que fue responsable por crear Resumen de los Estados Unidos 
tan especial. 

Sleeved DVD (2006, 31min., 1-10/$1.00ea; 11-20/$0.90ea; 21-49/$0.80ea; 
50-99/$0.75ea; 100-999/$0.70ea; 1000+/$0.64ea) DVDSOOA
Cased DVD + CSC APP (2006, 31min., 1-9/$5.95ea; 10-24/$4.95ea; 
25-99/$3.95ea; 100+/$2.25ea) DVDSOOAC

Economics in One Lesson

The shortest and surest way to understand ba-
sic economics. (1979ed, 218pp, pb, 1/$16.95ea; 
2-4/$15.95ea; 5+/$13.95ea) BKEIOL

Saving the Second Amendment

This reprint of three articles from the February 17 is-
sue of The New AmericAN shows how gun owners have 
responded to the Democrats’ anti-gun legislation in Vir-
ginia, how gun owners are responding to similar threats 
nationwide, and why the latest anti-gun measures are 
nonsensical. (2020, 12pp,  (2019, 12pp, 1-24/$0.50ea; 
25-99/$0.40ea; 100+/$0.35ea) RPSSA

Enemies Within — DVD

Enemies Within profiles 14 senators and more than 
50 representatives and their ties to the Communist 
Party USA, Democratic Socialists of America, Workers 
World Party, the Institute for Policy Studies, Council 
for a Livable World, and other radical anti-American 
organizations. (2016, 90min, 1/$14.95ea; 2-5/$13.95ea; 
6-10/$12.95ea; 11-24/ $11.95ea; 25+/$9.95ea) 
DVDTEW
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BUY BOTH AND SAVE! 
Pass along the paperback to someone else and keep the hardcover for your library. ($19.95 per set; 2+/$18.95ea) SETBKAMGFU

Again, May God Forgive Us will enhance your understanding of the entities  
and people at work to bring America into a totalitarian New World Order.  
 Originally printed in 1971. Includes new introduction. (2019ed, 204pp)

Hard Cover – 1-4/$14.95ea, 5-9/$13.00ea, 10-23/$11.50ea, 24+/$10.45ea BKAMGFU
Paperback – 1-4/$9.95ea, 5-9/$8.00ea, 10-23/$6.50ea, 24+/$5.45ea BKAMGFUPB

AGAIN, MAY GOD FORGIVE US!
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America's Betrayal of China to the Communists
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