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THAT FREEDOM SHALL NOT PERISH

THE NONSTOP EFFORT
TO TAKE DOWN TRUMP
and

AMERICA

A top U.S. intelligence official

warned Trump shortly after his 2016

victory that elitist leftists would stop

at nothing to stop him, and he was right.
(November 23, 2020, 48pp)
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Violence, Inc. a
Leftist Enterprise

Lockdown Madness

The War on
Local Police

How to Fight World
Hunger (Hint: It’s not
more foreign aid)

Next Step to World
Government:
Atlantic Union

Leftists are not embarrassed
by other leftists who are
lying, rioting, vandalizing,
attacking, and murdering.
Rather, to them, those
are accomplishments.
(November 9, 2020, 48pp)
TNA201109


Presently, a remedy for an illness is
more dangerous than the disease
itself. The lockdowns for COVID-19
have meant more suicides and drug
abuse, and less cancer and heart
care, meaning many deaths are
being caused from the lockdowns.
They also cause economic disaster.
(October 19, 2020, 48pp)TNA201019

Lately, police have routinely been
vilified for brutality and systemic
racism against blacks, but the
claims are misleading at best and
lies at worst. We tell what’s true and
what’s not — and reveal the shady
goals of those making the claims.
(October 5, 2020, 48pp)
TNA201005


Globa l development
economists have largely
come to the conclusion that
the many decades of foreign
aid to reduce poverty have
utterly failed. So what can
kindhearted people do to
help? (September 7, 2020,
TNA200907
48pp)

Trade agreements between
countries across the Atlantic sound
like smart propositions to boost
economic growth, but the Atlantic
Union that is on the way would
completely remake America’s
governance system — and make us
a subordinate to unelected groups.
(March 9, 2020, 48pp) TNA200309
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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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Embarrassed by His Fellows

As a retired brigadier general in the U.S.
Marine Corps, I have proffered charges
against other retired military officers:
They should be court-martialed for comments against the president. I submitted
the following letter to the Secretary of
Defense on September 18, 2020, and have
had no response from him to date:
Preferral of charges: I am writing you
to bring charges under the UCMJ [Uniform Code of Military Justice] against
currently retired officers of the military
within the Department of Defense, and
hereby request you initiate the necessary
actions to bring these (and any others
uncovered who did likewise) officers to
face trial under Article 88 of the Code,
Contempt toward officials, which specifically states: “Any commissioned officer
who uses contemptuous words against the
President, the Vice President, Congress,
the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary
of a military department, the Secretary of
Homeland Security, or the Governor or
legislature of any State, Commonwealth,
or possession in which he is on duty or
present shall be punished as a court-martial may direct.”
The Supreme Court, as recently as
2019, has refused to review military cases
brought against “retired military under the
UCMJ,” effectively supporting such cases
as being constitutional…. In each of the
cases against these individuals, they have
made strong and readily available public
remarks against the president. I will not
attempt to list here each incident, but will
leave that up to the DOD Legal Counsel to
produce in preparing the official charges
against each office.
Gen. James Mattis USMC
(Ret.); Former Sec. of Defense
Gen. John Allen USMC (Ret.); Former
commander of U.S. forces Afghanistan
Adm. Mike Mullen USN (Ret.); Former
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Adm. William McRaven USN (Ret.); Former commander U.S. Special Ops Cmd.
Gen. Merrill McPeak USAF (Ret.);
Former Air Force Chief of Staff
Lt. Col. Alexander Vindman USAF (Ret.)....
[They are among the] 55 General Officers
who signed the Washington Post letter
supporting Biden.
Unfortunately, these officers failed to
live up to their Oath of Office vs. follow-

ing the example set by General Joseph
Dunford USMC (Ret.), former chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, when he stated:
“I will remain apolitical in retirement — I
will not comment on President Trump or
his policies in public,” he said. “I do believe that retired senior leaders can contribute to shaping defense policy, but that can
be done without engaging in partisan politics.… Individuals who believe they must
act in a manner inconsistent with our ethos
must weigh the perceived need to speak out
with the potential damage to the institution
of the U.S. military. As a matter of routine,
nearly 80 percent of the American people
trust the U.S. military.… That is in large
part because we are not seen as Democrats
or Republicans. We are seen as Americans
who take an oath to support and defend the
Constitution of the United States.”
The named officers, and others that
may be added to the list, have violated
the above stated “trust” and MUST FACE
THE CONSEQUENCES OF THEIR ACTIONS! Dismissal, forfeiture of all pay
and allowances, and confinement for up
to one (1) year are the possible penalties
for a violation of Article 88.
I hereby certify that I am a retired military officer, drawing retirement pay, subject to the UCMJ, and therefore qualify
under Article 2 of the UCMJ to bring these
charges against the named, and unnamed
who qualify, individual officers.
Brigadier General Albert E. Brewster
USMC (Ret.)
Frisco, Texas

New York Courts
There was an error in the August 24 Inside
Track entitled “Court Orders Release of
NYC Gun Owners’ Private Info”: It was not
the New York Supreme Court, but a New
York Supreme Court in New York City.
There are many “Supreme” Courts in
New York State. In the other 49 states,
they are called Superior Courts, but New
York likes to be confusing.
Brad Spooner
Sent via e-mail
Send your letters to: The New American, P.O.
Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54912. Or e-mail:
editorial@thenewamerican.com. Due to volume received, not all letters can be answered.
Letters may be edited for space and clarity.
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Inside Track
COVID-19 Fatalities With No Underlying Conditions Fall 90 Percent

onurdongel/iStock/GettyImagesPlus

Practically everyone in the state of Alabama who died of COVID19 had at least one underlying medical condition that likely contributed to his death, updated statistics from the Alabama Department of Public Health (ADPH) reveal.
According to ADPH, 2,932 people in the Yellowhammer State
have died from COVID-19 as of October 30. Until recently, the
department stated that of those, 130 were otherwise healthy individuals with no underlying conditions.
However, ADPH recently revised its process for investigating
COVID-19 deaths. “We have added a number of questions to our
investigation, including whether or not a person was considered

obese (BMI [Body Mass Index] of 30 or higher), that have shown
to be associated with poorer health outcomes among COVID19 cases,” ADPH explained in an October 30 Facebook post.
“Adding these questions has changed the numbers of those with
multiple underlying conditions and no underlying conditions.”
Specifically, it reduced the number of deaths among individuals with no underlying conditions from 130 to just 14, a shrinkage
of nearly 90 percent. In other words, just 0.5 percent of Alabamans who have allegedly died from COVID-19 were otherwise
perfectly healthy.
None of this should come as a surprise. In August, the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) were reporting that
just six percent of Americans who died with — not necessarily
of — COVID-19 had no underlying conditions that could have
contributed to their deaths. Moreover, the CDC’s data indicated
that 92 percent of those who died with the virus were at least 55
years of age, while 58 percent were 75 or older.
Out of Alabama’s population of 4.9 million, just 190,496
COVID-19 cases have been reported. In other words, only 3.9
percent of Alabamans are known to have been infected by the
virus, and even that is suspect given the known issues with the
existing tests. Moreover, of those cases, only 1.5 percent have
resulted in death, and 90 percent of those deaths involved mostly
elderly individuals with one or more underlying conditions.

CDC Admits: No Conclusive Evidence Cloth Masks Work Against COVID

www.TheNewAmerican.com

authors of the study suggested it was likely that the cloth masks
were problematic because they retained moisture and had poor
filtration.
The CDC writes of that study, “This finding suggests that risk
for infection was higher for those wearing cloth masks.”
Yet the CDC continues to recommend cloth masks for public
use, even as the organization has flip-flopped on whether the
virus is airborne. Their latest assertion is that airborne transmission is “sometimes” possible “under special circumstances.”

JannaDanilova/iStock/GettyImagesPlus

In an October 2020 report in Emerging Infectious Diseases, the
U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) suggests what experts have stated all along: There is no conclusive
evidence that cloth masks protect users from the coronavirus,
especially since most people do not use them correctly and do
not keep them clean.
The report states, “To our knowledge, only 1 randomized controlled trial has been conducted to examine the efficacy of cloth
masks in healthcare settings, and the results do not favor use of
cloth masks.”
There is increasing evidence that not only may cloth masks be
ineffective against stopping coronavirus transmission, but that
they may actually increase the spread of the virus, as well as
worsen other health conditions.
A September report by the CDC found that more than 70 percent of COVID-positive patients contracted the virus in spite of
faithful mask wearing while in public. Moreover, 14 percent of
the patients who said they “often” wore masks were also infected.
Meanwhile, just four percent of the COVID-positive patients said
they “never” wore masks in the 14 days before the onset of their
illness.
Likewise, the CDC’s October journal report references a
2015 study on cloth-mask efficacy that found that rates of infection were “consistently higher” among those in the cloth-mask
group versus that of the medical-mask and control groups. The
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Taiwan Buying U.S. Missiles, Making Plans to Repel Chinese Invasion
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Myrtle Creek, OR 97457

the sale of several U.S.-made weapons systems, including
Stand-Off Land-Attack Missile-Expanded Response, or SLAMER, missiles, which are air-to-surface cruise missiles that could
be launched from Taiwan’s fleet of F-16 fighters.
The Taiwan News on October 27 described the plan that Taiwan
would implement to repel an attack from
Mainland China. Once the first wave of Chinese missiles hits Taiwan, Taipei’s strategy
is to return fire with ATACMS (Army Tactical Missile System), SLAM-ER, Wan Chien
air-to-ground cruise missiles, and Yun Feng
land-attack cruise missiles, which have a
range of 1,242 miles and can be carried on
mobile launch vehicles.
Both Forbes and the Taiwan News
summarized Taiwan’s defensive plan as
to wage missile strikes against mainland
ports and air bases across the Taiwan
Strait. Their first objective would be to
hit troops as they marshaled for an invasion. Taiwan’s anti-ship missiles would
strike Chinese ships trying to transport
troops to Taiwan, while anti-aircraft missiles would target attacking planes from
the Chinese air force. n
Fllickr/U.S.MissileDefenseAgency

The people of the Republic of China (ROC) on Taiwan live
with the constant realization that the military forces of mainland Communist China may someday invade their island nation.
Taiwan’s military, therefore, is stockpiling U.S. missiles as part
of a strategy to repel any invasion of their country by mainland
Chinese forces.
The communist government on the
mainland has never recognized the ROC
as an independent country, and claims that
Taiwan is part of its territory. In a July
2019 report, Fox News cited one of many
statements made by Chinese Communist
officials that they would not rule out the
use of force in an effort to reunite Taiwan
with the mainland.
Given such voiced or implied threats
made by the communist giant that lies
only 80 miles across the Taiwan Strait,
it is only prudent that Taiwan’s military
has made preparations to repel any such
invasion. An October 26 article in Forbes
outlined the details of Taiwan’s buildup of
defensive weapons.
The Trump administration on October
21 notified Congress that it had approved

QuickQuotes
President Trump Knows the Origin of Fundamental Rights
“In my speech, I reminded the world’s leaders that our rights do not
come from government, they come from God.”
While being interviewed on October 25 by a journalist from the Religion News Service, President Donald Trump pointed to remarks
he had delivered at the United Nations in 2019. Practically all who
heard him on that occasion disagreed with his forthright assertion
about God’s gift to every human being.
GageSkidmore

New York Senator Tells GOP Colleagues
They’ll Pay a Price for the Barrett Vote
Donald
“You may win this vote, and Amy Coney Barrett may become the
Trump
next associate justice of the Supreme Court. But you will never,
never get your credibility back. And the next time the American
people give Democrats a majority in this chamber, you will have forfeited the right to tell us how
to run that majority.”
New York’s Senator Chuck Schumer angrily responded to his GOP
colleagues after Judge Amy Coney Barrett was sworn in and took
her place as an associate justice of the U.S. Supreme Court.

Americans Are Arming Themselves at a Record Pace
“The year 2020 has been just one long advertisement for why someone would want to have a firearm
to defend themselves.”
FBI records show that more background checks have been processed during the first nine months of
2020 than in any previous full year. Vice President Douglas Jefferson of the National African American Gun Association noted that his organization has seen membership climb more in the current year
than in any similar period since it was founded in 2015. The new gun owners are seeking to protect
themselves and their families.
You Can Vote at 18, but You Can’t Buy an Alcoholic Drink or Purchase a Gun
“To allow people judged too irresponsible to order a drink or purchase a pistol to influence, even determine, the governance of a country is mindless.”
Columnist Paul Craig Roberts proposes that the legal voting age should be 30, or even 50. He says,
“By then at least some people have learned some of the lessons of life.”
One WHO Official Condemns Lockdowns
“Lockdowns just have one consequence that you must never ever belittle, and that is making poor people an awful lot poorer. Look what’s
happened to smallholder farmers all over the world. Look what’s happening to poverty levels. It seems we may well have at least a doubling
of child malnutrition.”
From Australia comes news of opposition to WHO policy. WHO official
Dr. David Nabarro has appealed to world leaders to rethink their lockdowns. Like many other criticisms of policy maintained by WHO and
various national officials, his urgent message is not being heeded. n
— Compiled by John F. McManus
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

David
Nabarro

AP Images

AP Images

Recep
Tayyip Erdogan

France Cracking Down on
Muslim Extremists; Turkey’s Leader Protests
“Macron needs mental treatment. What is the problem of this person
Macron with Muslims and Islam?”
After several dozen Islamic-inspired attacks that have killed hundreds
of French people in recent years, France’s President Emannuel Macron
initiated steps to put an end to the terror. Responding to Macron’s words
and action, Turkey’s President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan disregarded the
terror attacks committed in France, including beheadings of innocent
people by Muslims, and verbally attacked the French leader.
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TO TAKE DOWN TRUMP
and

AMERICA

When Donald Trump was elected, the head of the United States Cyber Command
warned Trump about a planned coup against him by America’s elites. He was spot-on.
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by William F. Jasper

According to Rogers’ defenders, the admiral’s journey
to New York was a daring mission to warn the incoming
president about a treasonous coup plot involving top
members of the Obama administration and key leaders
in the other intelligence agencies.

O

William F. Jasper
The New American.
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www.TheNewAmerican.com

editor

of

The patriot vs. the plotters:
Nine days after the 2016
election, Admiral Michael S.
Rogers (shown) made a highrisk journey to New York to
warn President-elect Donald J.
Trump he was being spied upon
and inform him of a Deep State
coup effort that included other
intelligence chiefs.

AP Images

n November 17, 2016, a meeting that may turn out to have
been one of the most pivotal
in American history took place at Trump
Tower in New York City. On that day, nine
days after the tumultuous 2016 presidential election, Admiral Michael S. Rogers
met secretly with President-elect Donald Trump. It was a meeting that set off
Deep State alarms, and those alarm bells
instantly started echoing throughout the
controlled Deep State media empire.
Why the intense anxiety? As director
of the National Security Agency (NSA),
Admiral Rogers was then also chief of the
Central Security Service (CSS) and commander of the United States Cyber Command (USCYBERCOM). He had previously served as the director for intelligence
for both the Joint Chiefs of Staff and U.S.
Pacific Command, as well as commander
of the U.S. 10th Fleet and commander of
the U.S. Fleet Cyber Command. In other
words, he was the top dog in the world of
signals intelligence (SIGINT) and held the
keys to the kingdom of America’s powerful
surveillance-state apparatus.
What was Admiral Rogers doing at
Trump Tower? According to globalist Deep
State media assets, such as the Washington
Post, NPR, and the New York Times, he was
ingratiating himself to Donald Trump, hoping to get a job in the new administration
as director of national intelligence (DNI),
a position then held by Obama appointee
James Clapper. The admiral’s detractors
claim that he was about to be fired by President Obama for NSA intelligence failures
and for his “aloof” leadership style. But according to Rogers’ defenders, the admiral’s
journey to New York was a daring mission
to warn the incoming president about a
treasonous coup plot involving top members of the Obama administration and key
leaders in the other intelligence agencies.
And the media efforts to denigrate Rogers’
reputation were aimed precisely at publicly
undermining his credibility and the warning he was delivering.
The extraordinary events of the past
four years support the position of Admiral
Rogers’ advocates, not his attackers. We

all have witnessed, in real time, an unprecedented and ongoing coup effort in which
high-level officials within the Trump administration, together with members of
Congress, former government officials,
media organizations, major think tanks,
tax-exempt foundations, labor unions,
and militant street mobs have carried out
a coordinated and relentless campaign of
disruption, subversion, insurrection, sabotage, and “resistance” to cripple and topple
President Donald J. Trump. During that
time, a continuous stream of revelations
— through leaks, whistleblowers, inspector general reports, court rulings, congressional investigations, and Department of
Justice investigations — has provided
crucial witness testimony and documentary evidence to connect many of the dots.
Some of these crucial disclosures have
only come to light in the final weeks leading up to the November 2020 elections. It
has taken that long — the entire (first) term
of the Trump presidency — to pry loose

the damning evidence of criminality and
treachery behind, for instance, the infamous (and phony) “Steele dossier”; the illegal FISA court warrants obtained for Spygate; the sham “Trump-Russia collusion”
charge; the vicious FBI/DOJ/Mueller railroading of General Michael Flynn, Carter
Page, Roger Stone, and Paul Manafort; the
real evidence of Hillary Clinton-Russia collusion; the FBI/DOJ/Mueller collusion with
Hillary Clinton, Fusion GPS, and Crowdstrike — and much, much more.

The Empire Strikes Back
The Trump Tower rendezvous between the
president-elect and the NSA chief, understandably, caused a panic attack among the
Deep State coup plotters. Although the actual content of the conversation between
Trump and Rogers has not been publicly
revealed, all indications are that the admiral spilled some pretty big beans. On the
same day of that meeting, having apparently been apprised by Rogers that they
11
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Adm. Michael S. Rogers, be removed.”
“The recommendation, delivered to the
White House last month,” the story continued, “was made by Defense Secretary
Ashton B. Carter and Director of National
Intelligence James R. Clapper Jr., according to several U.S. officials familiar with
the matter.” Typical of media hatchet jobs,
the article was replete with alleged negative statements and allegations by anonymous “senior officials.”
Although it is dangerous to believe
anything carried in that lie factory, it turns
out the Post was correct in stating that top
Department of Defense and intelligence
community officials were urging President
Obama to fire Admiral Rogers even before
his trip to Trump Tower. Why? Well, as
we subsequently learned, Rogers had been
throwing sand into the gears of the coup
plotters for the past year, challenging and
thwarting their illegal activities. It appears that for months prior to the Trump

AP Images

were being spied upon, the Trump Transition Team surprised everyone with the
abrupt announcement that they were immediately moving all transition activity to
Trump National Golf Club in Bedminster,
New Jersey. Trump then had a Sensitive
Compartmented Information Facility, or
SCIF, constructed at Trump Tower to prevent hostile surveillance — from enemies
both foreign and domestic. On November 19, 2016, two days after that historic
Trump-Rogers meeting, the attacks on Admiral Rogers began. Naturally, the Deep
State conspirators chose the Washington
Post, their longtime favorite disinformation spigot, to lead the smear campaign.
The Post article, entitled “Pentagon and
intelligence community chiefs have urged
Obama to remove the head of the NSA,”
stated, “The heads of the Pentagon and
the nation’s intelligence community have
recommended to President Obama that the
director of the National Security Agency,

Liars & Criminals R Us: Former Director of National Intelligence James Clapper (right), who
lied under oath to Congress, has testified that President Obama “told us” (Clapper, CIA’s John
Brennan, FBI’s James Comey, et al.) to illegally spy on the Trump campaign.

This criminal use of private contractors was one of a
number of violations condemned by FISC presiding
Judge Rosemary Collyer in her stinging rebuke of the FBI
in her April 26, 2017 ruling.
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Tower meeting, Rogers had been playing
a cat-and-mouse game with the Obama
administration and its lackeys in the “Intelligence Community.” Defense Secretary Ashton “Ash” Carter, who is also a
director of the globalist-minded Council
on Foreign Relations (CFR), along with
Director of National Intelligence James
Clapper, took the lead in calling for his
ouster. However, apparently it was Department of Justice National Security Division
(DOJ-NSD) head John P. Carlin who had
been assigned the job of deep-sixing the
troublesome admiral.
Jeff Carlson, who writes for the Epoch
Times and has posted some of the most detailed and perceptive articles on the coup
intrigue, wrote that “Carlin was setting up
Rogers as the scapegoat” for the very crimes
Rogers was trying to stop and expose. Rogers had gone to the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISC) to report violations
of the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act
(FISA) by the Obama administration and
members of the intelligence community.
Section 702 of FISA is aimed at protecting
Americans against warrantless search and
seizure. Under Section 702, the NSA “may
not intentionally target any person known at
the time of acquisition to be located in the
United States.” Among additional prohibitions, it “may not intentionally target a U.S.
person reasonably believed to be located
outside the United States.”
Carlin was the official at DOJ responsible for ensuring that the administration
abided by FISA restrictions, prohibitions,
and procedures. However, he had covered
for the Obama administration’s routine violation of those restrictions, prohibitions,
and procedures. Admiral Rogers became
aware of the serious nature and extent of
FISA violations and ordered the NSA’s Office of Compliance to “do a fundamental
baseline review of compliance associated
with 702.” Among the findings of the review was that the FBI, which had access
to NSA intercepts, was illegally sharing
this FISA data on individuals with private
contractors. This criminal use of private
contractors was one of a number of violations condemned by FISC presiding Judge
Rosemary Collyer in her stinging rebuke of
the FBI in her April 26, 2017 ruling. This
FBI abuse apparently had been brought
to her attention by Admiral Rogers, who
had already shut down all FBI contractor
THE NEW AMERICAN • NOVEMBER 23, 2020

Taking Out His Teammates
For much the same reasons that they wanted to get rid of Admiral Rogers, the Deep
State’s globalist elites wanted to make sure
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!
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access a year before, in April 2016. Although Judge Collyer’s ruling redacts the
names of the contractors, various analysts
have reasonably suggested from clues in
the text, timelines, and related data that at
least some of the contractors cited are very
likely entities associated with Hillary Clinton’s campaign, such as Fusion GPS and
Crowdstrike.
Additionally, the NSA compliance
review found numerous “About Query”
violations. “Rogers shut down all ‘about
query’ activity on Oct. 21, 2016,” reported Jeff Carlson in the Epoch Times
on December 20, 2019. “‘About queries’
are particularly worrisome,” Carlson
noted, “since they occur when the target
is neither the sender nor the recipient
of the collected communication; rather,
the target’s ‘query,’ such as an email address, is being passed between two other
communicants.”
Admiral Rogers and the FISA court
also dinged the FBI and DOJ for failure to
comply with Standard Minimization Procedures. The website of the Office of the
Director of National Intelligence (ODNI)
describes “minimization” as “a detailed
set of procedures designed to minimize the
acquisition, retention, use and dissemination of U.S. person information acquired
under Section 702.”
Subsequent revelations highlighted another egregious intelligence abuse, the illegal “unmasking” of individuals in NSA
data by Obama officials. And as Representative Devin Nunes (R-Calif.), then chairman of the House Intelligence Committee,
has said, these violations had “nothing to
do” with Russia or national security matters. They were all about weaponizing and
politicizing the intelligence functions.
Representative Nunes was one of many
who came to Admiral Rogers’ defense
when he was attacked by Carter, Clapper, and the Washington Post. Nunes’
defense of Rogers, as well as his pit-bull
tenacity in exposing the criminal deeds of
the coup plotters, soon earned him even
more vicious attacks in the Deep Statealigned press than had been dished out to
the NSA chief.

Clinton-Russia collusion: Declassified notes of former CIA Director John Brennan show he
briefed President Obama on a plan by Hillary Clinton (who has numerous ties to Putin) to vilify
Trump with fake Russia collusion charges to distract attention from her e-mail scandal.

that General Michael Flynn would not survive as President Trump’s national security advisor. General Flynn had been director of the Defense Intelligence Agency
(DIA) under President Obama. However,
he had been forced out, into early retirement, in 2014 by Clapper and Obama. He
shares many of the traits of Admiral Rogers that make the insiders of the ObamaBiden-Clinton-Pelosi circles of power
(and those above them) very nervous. He
knows too much and can’t be depended
on to go along with their subversion of the
Constitution and the rule of law. Thus, he
was forced to resign, by a campaign of lies
and innuendo, on February 13, 2017, only
24 days after having been sworn in.
However, General Flynn’s long ordeal
was just beginning. The coup plotters were
determined to make an example of him,
to crush him, to send him to prison. They
very nearly succeeded. Four years later, the
general’s tribulation is still not over. The
Department of Justice under Attorney General William Barr filed a motion on May 7,
2020 to dismiss with prejudice the charges
against Flynn. The DOJ motion noted that
Flynn’s questioning “was untethered to,
and unjustified by, the FBI’s counterintelligence investigation.” However, federal district judge Emmet G. Sullivan has refused

to dismiss the case and continues to fight
the dismissal with extraordinary measures.
The pretext for the vendetta against General Flynn is the charge that he lied about
the content and nature of his communications with Russian ambassador to the United States Sergey Kislyak. This was all part
and parcel of the hoax aimed at convincing
the American public that Donald Trump
and other members of his team were colluding with and/or were compromised by
Russia and Vladimir Putin. The congressional investigations found no evidence to
substantiate these charges. Neither did the
much-ballyhooed two-year “Russia probe”
by Office of Special Counsel (OSC) Robert
Mueller. Nor did any of the media sleuths
who had been trumpeting the “Russia, Russia, Russia” theme for four years.
Many stakes have been driven into the
heart of the “Russia collusion” corpse, but
the latest one delivered by FBI agent William Barnett this past September may finally do the job. Barnett, who was the FBI’s
lead agent on the Flynn case, has described
the investigation and prosecution of Flynn
as an operation to “get Trump.” Barnett
says he and other FBI and CIA investigators and analysts recognized early on that
the probe was an “exercise in futility” and
that the prosecutors were “groping” to find
13
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Real Collusion: Russia-Hillary
On October 3, 2020, Director of National
Intelligence John Ratcliffe declassified
notes of former CIA Director John Brennan. It was an explosive revelation, but
(surprise!) none of the “mainstream”
media seemed to show the slightest interest.
What did the notes reveal? They showed
that Brennan had briefed former President
Obama on July 26, 2016 concerning Hillary Clinton’s alleged “plan” to smear thencandidate Donald Trump by tying him to
Russia as “a means of distracting the public
from her use of a private email server.”
Brennan’s handwritten notes state:
We’re getting additional insight into
Russian activities from [REDACT-

AP Images
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ED]. . . CITE [summarizing] alleged
approved by Hillary Clinton a proposal from one of her foreign policy
advisers to vilify Donald Trump by
stirring up a scandal claiming interference by the Russian security service.
On July 31, 2016, five days after Brennan’s
briefing of Obama on the Clinton scheme,
Comey’s FBI opened its bogus “investigation” of the Trump campaign and its alleged
ties to Russia.
Consider the enormity of this: The Steele
dossier, as it has now been incontestably
shown, was put together by British ex-spy
Christopher Steele, with the assistance of
Russian intelligence. It was then used by
not only Hillary Clinton but also her coconspirators Barack Obama, James Comey,
James Clapper, Nancy Pelosi, Representative Adam Schiff, the Washington Post,the
New York Times, CNN, CBS, and all the
rest of the Deep State cabal to vilify Trump,
precisely as directed in the Clinton scheme
outlined in Brennan’s briefing to President
Obama. So, it is Hillary Clinton who is the
Russia colluder.
Then Clinton and her campaign lawyer
Marc Elias repeatedly lied and denied any
connection to the obscene “pee dossier” —
until documentary evidence forced them to
admit that they had financed it. Then Hil
lary switched her tune and even defended
funding the dossier. It was just legit “opposition research,” she told ABC News.
Audacious it certainly was, especially

since the Clinton-Russia ties go far deeper
than her collusion with Russian intelligence
to produce the aforementioned “Steele dossier.” It was/is Hillary Clinton (and her husband, Bill, and daughter, Chelsea, and their
Clinton Foundation), not Donald Trump,
that has all the ties to Putin and Russia. As
we have reported in The New American
many times over the years, Hillary Clinton
had notoriously concluded a number of
deals with Putin’s regime that materially
aided Russia’s military-industrial-techological advancement, while simultaneously
striking serious blows to America’s national security. Along these lines we could mention, for example, the Uranium One deal
that gave Russia a controlling interest in
our American uranium production, and the
technology transfers that have helped build
Skolkovo, Russia’s hi-tech Silicon Valley.
Of course, that was already known by
the Deep Staters who were, nevertheless,
pushing the Trump-Russia theme with a
vengeance.

Those Spreading the Lies
Thus far in this article we have focused
primarily on the Deep State’s coup efforts
through the operations of its captive intelligence agencies. This is not to suggest that
all or even most of the men and women who
Pressure from above and below: Black Lives
Matter and other revolutionary groups rioting
and causing mayhem for the past four years
have received hundreds of millions of dollars
from billionaire anti-Trump globalist George
Soros.
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a crime. According to Barnett, top Mueller team prosecutors such as Jeannie Rhee
and Andrew Weissmann were “obsessed”
with finding a Trump-Russia connection
and used overly aggressive tactics to obtain
what they wanted. He says he had to intervene multiple times during interviews with
Flynn and others due to misleading questions by Mueller team members.
FBI Director James Comey, Special
Counsel Robert Mueller (a former FBI
director), and Deputy Attorney General
Sally Yates had stacked the FBI/DOJ/OSC
investigations with virulently partisan, anti-Trump staffers, as the notorious e-mail
and text messages of FBI Agent Peter
Strzok and FBI lawyer Lisa Page show.
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serve in the FBI, CIA, DIA, and other intelligence-community agencies are parties to
this treachery. Indeed, it is due to leaks and
testimony from many brave and patriotic
employees who have risked their careers,
reputations, pensions — and even their lives
— to expose the crimes and treason of the
political hacks who are their bosses, that we
know about the fraud and lies.
The intelligence community wields enormous power, but it is only one facet of the
larger Deep State cabal that has been attacking the Trump administration — and America — from every angle and on every level.
Working closely in tandem with the
Deep State intelligence community is the
controlled establishment media, whose
indispensable role we have highlighted in
an article on page 16. Together with the
Big Tech social-media giants and search
engines — Facebook, Twitter, Google,
YouTube, Reddit, Yahoo, Microsoft, Bing,
etc. — they are transforming American
society ever more rapidly to resemble the
totalitarian system of Communist China.
Not only are they dispensing statist prop
aganda that more and more mimics the
Chinese Communist Party line, but in true
Orwellian fashion they are blatantly punishing “thought crime” with censorship,
demonetization, deplatforming, bullying,
doxing, and label-lynching.
Deep State operatives within the intelligence community and throughout the
federal bureaucracy also collude with the
anti-Trump/anti-American media to produce a steady deluge of strategically timed
leaks, many of which involve classified

material, and all of which are calculated
to disrupt and cripple the operations of
government. Like the Antifa street thugs,
they may as well adopt the revolutionary
slogan, “Make America Ungovernable!”
Speaking of Antifa, we should mention
here the important role they and their comrades in Black Lives Matter are playing in
the orchestrated coup effort. Their job is to
provide pressure from below while Deep
State operatives in government and the
media provide pressure from above. The
BLM/Antifa rioters would have amounted
to nothing except for: 1) the massive funding they have received from George Soros
and other globalists; 2) the massive media
promotion and propaganda they have enjoyed; 3) the enormous boost they have received from radical politicians and particularly from mayors and prosecutors (many
of whom are Soros-funded) who refuse to
prosecute the rioters; and 4) the crucial
leadership of hard-core Marxist-Leninists
of the Revolutionary Communist Party,
the Freedom Road Socialist Organization,
and other revolutionary groups. But, naturally, these things are never mentioned by
the controlled media, which would have us
believe the lie that the BLM/Antifa mobs
are authentic, grassroots organizations.
Still another important element of the ongoing coup effort is the campaign to expand
and empower the United Nations and all of
its programs. President Trump not only has
initiated action to withdraw the United States
from the disastrous UN Climate Accord, but
also has terminated U.S. membership in
UNESCO, WHO, and the UN Arms Trade

Gates of Troy: Mega-billionaire globalist Bill
Gates has shoveled billions of dollars into
promoting the WHO/CDC Trojan horse health
dictatorship, while also giving hundreds
of millions to media organizations to
propagandize in favor of it.

Treaty, which is a thinly disguised attack on
the Second Amendment. Obviously, these
and other Trumpian attacks on the globalists’
New World Order could not be allowed to
stand. Then we saw the convenient unleashing of the COVID-19 “pandemic” upon the
world by Communist China to wreck the rebounding U.S. economy, while pro-Beijing
globalists such as Bill Gates, George Soros,
and their confreres at the Council on Foreign
Relations and World Economic Forum have
cheered the moves by Western governments
to adopt Chinese-style totalitarianism and
“global health governance.”
As we go to press (on November 5) the
official results of the election are still up in
the air, though it is obvious that operatives
of the Deep State have been active at all
levels, and using all illegal means at their
disposal, to steal votes from President
Trump and throw the count to Joe Biden.
As the decision over who won the White
House gets thrown to the courts, we can
expect that the BLM/Antifa mobs will also
be unleashed into the streets. There also
are crucial U.S. Senate and House races
that remain unresolved. The outcomes of
these races will hugely impact our nation,
not the least of matters being whether or
not we will see a packing of the Supreme
Court, as many leading Democrats are
calling for. Stay tuned for important updates at thenewamerican.com. n
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THE COUP
and the Media
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President Donald Trump has literally been at the center of a
media hate-fest since before he was inaugurated. It’s not
because he deserves it; it’s a leftist strategy to sideline him.

Orchestrated disinformation: Although CNN has earned a reputation as the most vicious and
most voluminous dispenser of anti-Trump propaganda, it has plenty of company with NBCMSNBC, CBS, PBS, ABC, NPR, the New York Times, the Washington Post, etc.
by William F. Jasper

“The FAKE NEWS media (failing @nytimes, @NBCNews, @ABC, @CBS, @
CNN) is not my enemy, it is the enemy of
the American People!”
— Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump) February 17, 2017

T

hink what you may and say what you
may about President of the United
States Donald J. Trump, but there
are obvious reasons why his Fake News
tweets and comments resonate so strongly
with millions of Americans. They can see
in the media attacks on him the same animus that the collective establishment media
16

have shown toward them: toward their religious and political beliefs, toward their
patriotism, and toward their belief in traditional Judeo-Christian morality.
See if you can think of another individual in American (or world) history who has
been subjected to such a relentless, vicious
media onslaught of vitriol, scorn, sarcasm,
misrepresentation, and fabrications, as well
as outright hatred and lies. As President
Trump has said of the media attacks in one
of his tweets and at rallies: “It Never Ends!”
There is no question that the Fake News
media have subjected President Trump to
a sustained barrage of unprecedented ferocity and intensity. And it is apparent to
any reasonable observer that the “main-

stream” media are completely tied in to
the Deep State efforts within the federal
government — the bureaucracy, the intelligence agency leaders, current and former
officials — to bring the Trump presidency
down, by whatever means necessary.

“Resistance,” Treachery, and Treason
We have been witnessing over the past
four years something that is far more sinister than mere “bias” by liberal-left journalists. We have been witnessing a coordinated attack not only on President Trump,
but on the American Republic itself, by
leading media organizations, in alliance
with officials still serving in, or recently
departed from, the federal government.
On September 5, 2018, the New York
Times published an anonymous opinion
piece by an individual the Times only
identified as “a senior official in the
Trump administration,” entitled “I Am
Part of the Resistance Inside the Trump
Administration.” (The writer was later revealed to be Miles Taylor, a staffer at the
Department of Homeland Security.) The
subtitle for the op-ed read: “I work for the
president but like-minded colleagues and
I have vowed to thwart parts of his agenda
and his worst inclinations.”
The anonymous “Resistance” writer
brazenly confirmed what was blazingly
obvious: Many Obama- (and Bush-) era
holdovers were doing everything in their
capacities to sabotage the duly elected
new administration at every turn.
Former U.S. Ambassador to the UN
Nikki Haley revealed that Trump’s former Secretary of State Rex Tillerson and
former White House Chief of Staff John
Kelly tried to recruit her to join them and
other insiders in the administration who
were “resisting” the president.
Of course, FBI Director James Comey
is a prime example of the “Resistance”
aimed not only at thwarting the Trump
agenda, but also at removing the president.
However, instead of exposing Comey’s
dishonest and sanctimonious justifications
for his treachery, the media showered him
with accolades and enriched him with free
promotion for his book tour.
Deep State’s “Growing Chorus”
In a highly promoted op-ed for the New
York Times on February 2, 2018, FBI SpeTHE NEW AMERICAN • NOVEMBER 23, 2020
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Trump invective, are undoubtedly using
their connections to co-conspirators in the
Resistance to strategically (and illegally)
leak information and documents, much of
it classified or, in the case of Trump’s tax
returns, protected under privacy laws.
Moreover, the establishment media axis
promotes a steady stream of anonymous
leaks, unfounded charges, and often provably bogus stories aimed at Trump from
Deep State propaganda fonts tied to intel
organizations such as Propornot, StopFake
News, Crowdstrike, Digital Maidan, InterpreterMag.com, and the Atlantic Council.
Thus we have seen an avalanche of illegal leaks from Deep State operatives inside
the federal government to their Deep State
confederates in the controlled Big Media,
aimed at thwarting and undermining the
president from day one. These are felony offenses. However, the media cabal not only
has used and excused these criminal leaks,
but has also celebrated and lavishly promoted them, along with numerous “leaks”
of alleged quotes by Trump and administration officials that have either remained unverified or have proven to be fabrications or
completely taken out of context.

Liars, Felons, Traitors R Us
Consider, for example, president Trump’s
stolen tax returns, which the New York
Times calculatingly turned into a preelection hit piece that would dominate several
news cycles with anti-Trump propaganda.

Michael
Hayden

Derangement chorus: MSNBC’s John Brennan (CIA), CNN’s James Clapper (DNI) and CNN’s
Michael Hayden (NSA) lead a “growing chorus” of traitors who have politicized and weaponized
the “intelligence community” to betray America and their oaths to the Constitution in furtherance
of the Deep State’s New World Order.
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!
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cial Agent Josh Campbell wrote: “I am reluctantly turning in my badge and leaving
an organization I love.” He was leaving
the bureau, he declared, so he could “join
the growing chorus” of voices denouncing
President Trump. He had already secured
a chorus platform at Trump-hating CNN,
which hired him as a national security “expert” (no doubt, for at least 30 pieces of
silver more than he made at the FBI).
The “growing chorus” has continued to
grow in number, while also growing increasingly desperate and ridiculously transparent
in its efforts to remove President Trump.
Ex-officials from the FBI, CIA, NSA, Department of State, Department of Justice,
and National Security Council, who were
either booted out of office or left on their
own accord, are showing their true colors
by taking up residence as commentators
in the anti-Trump MSM smear machine. A
short list of the media chorus line members
and their new gigs includes CIA Director
John Brennan (NBC, MSNBC); DNI Director James Clapper (CNN); NSA Director
Michael V. Hayden (CNN); CIA/FBI agent
Philip Mudd (CNN); CIA analyst Cindy Otis
(CNN); FBI assistant director for counterintelligence Frank Figliuzzi (NBC, MSNBC);
FBI lawyer Lisa Page (NBC, MSNBC);
and DOJ prosecutor and lead “pit bull” on
Robert Mueller’s Special Counsel team Andrew Weissmann (NBC, MSNBC).
These cable and network “regulars,”
in addition to steadily pumping out anti-

The Times is guilty of a felony offense for
publishing them, as is the person (or persons) who stole them. But this is standard
operating procedure for the Times and other
Deep State spigots of disinformation. Obviously, the Times is banking that the Resistance within the FBI and DOJ will do all
they can to make sure no Timesman goes to
jail for this criminality. Ditto for the Washington Post, CNN, NBC, and other regular
leak venues favored by the Deep State.
Whether it’s from anonymous sources or
Resistance partisans posing as whistleblowers, the Fake News bund can be depended
on to run with anything (whether true or not)
that will damage President Trump, regardless of whether it also damages America’s
national security, prestige, economic wellbeing, or social harmony. Thus they have
no problem defaming and crucifying an
innocent and heroic man such as General
Michael Flynn, or in providing cover to the
Obama administration officials (including
President Obama himself) who illegally unmasked Flynn’s name in classified communications and illegally spied on Presidentelect Trump and members of his staff — all
the while sanctimoniously proclaiming their
reverence for the “rule of law.”
Let’s not forget the phony Steele Dossier, the completely fabricated TrumpRussia conspiracy theory, the fake
Trump-Ukraine conspiracy theory, the
bogus obstruction conspiracy theory, the
false Trump racism charges, the Trump
impeachment, and the sham charges that
Trump failed to act in a timely manner
on the COVID “pandemic.” All of these
political spectacles — and much more —
have been completely media-driven attacks on the presidency, the rule of law,
and the American people. They have intentionally, repeatedly crippled the American government at one of the most critical moments of our nation’s history and
aimed to topple the Trump presidency.
It would have been impossible for Deep
State operatives in the government and
their comrades in the Democratic Party to
have gained traction on any of these sham
issues without the orchestrated, unceasing
campaigns of their media cohorts.

Conspiracy Theory
vs. Conspiracy Reality
The succession of fraudulent “scandals”
and stage-managed leaks has unmasked
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many of the Deep State perpetrators. But
who is orchestrating all of these actions
by the various players? The “brain trust”
and the public face of the Deep State, operating both in the open and behind the
scenes, is the globalist-minded Council
on Foreign Relations (CFR). For a century
now, since the 1920s, the CFR has been
tenaciously, incrementally extending and
consolidating its influence and control
over American institutions: political, educational, financial, cultural, and moral. A
key element of its early agenda was to gain
dominance over the American news media
and means of communications. In this they
have been spectacularly successful, with
but a handful of CFR-dominated corporations controlling virtually our entire media
landscape. And with that control they have
steadily pushed America toward a more
controlled society, toward what they call
a “new world order.” This “new world
order” they envision will (if they are successful) culminate in a world government
that takes Communist China as its model.
This is not “conspiracy theory” but conspiracy reality.

In our August 10, 2020 special report “Directing the Disorder,” we provided a comprehensive chart (available
as a 20-page reprint at https://shoptna.
org/reprints/cfr-directing-the-disorder-reprint) listing hundreds of CFR
members holding critical slots in Big
Media, including such easily recognizable names as Jake Tapper (CNN), Tom
Brokaw (NBC), Andrea Mitchell (NBC,
PBS), Lesley Stahl (CBS), Fareed Zakaria (Washington Post, CNN), Michael
Bloomberg (Bloomberg News), George
Stephanopoulos (ABC), Bob Schieffer (CBS), Nicholas Kristoff (New York
Times, CNN), Sanjay Gupta (CBS),
Walter Russell Mead (Wall Street Journal), and Ian Bremmer (Time, Politico).
Beyond these high-profile prevaricators
are many other editors, reporters, columnists, and corporate executives who are
also CFR members. There are also CFR
“corporate members,” which include
Big Tech social-media giants such as
Google, Facebook, and Microsoft.
These are the folks who are scripting
and choreographing the hysterical Trump

Give

the

Derangement Syndrome that we witness
in daily “news” reports. These are the elite
globalists who describe as “mostly peaceful protests” the violent anti-Trump, antiAmerican BLM/Antifa riots and arson,
while simultaneously denouncing peaceful anti-lockdown/anti-mask mandate
demonstrations as “irresponsible,” “extremist,” and “dangerous.”
These are the would-be rulers of
the “new world order” who proclaim
a commitment to the First Amendment
while simultaneously demonetizing,
deplatforming, and outright censoring
all speech deemed politically incorrect.
These are the people who, in true Orwellian fashion, have virtually smothered any “mainstream” media mention of
the latest revelations of Joe and Hunter
Biden’s payoffs from Ukrainian energy
giant Burisma and payoff negotiations
with the Communist Party-controlled
China Energy Co. Ltd. They smothered
not only news of these explosive disclosures, but also evidence of Joe Biden’s
lies that he knew nothing about these
dealings of his son, Hunter Biden. n
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So What Will Amy
Coney Barrett Do?

Conservatives have often
been disappointed in the
liberals whom Republican
presidents have picked for the
Supreme Court. This time looks
like it might be different.

He’s been there: Supreme Court Justice Clarence Thomas — who knows from personal experience
about contentious confirmation hearings — administered the constitutional oath to Amy Coney
Barrett at the White House soon after she was confirmed by the Senate.

W

by C. Mitchell Shaw

ith the confirmation of Justice
Amy Coney Barrett to the Supreme Court, Democrats have
suffered a great defeat, and President Trump
has won a major victory. Barrett’s confirmation was approved by a vote of 52 to 48 on
October 26. Her confirmation seemed all
but certain from day one of the hearings.
In fact, Senator Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.)
— who serves as chairman of the Judiciary
C. Mitchell Shaw, a freelance writer, is a strong advocate of both the free market and privacy. He addresses a wide range of issues related to the U.S.
Constitution and liberty.
www.TheNewAmerican.com

Committee — opened the first day of hearings with, “The hearing to confirm Judge
Amy Coney Barrett to the Supreme Court,”
rather than saying it was a hearing to consider her qualifications. Graham added that
the hearing was “probably not about persuading each other unless something really
dramatic happens.” He went on to predict
that “all the Republicans will vote yes, all
the Democrats will vote no.” In the end, that
is almost exactly what happened, with one
Republican, Susan Collins of Maine, voting
against Barrett with the Democrats.
On Thursday, October 22, the Senate
Judiciary Committee voted unanimously
to send Barrett’s confirmation to the full
Senate. All 12 Republicans on the com-

mittee voted to advance the nomination,
while all 10 Democrats — knowing they
could not prevail — boycotted the vote.
It appears that Democrats hold to an idea
that says, “If you can’t beat them, stay
home and whine about it.”
And while the Democrats on the Judiciary Committee spent days grilling Barrett
on a variety of topics, and Barrett answered
the majority of those questions clearly and
concisely, the question for many remains
— what type of justice will she be?
While there are no guarantees (after all,
Reagan-appointee Sandra Day O’Connor
was a nightmare of liberalism, helping to
slant the court more and more to the Left
during her time as a justice), it is a maxim
that the past is the best indicator of the
future. A good look at Barrett’s work as a
circuit judge on the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the Seventh Circuit should be a pretty
good predictor of how she will behave as
a justice on the highest court in the land.
Besides looking at her record as a jurist,
this article looks at Barrett’s formation as
a jurist by examining her career leading up
to her appointment as an appellate judge.

The Making of Justice Barrett
Barrett’s journey to the Supreme Court
began in the 1990s. After graduating
magna cum laude from Rhodes College in
1994, she earned a full-tuition scholarship
to the Notre Dame Law School where —
in 1997 — she graduated top of her class
and summa cum laude, earning her law
degree. During her time at Notre Dame,
Barrett served as an executive editor of the
Notre Dame Law Review.
After two years of clerking for Judge
Laurence Silberman and then Justice Antonin Scalia (described by Barrett as her mentor), Barrett practiced law at Miller, Cassidy,
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her to the Advisory Committee for the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure.
In 2017, she was nominated by President Trump to fill the vacancy left on the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit after Judge John Daniel Tinder took
senior status — a form of semi-retirement.
That is a pretty solid formation for a Supreme Court justice.
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A good look at Barrett’s work as a circuit judge on the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit should be a
pretty good predictor of how she will behave as a justice
on the highest court in the land.

Partisan politics: Amy Coney Barrett underwent days of confirmation hearings during which she
was grilled on a litany of questions. Democrats implied that she was lying and was not fit for the
appointment to the Supreme Court.

Larroca, and Lewin, a law firm in Washington, D.C. After that firm merged with the
Houston, Texas-based law firm Baker Botts
in 2001, Barrett worked on Bush v. Gore, the
lawsuit stemming from the Florida recount
fiasco that led to much confusion over who
had actually won the 2000 election. Baker
Botts represented George W. Bush, and Barrett’s work on the case focused on research
and briefing assistance.
Then, after serving as a visiting associate
professor at George Washington University
Law School for one year, Barrett returned to
her alma mater, Notre Dame Law School, in
2002, where she taught constitutional law,
federal courts, and statutory interpretation.
In 2007, she served as a visiting professor
at the University of Virginia School of Law,
and in 2010, she was made a professor of law
there. From 2014 to 2017, she was the Diane
and M.O. Miller II Research Chair of Law.
In that capacity she focused on constitution20

al law, originalism, statutory interpretation,
and stare decisis — the doctrine that previous court decisions can be used in deciding
similar cases with similar circumstances.
Barrett’s career is marked by recognitions,
awards, and appointments. For instance, she
was thrice named “Distinguished Professor
of the Year” during her time at Notre Dame,
and was invited to speak on constitutional
law at Blackstone Legal Fellowship. Named
after Sir William Blackstone — the famed
18th-century English jurist whose writings
heavily influenced the Founding Fathers
— the Blackstone Legal Fellowship is a
summer program for law school students
developed and facilitated by the Alliance
Defending Freedom. The stated purpose of
the program is to foster a “distinctly Christian worldview in every area of law.” Before
her appointment to the appellate court, perhaps her highest achievement was when, in
2010, Chief Justice John Roberts appointed

Two Confirmations, One Theme
That confirmation hearing was a precursor
of the recent hearings. It is almost as if the
same script were used.
Barrett’s religion (Barrett is described
as an orthodox Catholic) was front and
center in her grilling. Senator Dianne
Feinstein (D-Calif.) pressed Barrett as to
how — as a Catholic — she would rule
on legal issues related to abortion. Barrett
responded, saying, “My personal church
affiliation or my religious belief would
not bear on the discharge of my duties as
a judge” and “It is never appropriate for
a judge to impose that judge’s personal
convictions, whether they arise from faith
or anywhere else, on the law.” Feinstein,
appearing dissatisfied with an answer contrary to her liberal agenda, pulled out all
stops, retorting, “The dogma lives loudly
within you, and that is a concern.”
Questions of religious fidelity also appeared in the recent confirmation hearing.
After the issue had been alluded to in questions from Democrats, Senator Graham
gave Barrett a chance to answer directly,
saying, “You’re a Catholic. I think we’ve
established that.” He went on to ask, “The
tenets of your faith mean a lot to you personally, is that correct?” When Barrett answered, “That is true,” Graham asked Barrett if she has chosen to raise her children as
Catholics. Barrett again answered in the affirmative. Graham then asked Barrett, “Can
you set aside whatever Catholic beliefs you
have regarding any issue before you?” Her
answer was direct and immediate: “I can. I
have done that in my time on the Seventh
Circuit. If I stay on the Seventh Circuit, I’ll
continue to do that. If I’m confirmed to the
Supreme Court, I’ll do that still.”
While at first blush it may seem like Barrett is willing to compromise her religious
beliefs, that is not the case. As a Supreme
Court justice, she will take an oath to defend
the Constitution, and nothing in it is anti-religious. And as a justice, she is not supposed
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be made by the political branches elected
by and accountable to the people. The
public should not expect courts to do so,
and courts should not try.”
So would a Justice Barrett decide to
overturn Roe v. Wade? If she evaluates
the Constitution as an originalist, on the
basis of the intent of the lawgiver, then she
should not be able to find in the “penumbra” of the Constitution a right to privacy
protecting a right to have an abortion, as
did a majority of the justices in the court’s
January 22, 1973 Roe v. Wade decision.
And perhaps this is the real reason why the
Left is opposed to Barrett’s nomination.
That is, they likely do not fear that she will
impose Catholicism from the bench (which
she could not do); they instead fear that she
will impose constitutionalism (which she
could do and has promised to do).

Barrett: An Originalist and Textualist
That this is the more likely cause for the
Left’s fear is bolstered both by her answers during the hearings and by her rec
ord as a jurist.
On Monday, October 12, the first day of
her confirmation hearings, Barrett stated
that she is an “originalist.” The next day,
Graham asked her to explain “in English”
what that means. Barrett answered, “In
English, that means that I interpret the
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to make laws — wherein morals would matter — but is instead expected to decide legal
matters based on what the law is, regardless
of whether she agrees with the law. In fact,
it would be anti-Catholic and anti-Christian
— as well as the height of hypocrisy — for
her to steal a play from the Left and legislate
from the bench in direct contradiction to the
Constitution. That Barrett has maintained a
consistent position on that is commendable.
Of course, even legislators are supposed
to be hemmed in by the Constitution and
are not able to make whatever laws they
may choose, but only those that are allowed by the Constitutions of either their
state (for state legislators) or the United
States (for federal legislators).
Barrett’s answer that she could “set
aside whatever Catholic beliefs” she may
have is also in perfect keeping with her
remarks in her opening statement during her confirmation hearings for her appointment to the Supreme Court. In that
statement, Barrett addressed the root of
the problem of activist judges legislating from the bench, stating, “Courts have
a vital responsibility to enforce the rule
of law, which is critical to a free society.
But courts are not designed to solve every
problem or right every wrong in our public life.” She added, “The policy decisions
and value judgments of government must

Leftists’ religious litmus test: Senator Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.), who had previously said
that Barrett was one in whom religious “dogma lives loudly,” used much of her time during the
confirmation hearings to grill Barrett about her position on Roe v. Wade.
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

Constitution as a law, that I interpret its
text as text, and I understand it to have the
meaning that it had at the time people ratified it — so that meaning doesn’t change
over time and it’s not up to me to update
it or infuse my own policy views into it.”
In this clear “English” answer, the Left
can hear the bell toll for their “living document” argument of interpreting the Constitution. Furthermore, Barrett describes
herself as a “textualist.” In a 2013 article
she wrote on the topic, Barrett wrote that
textualism “has distinguished itself from
other interpretive approaches” by insisting
that “federal courts cannot contradict the
plain language of a statute.” Barrett simply
believes that words have meaning and that
meaning cannot be either overlooked or
altered to suit political agendas. No wonder Senate Democrats did all they could to
prevent her confirmation.
But how has that played out in the performance of her duties as a jurist? In other
words, is Barrett actually an originalist
and textualist or is that just her branding
with no real bearing on how she has ruled
(and would continue to rule) on cases before her? Fortunately, the answer to that
question is easily found in the 79 majority opinions, four concurring opinions,
and six dissenting opinions she wrote
during her time on the Seventh Circuit.
The space allotted to this article does not
allow for an examination (or even listing) of all of those opinions; indeed, that
would require a book. However, a look at
just a few of those opinions should suffice
to answer the question.
In 2019, the Seventh Circuit heard an
appeal of Smith v. Illinois Department of
Transportation. Smith — a black employee of the Illinois Department of Transportation — had been dismissed from his
job during a probationary period. The
reason for his firing was given as “poor
performance.” Smith had failed to practice basic safety standards, causing danger
to himself and other employees. He had
also been written up as having a “serious issue” with challenging instructions.
Smith claimed “racial discrimination” and
claimed that his supervisor (also black)
had called him a “stupid a** n****r.”
When the case was originally heard, the
court decided against Smith. He appealed
and the case wound up in the Seventh Circuit, where Barrett sat on the three-judge
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panel that heard the appeal. As the Associated Press reported:
Barrett wrote for a unanimous threejudge panel in 2019 that upheld the
dismissal of a workplace discrimination lawsuit by Terry Smith, a Black
Illinois transportation employee who
sued after he was fired. Smith’s claims
included that he was called a racial
slur by supervisor Lloyd Colbert.
“The n-word is an egregious racial
epithet,” Barrett wrote in Smith v. Illinois Department of Transportation.
“That said, Smith can’t win simply
by proving that the word was uttered. He must also demonstrate that
Colbert’s use of this word altered the
conditions of his employment and
created a hostile or abusive working
environment.”
Barrett went on to say that Smith
“introduced no evidence that Colbert’s use of the n-word changed his
subjective experience of the workplace. To be sure, Smith testified that
his time at the Department caused
him psychological distress. But that
was for reasons that predated his runin with Colbert and had nothing to do
with his race. His tenure at the Department was rocky from the outset
because of his poor track record.”

Refusing to be blown off track by the prevailing winds of extreme anti-racism, Barrett was able to see that while the “n-word”
— even when used by a black man to refer
to another black man — “is an egregious
racial epithet,” the text of the law did not
allow for Smith’s claim. In short, Smith
was well documented as a lousy, dangerous employee and would have been fired
even if his supervisor never uttered that
word. The opinion — written by Barrett
— is clear and concise and leans on her
love of and adherence to textualism.
In another case from 2019, Barrett again
wrote a unanimous three-judge panel decision of a case before the Seventh Circuit.
John Doe v. Purdue University stems from
a 2016 sexual assault case at the university. As the Associated Press reported, “The
case involved allegations by a female
student at Purdue University that her boyfriend had sexually assaulted her. The students were identified in court documents
as John and Jane Doe.”
According to the introduction to that
opinion, written by Barrett:

Navy ROTC program, which terminated both his ROTC scholarship and
plan to pursue a career in the Navy.
John sued the university and several of its officials, asserting two basic
claims. First, he argued that they had
violated the Fourteenth Amendment
by using constitutionally flawed
procedures to determine his guilt or
innocence. Second, he argued that
Purdue had violated Title IX by imposing a punishment infected by sex
bias. A magistrate judge dismissed
John’s suit on the ground that he had
failed to state a claim under either
theory. We disagree. John has adequately alleged violations of both the
Fourteenth Amendment and Title IX.

Fear adherence: Democrats did all in their power to prevent Barrett’s confirmation, saying that the
integrity of issues such as the Affordable Care Act and Roe v. Wade are at stake. The reality is that they
fear Barrett’s principles of originalism and textualism — that the Constitution means what it says.

In finding for John Doe, Barrett and her
colleagues ruled that Purdue’s process was
unfair and allowed his lawsuit to continue.
In the decision, Barrett wrote, “The case
against him boiled down to a ‘he said/she
said’ — Purdue had to decide whether to
believe John or Jane.” Barrett also criticized the Purdue University official who
ended up siding with the female student,
writing, “Her basis for believing Jane is
perplexing, given that she never talked to
Jane. Indeed, Jane did not even submit a
statement in her own words.”
Again, this is an example of standing
against the prevailing winds — this time,
that of the #MeToo movement — and looking only at the text. The decision makes this
clear. Before recounting John’s account of
the events leading up to the case, Barrett
writes, “We are reviewing the magistrate
judge’s decision to dismiss John’s complaint for failing to state a claim. That
means that we must recount the facts as
he describes them, drawing every inference in his favor.” After recounting those
events, Barrett writes about the method the
three-judge panel used to decide the appeal. “We begin with procedural due process. According to John, he was punished
pursuant to a process that failed to satisfy
the minimum standards of fairness required
by the Due Process Clause.” Here, we see
Barrett and her colleagues looking at “procedural due process” not through the lens
of the #MeToo claim that women never lie
about sexual assault, but through that of the
Due Process Clause of the Constitution in
its original meaning.
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After finding John Doe guilty of sexual violence against Jane Doe, Purdue
University suspended him for an academic year and imposed conditions
on his readmission. As a result of that
decision, John was expelled from the

Finally, while Barrett has never ruled
directly on abortion, she has served on
cases peripherally related to abortion. Besides the three cases so hated by the Left
— where Barrett sided with the minority
of her court to uphold laws requiring parental consent for minors to have an abortion, banning abortions based on the sex,
rac; or developmental disability of the unborn child; and requiring the remains of
unborn children (whether through abortion
or miscarriage) to receive either a funeral
or cremation — Barrett weighed in on a
case that is much more controversial than
those. And while many conservatives did
not like her decision, constitutionalists did.
That case, Price v. Chicago, is a great example of how Barrett’s promise to apply
the Constitution and the laws pursuant to
it is not empty. The unanimous decision,
written by a colleague of Barrett’s, states:
Pro-life “sidewalk counselors” sued
to enjoin Chicago’s “bubble zone”
ordinance, which bars them from approaching within eight feet of a person
in the vicinity of an abortion clinic if

their purpose is to engage in counseling, education, leafletting, handbilling, or protest. The plaintiffs contend
that the floating bubble zone is a facially unconstitutional content-based
restriction on the freedom of speech.
The district judge dismissed the claim,
relying on Hill v. Colorado, 530 U.S.
703, 120 S.Ct. 2480, 147 L.Ed.2d 597
(2000), which upheld a nearly identical Colorado law against a similar First
Amendment challenge.
The appeals court ruled that the decision in
Hill v. Colorado, upholding a nearly identical law, was not only constitutional, but also
applied in the case of Price v. Chicago. Thus,
the court — including Barrett — ruled that
the law would stand. If the “bubble zone”
requiring eight feet of distance were a violation of the First Amendment’s protection
of free speech, then the law would be unconstitutional. However, if it is an issue not
of free speech, but of “preserving clinic
access and protecting patients from unwanted speech,” then the law would stand.
In joining in the unanimous decision, Barrett

again applied textualism and originalism.
The abortion clinic is private property. This
writer does not have to like that, but it is true
nonetheless. The people going into the clinic
have the right not to be engaged if they so
choose. Again, I don’t have to like that.
In deciding the way she did, Barrett did her duty as a judge, and refused — as she promises to continue
to do — to impose her own beliefs.
Given her record for integrity and her
strong textualist and originalist formation,
President Trump could not have chosen
better in his effort to keep his promise that
he would appoint a justice who could help
overturn Roe v. Wade. If a case stemming
from a state law to ban abortion should
make it to the Supreme Court, Roe could
very well be overturned.
Democrats’ efforts to prevent Barrett’s
appointment to the Supreme Court signify
their hatred of the principles that guide
her. Textualism and originalism are diametrically opposed to the concept — so
loved by the Left — that the Constitution
is a “living, breathing document” that they
can get to say what they want. n
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Betting against God: In Nevada, casinos were
allowed to reopen on June 4, but churches had
to remain closed.

that being cleansed from all our
sins, we may serve thee with pure
hearts all our days, perfecting holiness in thy Fear, till we come at last,
where there is no more Sickness, nor
Death, through thy tender Mercies
in him alone, who is our Life, and
our Health, and our Salvation, Jesus
Christ, our ever blessed Saviour, and
Redeemer, Amen.
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Also, on July 3, 1849, in the face of a
cholera epidemic that ravaged the United
States, President Zachary Taylor proclaimed a National Day of Fasting, Humiliation, and Prayer, stating,

Quarantining

THE CHURCH?
During the COVID-19 lockdowns, churches have had to
fight against unjust efforts to close their doors by secular
authorities using the “pandemic” to single them out.

T

by John Eidsmoe

hough religion is now considered
to be “nonessential” in the age of
coronavirus in parts of the country
and world where only essential businesses
(in the eyes of government officials) are
allowed to stay open, this was far from
the norm throughout history. Consider
the year of our Lord 1665, when the bubonic plague swept through England. The
Church of England published a special
prayer, which beseeched God for aid, saying in part,

John A. Eidsmoe is professor of Constitutional Law
for the Oak Brook College of Law and senior counsel
for the Foundation for Moral Law.
24

O Most gracious God, Father of Mercies, and of our Lord Jesus Christ,
look down upon us, we beseech thee,
in much pity, and compassion, and
behold our great misery and trouble.
For there is wrath gone out against
us, and the Plague is begun.…
O our God, forget not thou to be
gracious: neither shut thou up thy
loving kindness in Displeasure. For
his sake, who himself took our Infirmities, and bare our Sicknesses,
have mercy upon us, and say to the
destroying Angel, It is enough.…
O let us live, and we will praise
thy Name; and these thy Judgements
shall teach us to look every Man
into the plague of his own Heart:

It is recommended to persons of all
denominations to abstain as far as
practical from secular occupations
and to assemble in their respective
places of public worship, to acknowledge the Infinite Goodness which has
watched over our existence as a nation, and so long crowned us with
manifold blessings, and to implore
the Almighty in His own good time
to stay the destroying hand which is
now lifted against us.
Fast forward to 2020: To help suppress the
spread of COVID-19, in state after state,
community after community, officials
have ordered churches either to close, to
hold only drive-in services, to limit their
attendance to a certain number of persons
(commonly 10), or not to sing, pass out
literature, or share the sacraments.

Why the Change?
Why the different response? I suggest
three reasons:
(1) Earlier generations believed that
God is real, that He acts in human affairs,
and that His grace, favor, and help are efficacious to ward off national disasters.
Believing that God is the Source of help
in time of trouble, state officials in those
days wanted the prayers of the church in
times of crisis more than ever.
Today we are more likely to regard God
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COVID Restrictions on Churches
State COVID-19 executive orders have
varied widely. Some states, such as Texas,
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

Churchgoers who attended drive-in services at King
James Bible Baptist Church and Temple Baptist Church
were issued $500 tickets for simply sitting in their vehicles
listening to their pastors.
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as a metaphysical abstraction Who exists
in some dimension of reality but Who
pays little attention to the affairs of this
world. Prayers, therefore, are rituals that
perhaps need to be accommodated, but the
possibility that prayer may actually move
God to heal our land is not even part of
the equation.
(2) Views of church/state relations have
changed. Our Founding Fathers believed,
as had Christians for most of church history, that church and state are two distinct
entities, each established by God for a
particular purpose. As Luther wrote in
“Secular Authority: To What Extent It
Should Be Obeyed” (1523), “These two
kingdoms [church and state] must be
sharply distinguished, and both be permitted to remain; the one to produce piety,
the other to bring about external peace and
prevent evil deeds; neither is sufficient in
the world without the other.”
The functions of church and State are
different but not incompatible. In a crisis
like this, each kingdom should work for
the glory of God, the edification of man,
and the preservation of sacred human
life. Unfortunately, we seem to be moving away from Luther’s and Calvin’s
understanding that church and State are
two kingdoms ordained of God (a view
that is close to that of the Founders of
our constitutional republic) and moving toward a view such as that of JeanJacques Rousseau, who taught that the
state is the supreme social organism that
stands above all other societal associations (labor unions, clubs, schools, societies, and churches), and therefore the State
has authority to regulate all other societal
organizations, including the church. If we
give the State this type of authority, the
State is becoming our god.
(3) The U.S. Constitution, with its First
Amendment that prohibits an “establishment of religion” and infringements on
the “free exercise thereof,” is regarded by
many as an evolving document. Instead of
interpreting the Constitution as securing
full protection for religious liberty, some
courts misinterpret the Constitution to
subordinate religious liberties to the needs
of the state.

Denigrating religion: Under COVID lockdowns, why are liquor sales considered “essential” but
worship is not? The First Amendment guarantees free exercise of religion, not free exercise of
drinking.

have specifically exempted churches from
their orders, while others, such as Virginia, have not. Understandably, some highpopulation-density states have been very
restrictive, while low-density states have
been more open. But while the Dakotas
have had no stay-at-home orders, Montana, with more open space than the Dakotas, has employed a strict stay-at-home
order — although Montana had no limit on
in-home gatherings, so if a church chose
to hold worship services in a member’s
house, it could do so apparently with no
limit on the number of attendees or requirements for social distancing.
Many states imposed stay-at-home orders with exceptions for “essential activity.” Places such as Pennsylvania and West
Virginia defined churches as “essential”
activities, while others such as Virginia
and Vermont did not. In others, such as
Alabama, church employees could work
in the church and people could travel to

the church for counseling or other services, but in-house worship services were
limited to nine people, although churches
could hold services outside with no limit
on attendees. In many states the status of
religion was unclear, and in some states
the issue varied by locality.

Enforcement and Response
Enforcement of closure orders upon
churches has varied. Michigan’s governor
refused to classify churches as essential
businesses, but said people would not be
prosecuted for going to church. In other
places, enforcement has been draconian:
• Tampa, Florida: Pastor Rodney Howard-Browne was arrested March 30 for
having held a church service at The River
at Tampa Bay Church on March 29, even
though the church had spent $100,000 for
a hospital-grade air purification system
as a COVID-19 precaution. After Liberty
Counsel came to the church’s defense,
25
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Chicago Mayor Lori Lightfoot has directed against two Romanian churches. As
Liberty Counsel explains,

After California Governor Gavin Newsom ordered
churches closed, Pastor John MacArthur of Grace
Community Church called the order “government
overreach” and announced that his church has a “duty
to remain open” to serve the needs of his people.
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On Sunday [May 17], Mayor Lightfoot blocked off nine blocks around
the churches posting “No Parking”
signs, hoping she would get the
neighbors mad at the church. However, the churches are not using
street parking with their limited services. The aldermen sent letters to the
neighbors of the churches instructing
them not to park on the street from 7
a.m. to 9 p.m. The letters stated the
reason for the “No Parking” signs
was due to the Romanian churches
holding limited services.
When Mayor Lightfoot realized
this tactic did not work, she stationed
police Sunday night at the entrance
to the private parking lot of Elim Romanian Pentecostal Church, refusing
to allow anyone to park.

Where’s the “tolerance”? According to graffiti left at the scene, this church was torched for
filing a lawsuit against coronavirus restrictions. Ironically, the leftist violence shows that leftists
really don’t think masks work — if masks did work, gatherings would be nothing to worry about.

Governor Ron DeSantis declared religious
worship “essential,” and on May 15, the
charges were dismissed.
• Greenville, Mississippi: Churchgoers
who attended drive-in services at King
James Bible Baptist Church and Temple
Baptist Church were issued $500 tickets
for simply sitting in their vehicles listening to their pastors, though the only socialdistancing violations that took place happened when they had to roll down their
windows to receive the tickets from the
officers. Governor Tate Reeves rebuked
Greenville Mayor Errick Simons for the
action, saying, “If you send police after
worshippers trying to social distance, you
are going to have Mississippians revolt.”
First Liberty filed a lawsuit on behalf of the
church, and the U.S. Department of Justice
intervened in the lawsuit on the church’s
26

behalf, saying the ticketing “strongly suggests that the city’s actions target religious
conduct.” On April 15, the city dismissed
the tickets and withdrew the order.
• Chincoteague, Virginia: On Palm Sunday, the pastor of Lighthouse Fellowship
was issued a summons for holding a worship service attended by 16 people within
a facility that seats 200, because Governor
Ralph Northam’s order prohibited gatherings of more than 10. Again Liberty Counsel filed suit for the church, and again the
U.S. Department of Justice intervened on
the church’s behalf, saying, “For many people of faith, exercising religion is essential,
especially during a crisis.” A federal court
denied the church’s request for an injunction, and the case is pending on appeal.
• Chicago, Illinois: One of the most
egregious examples of abuse is that which

Enter the Courts
When churches have petitioned for redress, sometimes governors and other
public officials have retracted restrictive
orders. Other times, churches have sought
relief in the courts. In some instances the
courts have denied relief, as in Virginia,
Maine, and Illinois. But in others the
churches have been successful.
For example, shortly before Easter,
the mayor of Louisville, Kentucky, announced that he was banning religious
services. This included drive-in services,
because, he said, “It’s not really practical
or safe to accommodate drive-up services
taking place in our community,” even
though drive-through restaurants and liquor stores remained open. The church On
Fire petitioned the federal district court,
and on the Saturday before Easter, Federal Judge Justin Walker ordered the city
not to enforce prohibitions against drive-in
services. As the court stated:
On Holy Thursday, an American
mayor criminalized the communal
celebration of Easter.
That sentence is one that this
Court never expected to see outside
the pages of a dystopian novel, or
perhaps the pages of The Onion. But
two days ago, citing the need for
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social distancing during the current
pandemic, Louisville’s Mayor Greg
Fischer ordered Christians not to attend Sunday services, even if they
remained in their cars to worship —
and even though it’s Easter.
The Mayor’s decision is stunning.
And it is, “beyond all reason,” unconstitutional. [Emphasis in original.]
Before the injunction was made permanent, the city agreed to withdraw its prohibition. In spite of this, Kentucky Governor
Andy Beshear still insisted on prohibiting
in-person worship services, so Maryville
Baptist Church appealed to the Sixth Circuit. And the Sixth Circuit ruled in favor
of the church:

In North Carolina, a federal district court
held that the governor’s order requiring
that all worship services be held “outdoors
unless impossible” is unconstitutional. In
Berean Baptist Church et al. v. Cooper, the
court stated flatly, “There is no pandemic
exception to the Constitution of the United
States or the Free Exercise Clause of the
First Amendment.”
In Holly Springs, Mississippi, police officers disrupted a church Bible study and
Easter service and cited the church for violating city orders. A federal court refused to
issue an injunction protecting the church,
and on May 20, the church was burned to
the ground. Two days later the Fifth Circuit
intervened 3-0, reversing the district court
and issuing an injunction. Judge Don Willett wrote in his concurring opinion,

Gracechurch.org

The orders allow “life-sustaining”
operations and don’t include worship
services in the definition. And many
of the serial exemptions for secular
activities pose comparable public
health risks to worship services. For
example: The exception for “life-sustaining” businesses allows law firms,
laundromats, liquor stores, gun shops,
airlines, mining operations, funeral
homes, and landscaping businesses
to continue to operate so long as they
follow social-distancing and other
health-related precautions.... But the

orders do not permit soul-sustaining
group services of faith organizations,
even if the groups adhere to all the
public health guidelines required of
the other services.
Keep in mind that the Church and
its congregants just want to be treated
equally.... The Governor has offered
no good reason for refusing to trust
the congregants who promise to use
care in worship in just the same way
it trusts accountants, lawyers, and
laundromat workers to do the same.

Not taking abuse sitting down: John MacArthur of Grace Community Church called California’s
lockdown orders “government overreach” since, constitutionally speaking, government is not
allowed to intrude on churches.
www.TheNewAmerican.com

The First Pentecostal Church of
Holly Springs was burned to the
ground earlier this week. Graffiti
spray-painted in the church parking
lot sneered, “Bet you Stay home Now
YOU HYPOCRITS [sic].”
The City mentions the church
burning in its latest brief, but in a
manner less commendable than condemnable. One might expect a city
to express sympathy or outrage (or
both) when a neighborhood house of
worship is set ablaze. One would be
mistaken. Rather than condemn the
crime’s depravity, the City seized advantage, insisting that the Church’s
First Amendment claim necessarily
went up in smoke when the church
did: “the Church was destroyed from
an arson fire ... making the permanent injunction claim moot.”
This argument is shameful.
When the parishioners of First
Pentecostal Church leave their homes
on Sundays, they are not going to
church; they are the church. The
church is not the building. When the
New Testament speaks of the church,
it never refers to brick-and-mortar
places where people gather, but to
flesh-and-blood people who gather
together. Think people, not steeple.
[Emphasis in original.]
Although churches have fared quite well
in court, some of the best results have occurred when churches stood firm together,
as they did in Minnesota. On May 20, the
presidents of the North and South Districts
of the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod,
the president of the Minnesota District of
the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod,
the president of the Evangelical Lutheran
Synod, and the Roman Catholic archbishop
of the Archdiocese of St. Paul and Minneapolis, wrote to the governor of Minnesota.
They said they had tried to work with the
governor to establish a plan that would
protect public health while accommodating religious worship, but “We were thus
surprised and disappointed when the Governor rebuffed our efforts at coordination
and refused to move toward the reopening
of churches. That decision is a violation of
our fundamental religious freedom, and
indicates that churches are seen as a less
than essential part of society.” They there27
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fore announced to the governor that “our
churches may reinstate public gatherings as
of May 26, 2020, with the first Sunday services occurring on Pentecost Sunday, May
31.” On Saturday May 23, Governor Tim
Walz backed off and agreed that churches
could meet at 25-percent occupancy, provided they would adhere to certain safety
requirements.
On July 24, after California Governor
Gavin Newsom ordered churches closed,
Pastor John MacArthur of Grace Community Church called the order “government overreach” and announced that his
church has a “duty to remain open” to
serve the needs of his people during this
crisis. He acknowledged the general duty
to obey government but explained that
“while civil government is invested with
divine authority to rule the state, neither
of those texts [Romans 13 and I Peter 3]
(nor any other) grants civic rulers jurisdiction over the church.” “Therefore,” he
said, “in response to the recent state order
requiring churches in California to limit
or suspend all meetings indefinitely, we,
the pastors and elders of Grace Community Church, respectfully inform our civic
leaders that they have exceeded their legitimate jurisdiction, and faithfulness to
Christ prohibits us from observing the
restrictions they want to impose on our

corporate worship services.” The case is
pending in court.

Equal Treatment With Businesses
A common argument raised by churches, and accepted by some courts, is that
churches are entitled to at least equal treatment with other facilities. A prohibition on
more than 10 people gathering for church
is unfair, many argue, when no such
limit is imposed upon people shopping at
Walmart or the liquor store.
That argument was presented to the
Supreme Court recently, but the court’s
answer was inconclusive. The South Bay
United Pentecostal Church of California asked the Supreme Court to issue an
emergency injunction on its behalf, and
the court declined. Four Justices — Ruth
Bader Ginsburg, Stephen Breyer, Elena
Kagan, and Sonia Sotomayor — declined
to issue the injunction and issued no writing. Chief Justice John Roberts concurred
in a written opinion. Justice Brett Kavanaugh, joined by Justices Clarence Thomas
and Neil Gorsuch, issued a written dissent
saying the court should issue an injunction. Justice Samuel Alito dissented but
did not join Justice Kavanaugh’s dissent.
More recently, a case from Nevada produced a similar split.
An emergency injunction is an extreme-

ly rare remedy, to be used only where “the
legal rights at issue are indisputably clear,”
and even then “sparingly and only in the
most critical and exigent circumstances.”
The court’s refusal does not indicate how
the court would vote if this issue were decided on its merits.
Chief Justice Roberts, writing alone, said
other establishments are “dissimilar activities, such as operating grocery stores, banks,
and laundromats, in which people neither
congregate in large groups nor remain in
close proximity for extended periods.” But
Justice Kavanagh, joined by Thomas and
Gorsuch, said these establishments are
“comparable” and asked, “Assuming all
of the same precautions are taken, why can
someone safely walk down a grocery store
aisle but not a pew? And why can someone
safely interact with a brave deliverywoman
but not with a stoic minister?” To Justice
Kavanaugh’s observation, I would add that
people in church commonly sit together as
families and stay in place throughout the
service, while people in stores commonly
brush against each other, touch merchandise that has been touched by innumerable
others, and exchange cash and credit cards.
Furthermore, the Free Exercise Clause of
the First Amendment secures protection
for the first and foremost of our God-given
rights, that of religious liberty. The Supreme Court didn’t resolve this issue, and
it remains a viable question.
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Pushed outside: Some church lockdowns allowed masses to take place outside, though other
entities, such as stores, were able to let people inside. The implication is that food for one’s soul
is not important.

The Jacobson Precedent
Court cases on state authority to impose
health regulations commonly cite Jacobson v. Massachusetts (1905) for the
proposition that the judiciary must defer
to the states’ judgment in dealing with
emergency health crises. The following
observations about Jacobson are in order:
(1) Jacobson involved a state law that
empowered health departments to compel vaccinations to prevent the spread of
smallpox.
(2) Mr. Henning Jacobson simply argued that the law violated his right to decline vaccination; he did not raise a religious objection to vaccination.
(3) Jacobson did restrict the state’s authority to regulate in ways that are “beyond
all question, a plain, palpable invasion of
rights secured by the fundamental law.”
(4) Using Jacobson, many current court
cases claim that the doctrine of “strict
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preme Court has also said those guidelines
need to be narrow and explicit if the rules
affect fundamental rights.
If a governor or other official has issued
an executive order restricting churches, one
should examine the state statute or constitutional provision that purports to authorize
the order and determine whether it constitutes a valid delegation of power. The Wisconsin Supreme Court on May 14, 2020
and the Michigan Supreme Court on October 2, 2020 struck down COVID orders as
invalid delegations of legislative powers to
the executive branch of government.

We say it’s good enough: Churches have often been told that since they can send out sermons
via live-feed video, they are not being stopped from their work. However, it is up to Christians to
determine what they are required to do by their faith, not outsiders.

scrutiny” — the doctrine that government
can infringe fundamental rights only by
demonstrating a compelling state interest
that cannot be achieved by less restrictive
means — need not be met in pandemic
cases. But Jacobson is a 1905 case, decided before the courts developed “strict
scrutiny.” When current courts use Jacobson, they probably will reinterpret the
decision in light of current strict scrutiny
standards, requiring the state to prove it
has a compelling interest that cannot be
achieved by less restrictive means.
And some argue that even the strict
scrutiny test does not satisfy the First
Amendment. Church and state are separate institutions, and the state may not regulate the church under any circumstances.
A Louisiana pastor is raising these issues
in a case that is currently before the Fifth
Circuit Court of Appeals.

Law vs. Executive Order
Another key difference between Jacobson and current cases is that Jacobson
involved the constitutionality of a state
statute, whereas most current cases involve executive orders. Does a governor’s
executive order have the force and effect
of law, even if a state statute authorizes the
governor to issue the order?
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

The doctrine delegata potestas non
potest delegari simply means that no delegated powers can be further delegated.
According to the U.S. Constitution, we
the people delegated certain powers to
each branch of the federal government.
Those powers delegated by the people
to one branch of government may not be
re-delegated by that branch to another
branch. This rigid legal structure is meant
to respect the wishes of the people and
their determination of where that power
should vest, or reside permanently, and to
preserve accountability so that a branch of
government may not evade responsibility
and accountability by passing its duties to
another branch.
However, with the growth of administrative law and the administrative state
wherein branches of government create
entities such as government departments to
manage day-to-day activities for the government, the courts have modified the nondelegation doctrine, but have not overruled
it. The courts commonly say a legislature
may not delegate legislative authority but
may delegate “rule-making” authority. A
delegation will be considered rule-making
authority if the legislature provides reasonably clear guidelines or criteria as to how
that authority is to be exercised. The Su-

Is Live-streaming Sufficient?
When Christians say the state is violating
their right to worship, some ask, “What
are you complaining about? You can
livestream your services, so your rights
aren’t being violated at all.”
But state officials may not dictate to
churches what does and doesn’t violate
their religious convictions. Many Christians take Hebrews 10:25 — “not forsaking the assembling of ourselves together”
— and other passages of Scripture as
requiring in-person attendance at church
services. Others note that worship services include (depending on the particular denomination) singing, participating
in Communion, laying of hands, greeting
fellow believers, and other activities that
cannot be carried on through livestreaming. Drive-up services may be better than
livestreaming, but even then the personal
contact of worship is limited.
Livestreaming may satisfy some believers’ religious convictions, but it may not
satisfy others’. Telling a religious person
what does and does not violate his convictions is tantamount to telling him what
his convictions are. As the federal district
court ruled October 9 in Capitol Hill
Baptist Church v. Bowser, “It is for the
church, not the District [of Columbia] or
this court, to define for itself the meaning
of ‘not forsaking the assembling of ourselves together.’”
Another result may have been unintended and unanticipated. Church attendance is a discipline cultivated by longterm habit. Once the habit is broken, it
is difficult to reestablish. Some have become comfortable with livestreaming and
are not eager to go back to church. With
livestreaming we can sleep in later, sit
29
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in comfortable easy chairs, avoid traffic,
avoid socializing, and tune in to whatever
channel we want. As local pastors try to
livestream their services, it is difficult
to compete with national ministries and
their choreographed services, beautiful
settings, professional musicians, trained
cameramen, and polished messages. By
breaking people of the church-going
habit, the state may have dealt the church
a devastating blow.
If church officials decide, for the protection of their members, that they should
not hold services during an epidemic, or
that they should hold services in the parking lot or suggest that more vulnerable
members stay home, they certainly may
do so. But they should not close their
doors just because a state official orders
them to do so. Romans 13:1-7 enjoins
Christians to obey those in authority, but
Acts 5:29 says Christians should obey
God rather than men when the state forbids what God commands. Furthermore,
Romans 13:1-7 emphasizes the obligation of individual Christians to obey civil
authorities, because Christians are citi-

zens of both kingdoms (church and state)
and have duties to both church and state.
But commanding individual Christians is
different from commanding the church,
because church and state are separate institutions.

A Closing Warning
It might be tempting to overlook this state
encroachment as a minor infringement.
However, as James Madison warned,
It is proper to take alarm at the first
experiment on our liberties. We
hold this prudent jealousy to be the
first duty of citizens, and one of the
noblest characteristics of the late
Revolution.
Restrictions on liberty are commonly
imposed at times of war, epidemic, or
other major crises, because at such times
people are much more likely to accept
restrictions. However, such restrictions
often remain after the emergency ends,
or if not, the precedent for future restrictions is set, and future restrictions,

sometimes more severe, are more readily
accepted.Soon, such restrictions become
the rule rather than the exception. The
thought that churches might be closed
each year because of flu season would
have seemed ludicrous a few months
ago, but now that possibility must be
taken seriously.
As President Ronald Reagan reminded
us,
Freedom is a fragile thing and
is never more than one generation
away from extinction. It is not ours
by inheritance; it must be fought for
and defended constantly by each generation, for it comes only once to a
people. Those who have known freedom and then lost it have never
known it again.
Let us carefully guard the public health,
but as we do so, let us make sure we keep
liberty alive. And let us be grateful to
those who have put themselves on the
line during this crisis to protect the liberties of us all. n
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BOOK REVIEW

Paying Through the Nose for Healthcare
Dr. David Belk and his brother Paul tell how — aided by government — insurance
companies, hospitals, pharmacies, and medical clinics conspire to bilk consumers.

by Rebecca Terrell

The Great American Healthcare Scam:
How Kickbacks, Collusion and Propaganda Have Exploded Healthcare
Costs in the United States, by David
Belk, M.D. and Paul Belk, Ph.D., selfpublished, 2020.

T

hose at a loss to explain outrageously high healthcare costs in
the United States need look no
further than this book, written by brotherauthors David and Paul Belk. Using everyday examples from David’s private medical practice in Alameda, California, they
unmask the mafia-style protection racket
that private health insurance, together with
hospitals, pharmacies, and medical clinics,

Rebecca Terrell, a contributor to T he N ew
American since 2009, writes on science and energy
topics. She is a licensed nurse in Tennessee and holds
a master’s degree in marketing.
www.TheNewAmerican.com

foists on an unsuspecting public, leaving
patients with bills that can reach mindboggling proportions.
The exposé opens with a patient whose
pharmacy tried to charge $1,500 for a
small supply of a generic, commonly
prescribed drug for migraine headaches.
David recommended trying Costco’s
pharmacy without filing insurance, and
the bill dropped to under $42. That’s a
97-percent decrease.
Belk had learned this trick from irregularities witnessed among his own patients
in both medical billing and prescription
pricing. He launched a website in 2011
called The True Cost of Healthcare (TrueCostofHealthcare.org). He and Paul used
that research as the basis of their new
book, revealing what they call an “elaborate scam” in which patients across the
United States “are routinely and systematically overcharged.” Moreover, “not only
do healthcare insurance companies allow”
this to happen, “they actually encourage
it.”
Pricing secrecy is key. Say you visit the
hospital for a routine outpatient surgery.
Later you receive an EOB (Explanation of
Benefits) from your insurance company —
the paperwork that reads “THIS IS NOT A
BILL” in bold letters. On it you’ll see a
frighteningly large charge for your operation, followed by relief-inducing discounts
and plan payments that bring the “What
You Owe” amount down into the realm of
achievable-without-taking-out-a-secondmortgage. The original stroke-inducing
amount is called the chargemaster price,
a figure hospitals make up with no basis
in reality.
This billing method, unknown to any
other industry, makes it look like the hospital provided incredible service, and your
insurance company saved you from bankruptcy. “The entire purpose of the discount
is to keep you from finding out how little
healthcare services really cost while mak-

ing you think that your friendly insurance
company is getting you a really awesome
deal,” Belk says.
Like hospitals, pharmacies and medical
clinics use similar tactics, with no penalty
for overbilling. Their primary risk, if you
can call it that, is of shortchanging themselves. Insurance companies usually pay
only a percentage of pharmacy and clinic
charges, so the more providers bill the insurance company, the more they are likely
to get paid. Lower charges equate to lower
payments. Higher prices don’t intimidate
insurance companies. All they have to do
is raise premiums, which is why yours go
up every year — as do insurance company
profits. This system doesn’t actually protect patients from high medical bills; it
gives them representation with healthcare
providers through the insurance company,
similar to a Mafia protection racket.
Strictly speaking, it’s not insurance at
all. You buy insurance for your car and
your home, but you don’t file claims for
every oil change or furnace filter replacement. True insurance is meant to protect
you in catastrophic situations, not for
every knee scrape and sniffle.

The Pill in the Jam
Written in a clear and casual style, the
book provides a comprehensive, wellresearched, and timely explanation of the
fraud and deception in our nation’s healthcare industry. That part of the book deserves a five-star rating. The pill in the jam
is the Belk brothers’ solution: socialized
medicine. They expect the nanny state to
get us out of this mess, though Big Brother
actually caused the debacle.
Federal regulations set the stage for
the medical cartel. For example, the U.S.
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) put
medicines behind the pharmacy counter in
1951, making them available only by prescription and ensuring lack of price transparency. FDA is now the exclusive drug
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gatekeeper of the United States, though the
agency is riddled with conflicts of interest
with Big Pharma. In fact, more than half
the FDA’s budget comes from the companies it is supposed to regulate, due to user
fees Congress allows Big Pharma to pay.
The FDA even has power to provide monopolies to companies for certain drugs,
which it does via bureaucratic sleight of
hand. For instance, pharmaceutical companies are granted patents for new meds so
that they are encouraged to develop new
drugs. Over time the patents are supposed
to expire so the cost of the products goes
down owing to competition, but the FDA
grants new patents on the same, old drugs
if a pharmaceutical company makes small
changes in their formulations, such as adding a time-released coating to the pill.
As to hospitals, overbilling sprang
from losses incurred due to Medicare,
with the red tape, overhead costs, and cutbacks of that faulty system. At its inception, Medicare paid all the bills for hospitalizations, encouraging unnecessarily
long hospital stays and as much care as
possible. Now, because of cutbacks, patients are routinely discharged “quicker
and sicker,” as industry insiders say.
And last year the JAMA Internal Medicine journal reported that Medicare fraud
annually costs the federal government
$30 to $140 billion and contributes to

Transparent pricing: The Surgery Center of Oklahoma in Oklahoma City offers state-ofthe-art surgical services with transparent, direct package pricing so patients know what
they owe up front. There’d be more similar facilities if it weren’t for Certificate of Need
laws, which block new medical facilities from being built, limit competition, and cheat
patients out of the care they need.

thousands of premature deaths. Another
nail government drove into the coffin of
competitive healthcare pricing is the disastrous “medical loss ratio,” a regulation
dictating that 80 to 85 percent of every
dollar collected by insurance companies in premiums must go toward actual
medical expenses. No problem! To boost
profits, insurance simply charges more
in premiums. As the Belks note, “The insurance company just says, ‘Okay, we’ll
give more money to the hospitals.’ And
the hospitals say thank you. And every
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Social distancing? Waiting for treatment is a defining characteristic of socialized medicine, and
overcrowding helps spread diseases from one patient to another.

year, your health insurance premiums go
up, just as you knew they would.”
The Belks’ book reveals that, without
exception, each new government intervention has made things worse. They admit:
“Very little works as intended when trying
to curb the excesses of the health insurance industry.” Yet the brothers still cling
to the hope that socialized medicine would
solve quality and cost problems — despite
plenty of evidence to the contrary. Take
the Veterans Administration (VA), which
— to save money — does not accept all
veterans as patients. The VA is regularly
and justly accused of fraud, long waits for
treatment, abysmal care, dangerous practices, wasting money, and other offenses.
The same is true of the Indian Health
Service. As the New York Times noted
last year in an article entitled “Fed Up
With Deaths, Native Americans Want
to Run Their Own Health Care,” the Indian Health Service (IHS), an arm of the
U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, has delivered substandard care
from the beginning. Native Americans
have actually been seizing control of IHS
hospitals and clinics in order to end the
terrible service and lower the death rates
for preventable diseases, which “are three
to five times higher … than for the other
races combined.” To find appropriate care,
Native Americans regularly visit private
hospitals, and then beg the government to
pay their bills — something the IHS has
declined to do for over a half million Indians, costing them billions.
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The same terrible government service is
to be found in other countries as well. For
example, the U.K.’s lauded National Health
Service (NHS) holds a grim record. The
government-released Atcheson report indicated that 50 years after NHS was started,
inequalities in the system were the worst in
its history, with survival rates of people in
poor neighborhoods being much lower than
those in wealthier neighborhoods.
As reported by Kurt Williamsen in his
March 20, 2017 TNA five-part series on
the American healthcare system, clearly
“the free market is not to blame for the
dysfunction in the medical marketplace.”
Though the Belks complain that our government has been shirking its duty — not
bargaining with Big Pharma on behalf
of its citizens and otherwise controlling
prices, as do most foreign governments —
Williamsen quotes John Goodman of the
Independent Institute who estimates “that
the U.S. system — controlled and largely
run by government — is 80-percent similar to most other systems in the world.” So
again, it’s government’s fault.

The Cure Is More
Painless Than the Disease
For those who, like the Belks, believe
that company greed is an obstacle to providing quality, inexpensive healthcare,
Williamsen points to several real-life examples of free market healthcare success.
Prices for non-insured cosmetic surgery
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

have dropped during the past 20 years
because doctors compete for patients who
pay out of pocket. The history of LASIK
surgery is similar; despite great technological advances, prices have dropped dramatically, disproving the claim that better
technology means increasing costs.
Moreover, companies such as Medibid
and North American Surgery, Inc., are
cropping up that locate reasonably priced
surgical centers for uninsured or underinsured clients. The Surgery Center of
Oklahoma is one such low-cost surgical
provider. It offers cash prices based on the
cost of the surgery and a reasonable markup, and the amount customers pay is usually far below health insurance payments
and deductibles.
So what are the first steps to getting our
healthcare market back into the private
sector? Williamsen offers several suggestions gleaned from sources such as the Independent Institute, the Center for Health
Policy Studies, and the Citizens’ Council
for Health Freedom. First, allow individuals to purchase insurance with before-tax
dollars, just as employers do. This would
make insurance both portable and affordable, and remove the senseless burden of
health insurance from employers.
Americans should also be able to own
tax-free health savings accounts (HSAs),
which would roll over from year to year
and earn interest, to pay for future medical
expenses. Over time this would eliminate

the need for Medicare — which is nearly
bankrupt anyway — and phase government out of the healthcare industry.
Williamsen also highlights the importance of eliminating CON laws (Certificate of Need), which force communities
to prove to state bureaucrats that a new
hospital is necessary — and since the bureaucrats are usually doctors or beholden
to doctors’ lobbies, they seldom allow new
clinics to open. This move would allow
the market to dictate need, and facilities
such as the Surgery Center of Oklahoma
to flourish nationwide.
Hospitals’ non-profit status, which
shields them from taxes, should be stripped
unless they clearly list cash prices for private-pay patients. This would bring back
competition in healthcare and answer the
public’s clamor for total price transparency.
It would also significantly reduce post-operative infections, because quality is a selling
point when you’re catering to cash-paying
patients. (The Surgery Center of Oklahoma
boasts a post-operative infection rate near
zero, compared with as much as 10 percent
in the general medical community.)
Coupled with HSAs, forcing hospitals
into the for-profit world would eliminate
the need for private health insurance except for truly catastrophic situations. Premiums would nose-dive.
Private health insurance companies
should not be allowed to profit from laws
such as ObamaCare, which forced Americans to buy health insurance. (Of course
they lobbied for that government takeover;
it guaranteed profits!)
The corrupt and ineffective FDA should
be dismantled. Williamsen offers Underwriters Laboratories as a template of a
private alternative to the FDA, since that
global, independent company already certifies the safety of electronics and other
products. In the short term, user fees to
the FDA should be eliminated, and drug
patent laws need extreme and immediate
overhaul.
Each of these solutions reduces government control and involvement in
healthcare, restoring life and vigor to the
industry. That’s something to make us all
breathe a little easier.
The book is definitely worth reading to
find flaws in our medical billing system,
but it’s not good for giving fixes to the
problems. n
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Reap What You Sow
A farming community in North Dakota
has rallied around a farmer who suffered a
massive heart attack in September, helping
to save his crops and his livelihood.
USA Today reported Lane Unhjem of
Crosby, North Dakota, went into cardiac
arrest on September 9 after his combine
harvester caught on fire.
“He tried to get the fire out,” said Don
Anderson, a friend of Unhjem’s. “As he
fought the fire, he started feeling bad.”
Unhjem had to be lifted by a medical
helicopter to a hospital approximately
150 miles away. Unhjem’s condition was
critical, and he flat-lined numerous times,
Anderson told KSAT News.
In addition to the obvious health concerns related to Unhjem’s predicament, his
lengthy absence from his farm could have
resulted in his financial ruin.
Anderson told KSAT 12 that Unhjem
had about a month’s worth of work ahead
of him when he had the heart attack.
“When harvest is ready, it’s ready,” he explained. “Every day it sits in the sun or
gets rained on, the quality drops and the
price drops.”
According to KYFR TV, letting Unhjem’s crops go unharvested would have
been “a big loss for the family.”
But Unhjem’s neighbors were not going
to let that happen. Family friend Jenna
Binde told KFYR, “I talked to a couple
of farmers, got their equipment, and then
other people just started calling and we
had equipment offered from all over the
place in the county, and their workers to
go with it.”
Just three days after the heart attack, approximately 50 farmers showed up at Unhjem’s farm with 11 combines, as well as
six grain carts and 15 semis, to finish harvesting Unhjem’s durum wheat and canola.
With so much assistance, it took just
seven hours to harvest Unhjem’s 1,000
acres of crops. Anderson told KSAT 12
that the products needed to bag the wheat
were also donated. The bags cost approximately $900 each and five were required
for the harvest.
But the kindness did not just end there.
Unhjem’s condition remains serious,
and he is still undergoing treatment. In the
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meantime, the hay on his land needed to be
brought in for the winter, Anderson said.
Nineteen ranchers arrived on Unhjem’s
farm to haul 714 hay bales.
And the farmers’ wives wanted to do
something to help. Anderson told KSAT
12 they prepared and froze meals for
Lane to eat when he arrives home from
the hospital.
Anderson said their community has a
reputation for coming together to help one
another. Anderson himself experienced
such generosity when he was diagnosed
with cancer earlier this year. His friends
and neighbors raised $35,000 in just two
hours, he recalled.
Anderson chalks up the kindness to
this simple premise: “We’re a pretty faithbased community.”

Kindness Begets Kindness
Brittany Reed was so grateful for the kindness shown to her family by McDonald’s
teenage employee Wyatt Jones on September 22 that she paid it forward in a big way,
the Daily Mail reported.
Reed arrived at the McDonald’s drivethru in Waynesville, Ohio, after a long
day of soccer practice ready to purchase a
quick-and-easy meal for her three crying
children before calling it a day. She placed
her order and arrived at the window to pay
and receive her food when she discovered
she did not have her wallet.
Reed recalled that the moment nearly
brought her to tears, as she realized she
was going to have to run home for her wallet and return to place another order and
further upset her already tired, inconsolable children.
But before she could drive off, Wyatt,
16, said her family’s meal was on him. He
took out his own card from his wallet and
swiped.
Grateful, Reed vowed to return later to
pay Wyatt back for the food. But when she
returned just a few hours later to do just
that, Wyatt continued to insist the meal
was on him.
Reed was moved by the teen’s kindness
and took to Facebook to share her experience in the hopes her post would somehow
reach the boy’s parents:

“I just want his parents to know how
KIND & COMPASSIONATE your son
was tonight! He made this stressed out
momma pause for a moment and realize
this is exactly what we parents are trying to do, raise great humans,” she wrote.
Her post received more than half a million
shares and more than 700,000 likes.
The viral story eventually did reach
Wyatt’s parents, who were surprised and
proud of their son’s actions.
Wyatt’s mother, Lisa, said she had no
idea her son did that because he never
even mentioned it to her. He later told her
he didn’t say anything about it because he
didn’t think it was a big deal. That alone
was a proud moment for her.
“It makes me even probably more proud
of him because he’s not seeking the limelight. He’s not like, ‘Hey, look at me, you
know, I did this great big good deed.’ He’s
still like ... ‘It’s just something I would do
anytime,’” his mom said.
But for Reed the post simply wasn’t
enough. She decided to create a GoFundMe campaign on his behalf to help
him raise $5,000 to buy a car. As of October 19, the page raised a whopping
$48,920.
And when McDonald’s learned it had
such a kind young man working for its
establishment, it held a ceremony in his
honor on October 7, declaring it “Wyatt
Jones Day,” WCPO ABC Cincinnati
reported.
Jones admits to being overwhelmed by
the attention he has received for what he
has dubbed “a small act of kindness.”
“It’s amazing to think that something
like that can get you this far,” he said.
But Reed reminded Jones that even the
smallest acts can have the most incredible
impacts. “You totally turned a horrible day
into an amazing day,” she said. “It had just
been, to be honest with you, a very bad
week or two leading up to it. So it was just
kind of one of those moments that stops
you in your tracks.”
Even better, Reed says the interaction
has been inspiring for her oldest son,
who has been more generous in an effort to be “more like the boy from McDonald’s.” n
— Raven Clabough
THE NEW AMERICAN • NOVEMBER 23, 2020

HISTORY
PAST AND PERSPECTIVE

The Supreme Court’s Powers
The striving and strife that come with putting someone on the Supreme Court
imply we are installing a dictator or king. But this simply shouldn’t be the case.
of the intended power of the Supreme
Court that the Framers and ratifiers of
the U.S. Constitution left for us is found
in Article VI of that document. Article
VI reads, in relevant part:
This Constitution, and the Laws of
the United States which shall be
made in Pursuance thereof; and all
Treaties made, or which shall be
made, under the Authority of the
United States, shall be the supreme
Law of the Land; and the Judges in
every State shall be bound thereby,
any Thing in the Constitution or
Laws of any State to the Contrary
notwithstanding.
They’d be appalled: Not one of the men who signed his name to the Constitution drafted in 1787
would have done so had he had any idea that the government created by that document would
become an oligarchy ruled by a majority of Supreme Court justices.

O

by Joe Wolverton II, J.D.

n October 26, 2020,the same day
the U.S. Senate confirmed by a
vote of 52-48 President Donald
Trump’s nomination of Amy Coney Barrett to the U.S. Supreme Court, she was
sworn in at the White House.
On that occasion, Donald Trump told her:
Justice Barrett, as you take your oath
tonight, the legacy of our ancestors
falls to you. The American people
put their trust in you and their faith
in you, as you take up the task of defending our laws, our Constitution,
and this country that we all love.

Joe Wolverton II, J.D., is the author of the books The
Real James Madison, “What Degree of Madness?”:
Madison’s Method to Make America STATES Again,
and The Founders Recipe: Or, How to Make a Madison. He is the host of the YouTube channel “Teacher
of Liberty.”
www.TheNewAmerican.com

It is strange indeed that in a republic of
250 million citizens of voting age, the protection of their fundamental liberty should
be declared by the president to depend
upon the opinion of one unelected judge.
Strange, but true.
It wasn’t intended to be this way, though.
No, the men who drafted and ratified the
current Constitution were by no means establishing an oligarchy, a government that
would be under the control of men (and
women) over whom the people could exercise no electoral control. That, they rightly
believed, would be government without
consent of the governed, and such a government was the antithesis of the republican
form created by our patriarchs.
Knowing that our Founding Fathers
would never have ratified a plan of government establishing rule by an unaccountable cabal of judges, the obvious
question is, “What sort of Supreme Court
did they intend to create?”
The first obvious and overt evidence

In that list of those things that would, upon
ratification, be afforded the respect of “supreme law of the land,” you will not find
opinions of the Supreme Court. That was
not an oversight. The fact that the Framers purposefully left the decisions of the
Supreme Court off the list of things constituting the supreme law of the land should
be persuasive. The 55 (some days more,
some days less) men who sat in the State
House in Philadelphia in 1787 would not
have endured that sweltering summer only
to have accidentally left off something that
they intended to have supreme authority in
the new government they were creating.
For additional evidence that these men
never intended the Supreme Court’s decisions to be granted the deference due
the law, it should be recalled that at least
33 of the 55 delegates chosen to represent
the states at the convention of 1787 were
lawyers. A very commonly invoked legal
maxim known to the lawyers in the room —
as well as to many others who would have
had substantial legal knowledge without
ever practicing law (James Madison, for example) — should prove persuasive, as well.
That oft-cited legal maxim is: Designa35
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It is strange indeed that in a republic of 250 million citizens
of voting age, the protection of their fundamental liberty
should be declared by the president to depend upon the
opinion of one unelected judge.

Her duty: On October 26 at the White House, federal judge Amy Coney Barrett, nominated by
President Donald Trump to the Supreme Court and confirmed by the U.S. Senate, took the oath
of office, swearing to God that she would “defend the Constitution of the United States against all
enemies, foreign and domestic.”

tio unius (est) exclusio alterius, meaning,
“The designation of one (is) the exclusion
of the other.” In other words, the fact that
Supreme Court decisions were not listed
among those things that would be considered the supreme law of the land means
that it was intentionally left off. Article VI
omitted Supreme Court opinions, therefore, they were not to be viewed as part of
the supreme law of the land.
A real-world application of this maxim
will bring its meaning into clearer view.
If you tell your son to take out the trash,
sweep the garage, and walk the dog before he can go to his friend’s house, you
did not intend for him to have to wash the
car before he headed out. If your son left
after performing all the tasks you set out
for him, you wouldn’t ground him for not
washing the car before he left. If you had
intended for him to have to wash the car,
36

you would have included that task on the
list you gave him. You didn’t, so it isn’t
required of him.
While anyone can look to the record of
the debates of the convention of 1787 for
evidence that the drafters of the Constitution did not intend the decisions of the
national judiciary to rise to the level of
legislation, I’ll include here a few of the
clearest statements to that effect.
On July 18, the convention took up
the question of the federal judiciary and
its powers. On that day, James Wilson of
Pennsylvania declared his understanding
of the relative authority of the legislature
and the judiciary: “Laws may be unjust,
may be unwise, may be dangerous, may
be destructive; and yet may not be so unconstitutional as to justify the judges in
refusing to give them effect.”
Read that again. Congress might pass

some truly poor and, in fact, bad, laws, but
that did not justify judicial interposition.
Wilson’s understanding is seconded and
supported by the very first sentence of the
U.S. Constitution following the preamble:
“All legislative Powers herein granted
shall be vested in a Congress of the United
States, which shall consist of a Senate and
House of Representatives.”
Here again, had the Framers intended
for the Supreme Court to have any hand
in drafting or defining acts passed by
Congress, they would have noted that authority in Article I (the list of legislative
powers) or Article III (the list of powers of
the federal judiciary). They did not, so it
must be accepted that they did not intend
to endow the courts with such authority.
Later during that same debate on the proposed power of the federal courts, Elbridge
Gerry of Massachusetts said, “The power
of making laws ought to be kept distinct
from that of expounding the laws.”
A quick jump over to Samuel Johnson’s
Dictionary of the English Language (1785
edition) reveals that the word expound
means, simply, “to explain.”
No one today or in 1787 would have believed that explaining is the same as making. I can explain the way the engine in a
1964 Chevy BelAir works, but I couldn’t
begin to make one.
Later that summer, when the subject
of judicial authority was taken up again,
Charles Pinckney of South Carolina
summed up his understanding of the issue,
saying that he “opposed the interference
of the judges in the legislative business; it
would involve them in parties and give a
previous tincture to their opinions.”
Are we not living Pinckney’s prediction today? Would anyone care whether
a Supreme Court judge was nominated
by a Republican or a Democrat if judges
weren’t already tainted with the presumption of partisanship? The fact that the Barrett confirmation vote was along party
lines is enough to testify to the truth of
Pinckney’s proposition.
Finally, on September 17, 1787, 39 of the
42 remaining delegates agreed to the final
form of the U.S. Constitution, the form we
know today. With that vote, the document
was sent to Congress and then to the states
for their consideration.
Thus began the several states’ deliberation of the Constitution as delivered to
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them by the delegates in Philadelphia. It
is during the months of these debates that
we find many of the statements from advocates and adversaries of the Constitution
as to the power we are to understand the
federal judiciary to possess.
Beginning in October 1787, Alexander
Hamilton, James Madison, and John Jay
took up their pens and wrote a series of
85 letters expounding the Constitution and
recommending its ratification. These letters are commonly known as The Federalist Papers. It is in these missives that we
find the meaning of many constitutional
provisions as understood by the men who
supported its adoption. Accordingly, we
can afford great authority to these letters.
In The Federalist, No. 78 Alexander
Hamilton expounded on the intended
relationship between the judicial branch
and the legislative branch created by the
newly endorsed Constitution, and whether the former could override the will of
the latter when it came to the laws of the
United States:

Did you notice the restriction Hamilton recognized on judicial power?
He declared that the Supreme Court
(or any federal court) could not substitute its will for the intention of
the legislature. The justices would
be limited to judging the law, not
making the law, even, Hamilton
writes, if that law was “repugnant.”
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It can be of no weight to say that the
courts, on the pretense of a repugnancy, may substitute their
own pleasure to the constitutional intentions of the legislature.
This might as well happen in the
case of two contradictory statutes; or it might as well happen
in every adjudication upon any
single statute. The courts must
declare the sense of the law; and
if they should be disposed to exercise WILL instead of JUDGMENT, the consequence would
equally be the substitution of
their pleasure to that of the legislative body. The observation, if
it prove any thing, would prove
that there ought to be no judges
distinct from that body. [Emphasis in original.]
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Later in that same essay, Hamilton doubled down on his demarcation of the limits
on judicial power:
Whoever attentively considers the
different departments of power
must perceive, that, in a government in which they are separated
from each other, the judiciary, from
the nature of its functions, will always be the least dangerous to the
political rights of the Constitution;
because it will be least in a capacity
to annoy or injure them. The Executive not only dispenses the honors,
but holds the sword of the community. The legislature not only commands the purse, but prescribes the
rules by which the duties and rights
of every citizen are to be regulated.
The judiciary, on the contrary, has
no influence over either the sword
or the purse; no direction either of
the strength or of the wealth of the
society; and can take no active resolution whatever. It may truly be said

Limitations: John Jay was
the first chief justice of
the United States and
co-author of the essays
known as The Federalist
Papers. In those essays,
the limited role of the
federal judiciary was
explained, including the
prohibition on any lawmaking from the bench.

to have neither FORCE nor WILL,
but merely judgment; and must ultimately depend upon the aid of the
executive arm even for the efficacy
of its judgments.
This simple view of the matter
suggests several important consequences. It proves incontestably, that
the judiciary is beyond comparison
the weakest of the three departments
of power; that it can never attack with
success either of the other two; and
that all possible care is requisite to
enable it to defend itself against their
attacks. It equally proves, that though
individual oppression may now and
then proceed from the courts of justice, the general liberty of the people
can never be endangered from that
quarter; I mean so long as the judiciary remains truly distinct from both
the legislature and the Executive. For
I agree, that “there is no liberty, if the
power of judging be not separated
from the legislative and executive
powers.” [Emphasis in original; the
statement quoted by Hamilton is
from Montesquieu’s Spirit of
the Laws.]
Could there be any clearer condemnation of the modern behavior of the federal courts? Federal
judges today most certainly do
“annoy” and “injure” our rights,
regardless of the plain and printed
intent of the men who drafted the
U.S. Constitution!
While these expositions should
be enough to define the metes and
bounds of the judicial branch created by the current Constitution,
there were those of the founding
generation who worried that those
limits weren’t as clearly marked as
the proponents professed.
The men who opposed the ratification of the proposed Constitution, fearing that the document
delegated too much power to the
national government, are called the
Anti-Federalists. Most wrote under
pseudonyms. One of the most prolific and persuasive of those anonymous authors is Brutus.
In Brutus’ 11th letter (published
in January 1788), the author pre37
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dicted tyranny if the judiciary escaped its
bounds and gained the power to oppose
the legislature:
When the courts will have a precedent before them of a court which
extended its jurisdiction in opposition to an act of the legislature, is it
not to be expected that they will extend theirs, especially when there is
nothing in the constitution expressly
against it? And they are authorized
to construe its meaning, and are not
under any control?
This power in the judicial, will enable them to mold the government,
into almost any shape they please.

However true therefore it may
be that the Judicial Department, is, in all questions submitted to it by the forms of
the constitution, to decide in
the last resort, this resort must
necessarily be deemed the last
in relation to the authorities of
the other departments of the
government; not in relation to
the rights of the parties to the
constitutional compact, from
which the judicial as well as
38

In case there was anyone lost in the weeds of
his syntax, what Madison said was that if we
were to accept that the Supreme Court (or
any federal court) had the power to define
the limits of its own power, then we believe
that there truly are no limits of that authority
and that was most affirmatively not the will
of the Framers of the Constitution.
Think about it: If we turn to the justices
of the Supreme Court to have the final
word on whether abortion, gun control,

federally mandated health insurance, marriage, or life itself are legal in the United
States, we simultaneously have granted to
that body unlimited power over everything
dear to human existence.
This was never intended.
Next, consider this statement by Thomas Jefferson on the danger of placing liberty at the mercy of even the most trusted,
respected, religious, and right-minded federal judges:
To consider the judges as the ultimate
arbiters of all constitutional questions:
a very dangerous doctrine indeed and
one which would place us under the
despotism of an oligarchy. Our judges
are as honest as other men, and not
more so. They have, with others, the
same passions for party, for power,
and the privileges of their corps. Their
maxim is ‘boni judicis est ampliare
jurisdictionem,’[Good justice expands
its jurisdiction] and their
power the more dangerous
as they are in office for life,
and not responsible, as the
other functionaries are, to
the elective control. The
Constitution has erected no
such single tribunal knowing that, to whatever hands
confided, with the corruptions of time and party its
members would become
despots. It has more wisely
made all the departments
co-equal and co-sovereign
within themselves.
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Again, readers, can anyone cogently and
convincingly argue that the federal courts
have not molded the Constitution into a
new shape, a shape that would be unrecognizable to the Founders?
I will conclude with statements from James Madison and
Thomas Jefferson.
James Madison has been given
the honor of being called “The Father of the Constitution.” His authority in defining constitutional
powers is nearly irrefutable, given
that he not only was present every
day of the Convention of 1787,
but was a delegate at the Virginia
ratifying convention and was the
member of the First Congress to
propose the Bill of Rights.
In 1800, Madison published
a document known to history
as the “Report of 1800.” In that
paper, Madison addressed the
issue of power placed by the
Constitution in the judiciary:

the other departments hold their delegated trusts. On any other hypothesis,
the delegation of judicial power, would
annul the authority delegating it; and
the concurrence of this department
with the others in usurped powers,
might subvert forever, and beyond the
possible reach of any rightful remedy,
the very constitution, which all were
instituted to preserve.

No, no, no: In his “Report of 1800,” James Madison explained that
the Constitution would be subverted “beyond the possible reach of
any rightful remedy” if the Supreme Court were considered the final
and authoritative word on the constitutionality of a law.

So, what did the Framers intend
that federal judges would do?
The relevant part of the U.S.
Constitution listing the federal
judiciary’s powers is Article II,
which readers should read on
their own. But the Framers (and
others of the Founding Generation) had their say as well.
As noted law professor
Raoul Berger wrote in his influential book Government by
Judiciary, “The judicial role,
it cannot be unduly emphasized, was limited to policing
constitutional boundaries” —
and no more.
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What it says: Article VI of the U.S. Constitution clearly defines the federal acts that states should
accept as the supreme law of the land: “This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which
shall be made in Pursuance thereof; and all Treaties made, or which shall be made, under the
Authority of the United States.” Purposefully missing from that list: opinions of the Supreme Court.

But how was the judiciary to be kept
in check? The answer: through one of the
chief strengths of the U.S. Constitution —
the check and balance given to each branch
over its sister branches.
So, how is the Supreme Court checked?
Congress and the president may pass and
sign a bill into law. If that law is thought
by some to be unconstitutional, then that
law is presented to the federal judiciary for
constitutional analysis. If the law is judged
constitutional, then no further action is
taken. The law is enforced as every other
constitutional law.
If, however, the federal judges declare
that in their opinion the law is unconstitutional, then the matter was meant to return to the legislature (Congress), where
representatives and senators would decide
if they should take the Supreme Court’s
advice (opinion) and alter the text of the
law, or whether to ignore that opinion.
The Supreme Court, through issuing
an opinion that a law is unconstitutional,
checks the legislature and the executive.
The belief of the Founders was that such
a check would generally give pause to the
president and Congress, convincing them
that they should, in the name of being bound
by the Constitution, re-work a bill. Whether
they actually do it or not, is a risk we run as
www.TheNewAmerican.com

a republic where laws are written, passed,
and executed by flawed people, some of
whom may decide to act tyrannically.
Moreover, if, let’s imagine, a judge or
a group of judges begins issuing opinions
that laws passed by Congress and signed by
the president are unconstitutional, how are
such judges to be prevented from usurping
the authority of the legislature and the executive? Article II, Section 4 combined with
Article III, Section 1 reveals the answer.
Judges who trespass beyond the borders
of their constitutional authority into the
territory of authority of the other branches
may be impeached by Congress. The standard for impeachment is “good behavior.”
What does that mean? Good behavior, as
that phrase is used in the Constitution,
would be behavior whereby one keeps
within the boundaries of his authority. To
usurp powers not granted to him would be
bad behavior for a judge.
Finally, I offer the following quotes
from the men who framed the Constitution or who played a significant role in its
ratification as to what they intended to be
the legitimate constitutional role of federal judges. These statements, when read
with the material above, should illuminate
for the reader the scope of the Supreme
Court’s authority, thus revealing the real

threat posed to the Constitution and to
the liberty it was designed to protect by
federal judges on any level who take to
themselves the powers granted to the legislature or to the executive.
James Wilson said that Congress would
be kept inside its constitutional cage “by the
interposition of the judicial department.”
Oliver Ellsworth said the court would
be a “check” on any attempt by legislators
to “overleap their limits.”
Alexander Hamilton declared that the
purpose of the Supreme Court was to
serve as “bulwarks of a limited Constitution against legislative encroachments.”
John Marshall wrote, “Courts are mere
instruments of the law and can will nothing. When they are said to exercise a discretion, it is a mere legal discretion, a discretion to be exercised in discerning the
course prescribed by law.”
To sum up, then, the power of the
Supreme Court is to check and balance
the other two branches, opining on the
constitutionality of the acts of the other
two branches. There is no power in the
Supreme Court (or any federal court) to
usurp the powers granted to the other
two branches of the federal government.
As Thomas Jefferson said, “If [power is
boundless] then we have no Constitution.
If it has bounds, they can be no other than
the definition of the powers which that instrument gives.”
As with all questions pertaining to the
limit of the federal government’s power,
the only true check is the states who created the federal government in the first
place. If all three branches of the federal
government should combine to deny the
people of their rights through the passage
of unconstitutional acts, programs, or policies, the states have the power and the duty
to stop such tyranny at the state border.
At the end of the day, vigorous and active state sovereignty is the only reliable
restraint on federal overreach, including
that of the Supreme Court.
Congratulations to Justice Amy Coney
Barrett. May she always be faithful to the
oath she swore to God to be faithful to the
Constitution, and may Americans never
ask her to violate the boundaries of her
constitutional authority by requiring her to
decide questions never meant to be within the purview or power of the Supreme
Court of the United States. n
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Road Rage Leads
to Deadly Shooting
One of the most important things a gun
owner must learn is to never let his emotions dictate his actions. A tragic story out
of Covington, Kentucky, drove home that
point when a fender-bender turned deadly.
WTVQ.com reported on October 12 about
the incident, which occurred on Interstate
75 in Fort Wright, Kentucky. What happened next was caught on a 911 call.
Investigators say that 43-year-old Joshua G. Taylor, of Cincinnati, called 911
right after the accident occurred and told
the dispatcher that he just had a collision
with another vehicle in what he described
as a “road rage” incident. Taylor’s voice
got increasingly louder as he stated that he
could see the driver from the other vehicle
approaching him with a rifle drawn. There
was a brief verbal interaction between the
two men, shouting at each other, before
Taylor fired multiple shots at the other
armed man. Taylor then told the dispatcher
that he shot the other man, and he began
administering first aid.
Fort Wright Police and a Kenton
County Sheriff’s Department deputy
soon arrived on the scene and found
41-year-old John Patrick Abell suffering
from multiple gunshot wounds. Abell
was transported to a nearby medical facility, where he was later pronounced
dead. Taylor was taken into custody and
questioned but was released based on
guidance from the commonwealth’s attorney. Investigators recovered the rifle
at the scene that, they say, Abell was
carrying. Investigators determined that
the gun was not loaded and had a trigger
lock in place, but this didn’t matter, as
the commonwealth’s attorney explained.
Commonwealth’s Attorney Rob Sanders
publicly announced that the homicide
was justifiable and explained, “Kentucky
law states an individual is justified in
the use of physical force upon another
when the individual believes such force
is necessary to protect against the use of
unlawful force by another person…. The
investigation by Ft. Wright and Kenton
County Police Departments conclusively
found the shooter was reasonably in fear
40

“... the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.”
for his own life and responded lawfully…. There was no way for Mr. Taylor
to know the rifle being stuck in his face
was inoperable…. So that does not make
his reaction unreasonable or unlawful….
In fact, anyone who has a gun pointed
at him should always assume the gun is
loaded.”
Neither man had a criminal record, although investigators did locate multiple
empty liquor bottles in Abell’s vehicle,
and witnesses stated that they believe the
man was intoxicated based on his erratic
driving prior to the collision. Investigators interviewed more than a dozen witnesses who corroborated Taylor’s version
of the event. Multiple witnesses also took
photos on their cellphones that showed
Abell holding his rifle and pointing it at
Taylor while Taylor was still in his vehicle. One witness, Taylor Wirthlin, shared
her own thoughts on what she thought
was a pointless but inevitable shooting.
Wirthlin told WKRC, “We think in that
same situation, we would have done the
exact same thing, self-defend. You have
family; you have kids. We aren’t thrilled
that we witnessed the whole thing. I
mean, it was pretty crazy to see that, but,
I mean, it just happens. Stuff like that
happens and people need to be careful
with what they’re doing and slow down
and think.”

With Friends Like This
Facing constant attacks on the Second
Amendment, defenders of gun rights will
usually welcome any other like-minded
advocates, but an October 2 story by the
Hartford Courant (Connecticut) reminds
us that we need to be careful about who
we align with. The Courant profiled an
activist by the name of Cornell Lewis,
who organized a demonstration in the
north end of Hartford to inform the general public that black people like him
“will embrace the Second Amendment,
if we have to, to defend ourselves.” That
sounds great, of course, as every American should embrace our Second Amendment rights, regardless of their race, but
then Lewis followed that up by stating,
“People may say that guns are not the

way to go but it’s not their arse that is
being threatened. Black people are being
threatened and abused by the system, by
the police.”
That statement is problematic in itself because it seems to imply that black
people should be arming themselves to
use their guns against the police. This
obviously would only result in increased
violence, and is a reckless statement to
make. Lewis then also said, “If white
people don’t like it they can always go
back to where they came from and be
white there.” These remarks are obviously racially inflammatory, not to mention
also extremely confusing. Besides the
fact that if such a statement was said in
the reverse by a white person there would
be national outrage and a targeted harassment campaign against the speaker, Lewis
seems to be endorsing some type of racial
separatism. When Lewis says that white
people can go back to “where they came
from,” is he referring to Europe? And,
if so, is he suggesting that white people
who disagree with them should leave this
country and make a homeland in Europe
somewhere?
These remarks are alarming, but they
weren’t the only things Lewis said that
were eyebrow-raising. The Hartford
Courant story concluded by noting that
Lewis had organized his demonstration to
be racially segregated, with only “people
of color” being allowed to walk in the
streets. White people were shunted to the
sidewalks. Lewis explained his rationale to the Courant as being retaliation
for what he perceived as unfair treatment
he received for demonstrations in areas
that are majority white. “When we go to
protests in the suburbs, they say ‘This is
our neighborhood, get out.’ But this is
our neighborhood…. You can’t tell me
we can’t do what we want in our neighborhood.”
Lewis was able to get around 200 people to march in a demonstration that ostensibly was directed toward supporting gun
rights, but Second Amendment supporters
should not be rushing to praise him without scrutinizing the totality of his words
and deeds. n
— Patrick Krey
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Item: Speaking with 60 Minutes’ Norah
O’Donnell in a preelection interview,
Democratic presidential candidate Joe
Biden claimed the incriminating e-mails
found on Hunter Biden’s laptop and published in the New York Post were Russian
“disinformation.”
The Post received a copy of the laptop hard drive from Rudy Giuliani, a top
advisor to President Trump. Said Biden,
“[Trump advisor Rudy] Giuliani was being
fed disinformation from the Russians.”
Biden repeated that claim during his
second debate with Trump.
Item: Speaking with CNN’s Wolf Blitzer in
mid-October, leftist California Representative Adam Schiff, orchestrator of the failed
impeachment of President Trump, said
the same thing. “We know that this whole
smear on Joe Biden comes from the Kremlin,” Schiff averred without evidence.
Item: Less than a week before election day,
Hunter Biden’s former business partner,
Tony Bobulinski, appeared on Fox talker
Tucker Carlson’s program to verify the authenticity of e-mails that connect the Bidens
to Communist China. Bobulinski detailed
a meeting with Joe Biden in Los Angeles.
Next day, the major media ignored Bobulinski’s nationally televised confirmation
of the e-mails’ and the former veep’s role
in the Biden-China consortium.
Correction: One thing we know about
Hunter Biden’s laptop and cache of e-mails,
which connect the Democratic candidate
to his son’s remarkably lucrative global
business empire: They are not “Russian
disinformation.” John Ratcliffe, director of
national intelligence, debunked that conspiracy theory, and so did Bobulinski, the
former Navy officer who said the claim is
a sneaky accusation of treason against him.
That’s why he spoke to Carlson.
Yet the media permitted Biden and Schiff
to peddle the debunked conspiracy theory,
and are not concerned the e-mail collection proves that Joe Biden’s claim that he
knew nothing of Hunter’s far-flung, planetary business ventures is false. Nor are the
media much interested in explaining how
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!
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They Really Are
the Bad Bidens

For sale — my dad: Hunter Biden, while a drug addict and porn addict, made millions by trading
off his father’s influence. According to e-mails on his own computer, he then kicked back money
to his father, Joe.

a man such as Hunter Biden, whom the
Navy discharged for drug use, assembled
a network of high-level business contacts
that stretches from Ukraine to the Far East.

Bobulinski Speaks
The latest trouble Hunter Biden created
for his elderly father spilled out of a laptop
he left at a repair shop. The owner gave a
copy of the hard-drive to the FBI and to
Giuliani, who passed it to the Post.
Some of those e-mails connected the
Biden family to CEFC China Energy
through a company called SinoHawk.
Those e-mails detailed how equity in the
company would be shared, with “10” going
to the “Big Guy.”
When Biden, Schiff, and their media
stooges began peddling the “Russian
disinformation” story, SinoHawk chieftain Bobulinski stepped forward to clear
his name. In a news conference before
the second presidential debate, Bobulinski said the “Big Guy” is Joe Biden.
Bobulinski also said he met with the former veep.
Bobulinski then appeared on Carlson’s
program to describe his meetings with
Biden. Bobulinski showed that Biden lied
when he said he knew nothing of his son’s
foreign ventures. “When he states that,
that is a blatant lie,” Bobulinski said:

Obviously the world’s aware that I
attended the debate last Thursday,
and in that debate he [Biden] made
a specific statement around questions
around this from the president, and
I’ll be honest with you; I almost stood
up and screamed liar and walked out.
Bobulinski told Carlson about a meeting
at the Beverly Hills Hotel in Los Angeles. Like a wizened Mafia boss from central casting, at the meeting Godfather Joe
didn’t discuss the details of the Asiatic
consortium that Hunter and his business
pals were assembling with Communist
China. Said Bobulinski:
It was set up for the night of May 2nd
[2017].... I first met with Hunter Biden
and Jim Biden and just had a light discussion where they briefed me that,
listen, my dad’s on the way, and you
know we won’t go into too much detail on the business front, but we’ll just
spend time talking at a high level about
you, your background, the Biden family, and then you know he’s got to get
some rest because he’s speaking at the
conference in the morning.
The meeting’s purpose was to put Joe
Biden at ease with Bobulinski, who
41

would handle some of the family’s growing wealth. “They were putting their entire
family legacy on the line,” he told Carlson.
But again, the media mostly ignored
the Carlson interview. Bobulinski’s name
appeared nowhere on the home pages of
three major media websites: CNN, the
Washington Post, and the New York Times.
Not one of the Bidens — Joe, Hunter,
or Joe’s brother, Jim — has denied Bobulinski’s claims.
Another angle to the China story the
media ignored were e-mails not connected
to the Post’s bundle from Giuliani. Writing
at Breitbart, Peter Schweizer and Seamus
Bruner revealed that Hunter Biden’s business buddies arranged a meeting at the
White House for an outfit called the China
Entrepreneur Club.
The host of that meeting was Biden’s
transition co-chair, bazillionaire investor
Jeffrey Zients. Media response? Crickets.
When the National Pulse published an
audio recording of Hunter Biden’s admission that he was in bed with “China’s spy
chief,” the media reacted similarly — with
silence.
Said Hunter:
I have another New York Times reporter calling about my representation
of Patrick Ho — the f***ing spy chief
of China who started the company that
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He is talking: The Bidens,
though they have never denied
that Hunter’s computer and
the e-mails on it about selling
influence to Ukrainians and
Chinese are genuine, have said
the whole issue is Russian
disinformation. However,
one recipient of the e-mails,
Tony Bobulinski, says the
accusations are true.
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my partner, who is worth $323 million, founded and is now missing.

More on Burisma
The e-mails published in the New York Post
also contained material about the BidenBurisma influence-peddling scheme.
The CliffsNotes version of the story is
this: Burisma Holdings, a Ukrainian energy company, hired Hunter Biden for some
$50,000 a month despite Biden having no
experience in the energy business and a
record as a drug addict. Indeed, Hunter
Biden sat on Burisma’s board.
While Burisma employed Hunter,
Daddy Joe, the Obama administration’s
point man on Ukraine, forced the country
to fire its top prosecutor, who was investigating the company founder on corruption
charges. The prosecutor planned to interview Hunter Biden.
The Post published an e-mail dated
April 15, 2015 from a Burisma executive
to Hunter Biden to thank him for arranging
a meeting with this father. Though Biden’s
campaign denied any official meeting occurred, it confessed that Biden might have
well have met the exec “on the sidelines
of some broader U.S.-Ukraine event,” as
Politico put it.
In yet another 2015 e-mail, the exec
asked Hunter Biden for help in closing
down the prosecutor’s probe of Burisma.

Months later, in 2016, Burisma got what
it wanted when Joe Biden forced Ukraine
to pink-slip the prosecutor or lose $1 billion in U.S. loan guarantees.
When President Trump asked Ukrainian
President Volodomyr Zelensky during a
phone call to investigate, Biden’s Democratic attack dogs on Capitol Hill used the
request to suggest Trump solicited interference in the election and impeached him.
The media have insisted that the BidenBurisma scandal is, like the China e-mails,
a debunked conspiracy theory. Yet the
Bidens have neither denied nor even addressed the authenticity of the laptop, the
e-mails, or Bobulinski’s claims of a meeting with Biden Senior in Los Angeles.
In other words, the “debunked conspiracy theory” is that Hunter Biden’s China-Burisma e-mails are “Russian disinformation.”

Underage Girls
Also unsettling is Giuliani’s claim to have
found photos of underage girls on the laptop hard drive, and the accusation in a text
message that Hunter Biden was “sexually
inappropriate” with a 14-year-old.
In that message to his father — again,
the authenticity of which the Bidens have
neither denied nor addressed — Hunter
Biden wrote about an accusation from his
sister-in-law:
She told my therapist that I was sexually inappropriate [with an unnamed
14-year-old girl].
When she says that I Facetime
naked with [the unnamed 14-yearold girl] and the reason I can’t have
her out to see me is because I walk
around naked smoking crack talking
[to] girls on face time.
Giuliani was so disturbed by what he saw
that he turned the hard drive over to authorities in Delaware, who in turn gave it
to the FBI. One America News confirmed
that the hard drive contained photos of underage girls.
Congressional Republicans have asked
Attorney General William Barr to appoint
a special counsel to probe the scandal. n
— R. Cort Kirkwood
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THE LAST WORD
by Joe

F

Wolverton II, J.D.

Lessons to Be Learned From the Pilgrims

our hundred years ago,
before setting foot on
that famous rock, 41
passengers aboard the Mayflower signed the Mayflower
Compact, a document of immeasurable influence on the
country that would become
the United States of America.
The pious congregation of
Christians known to history
as Pilgrims were in their own
time called Separatists, for
their schism with the greater
Church of England. Dissension from the Church of
England was illegal during
the reign of King James the
First, and the king was determined to brook no effrontery
to his royal highness. To enforce his egotistical and tyrannical will, James sent agents far
and wide into the country to round up those Separatists reportedly meeting in secret in small groups to avoid detection by the
king’s sycophantic spies.
Fearing imprisonment or worse at the hands of the royal
agents, 400 English Separatists fled their beloved England.
They sailed surreptitiously to Holland (leaving England without permission was a crime), where the atmosphere was more
accommodating to those given to alternative (read: unofficial)
interpretations of the Word of God. The Dutch were historically
more tolerant of religious dissidents and would permit, within
limits, pilgrims of many religious creeds to assemble without
fear of reprisal or persecution.
Although the Pilgrims found a welcoming harbor in Holland, it proved to be a brief respite, as political situations altered as crucial peace treaties with Spain and France expired,
leaving Holland politically unallied and therefore exposed to
the avarice of other less-progressive states. As the climate in
Holland became increasingly inhospitable, the Pilgrims met to
formulate a new plan and consider the options open to them. It
was decided that, despite the possible implications, they would
return to England and immediately set about acquiring investors to fund their ultimate journey: to America.
As I considered the Mayflower Compact on the anniversary
of its signing, my mind was brought less to the text of the compact and more to the words of John Robinson, the spiritual
leader of the Pilgrims.
I’ve read Robinson’s “Farewell Letter to the Pilgrims” many
times. Reading this time, though, certain messages seemed to
stand out more than others. I believe it is because our time
seems so violent, so cruel, and so devoid of Christian kind44

ness that Robinson’s counsel to his congregation sank
so deeply into my heart. I
sincerely believe that if we
were to heed the advice and
direction given by Robinson
to the Pilgrims some 400
years ago, we could return
to a body politic that is much
more civil — something for
which we would all be grateful to God.
Feeling the sober and historic choices we continue to
face in our country, I thought
Robinson’s words might inspire readers the way they
have inspired me.
First, Robinson suggests
we must “daily renew our
repentance with our God.”
This, Robinson writes, would give us “security and peace in
all dangers.” That is certainly something we could all do with
more of.
Next, Robinson counsels his congregants to “carefully provide for peace with all men.” In an increasingly violent and
vitriolic world, peace is at a premium, but must be sought for if
we are to avoid further fighting and bloodshed.
A big part of peace with our fellow man, Robinson explains,
is neither offending, nor “easily tak[ing] offense being given by
others.” One need only spend seconds on social media to know
that we aren’t doing very well at this. These days it seems we’re
all too quick to take offense at someone else’s opinions and too
quick to share our opinions in offensive ways.
In support of his suggestion to not offend or be offended,
Robinson writes that in his experience people who are easily
offended or who easily offend have never “proved sound and
profitable members in societies.” Certainly, we’d all benefit
from being a little more thick-skinned and a little kinder in our
discourse, particularly as it relates to politics.
Finally, more than anything else it was the tireless and unwavering faith of our Pilgrim Fathers that kept them alive and
animated their firm resolve to bloom where the Hand of the Almighty God had planted them, no matter how rocky, unknown,
and hostile the soil.
On this 400th anniversary of the landing of the Pilgrims,
may we try to live up to their example of brotherly kindness,
Christian charity, and reliance on the grace of God to help our
“body politic” be much more civil in 2021. n
For more about the Pilgrims
thenewamerican.com/tag/thanksgiving
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The Life and Words of Robert Welch

View Robert Welch, a man who learned to read at age two, entered college at 12, struggled
to success in industry, and launched a movement that ultimately became the largest force
against communism and collectivism in the entire world. (2020ed, 332pp)
HB (1/$19.95ea; 2-4/$18.95ea; 5-11/$15.95ea; 12-23/$12.95ea; 24+/$9.95ea) BKLWRWHB
PB (1/$14.95ea; 2-4/$13.95ea; 5-15/$10.95ea; 16-31/$8.95ea; 32+/$5.95ea)  BKLWRWPB
SETBKLWRW
HB and PB set (1/$19.95ea; 2+/$18.95ea)

The Robert Welch Presentations — SIX DVD SET

The Robert Welch Presentations capture the best of Welch’s uniquely prophetic speeches from
1959 to 1974. These speeches established the philosophical foundation and grass-roots
organization of The John Birch Society and provided the impetus for today’s rapidly growing movement to restore freedom under the Constitution. The set includes six DVDs: 1. The
Life of John Birch; 2. An Intro to the JBS, What Is the JBS, and An Invitation to Membership;
3. The Touch of Sanity; 4. The Truth in Time; 5. In One Generation— Part 1; 6. In One
Generation — Part 2, Look at the Score. (2009ed, 553 total minutes, $29.95ea) DVDSRWP

2021 JBS Calendar

Plan your activism activities with this new JBS monthly calendar. It includes available
start and end dates for state legislatures and valuable coupon codes, exclusive to calendar
buyers, for ShopJBS.org! Made in the USA! (2020, 1/$7.95ea; 2-4/$6.95ea; 5+/$5.00ea)

CALJBS21

Historical Prints — SET OF SIX

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

The New American Binder

The perfect way to protect and preserve your copies of The New American magazine.
Holds one full year (24 issues, 1/$14.95ea; 2-5/$13.95ea; 6-9/$12.95ea; 10+/$11.95ea)

TNABINDER

Birchtionary — BOOKLET

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

We the People Lapel Pin

(1/$7.95ea; 2-4/$6.95ea; 5+/$5.95ea)
JPINWTP

JBS Eagle Lapel Pin

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

JBS 60th Anniversary Pin

JBS 60th Anniversary
Chunky Mug
(1/$7.95ea;
MUGJBSCH60

2+/$6.00ea)

JBS 60th Anniversary
Ceramic Mug
($12.95) MUGJBS60

($4.95ea) JPIN60

TNA Ceramic Mug

(1/$14.95ea; 2+/$13.95ea) MUGTNA

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

Hover your phone’s camera over the
smart code to order online.
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PRISM: Any medium that resolves a seemingly simple matter into its elements
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