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Ivan Pentchoukov

F
oreign actors obtained ac-
cess to the private, unau-
thorized email server that 
Hillary Clinton used dur-
ing her time as secretary of 

state, according to Rep. Mark Mead-
ows (R-N.C.)

“There is no denying that foreign ac-
tors actually had access to the server,” 
Meadows told The Epoch Times at a 
conservative political conference in 
Australia on Aug. 10. “The question 
is, to what extent. And I think there 
are several members of Congress who 
believe that [it] was a lot more invasive 
than perhaps the original inspector 
general’s report.”

Meadows made the statement while 
responding to a question about a sup-
plementary report that Department 
of Justice Inspector General Michael 
Horowitz sent to lawmakers. In testi-
mony before Congress in 2018, Horow-
itz promised to update the House Ju-
diciary and Oversight committees on 
what steps the FBI took to investigate a 
lead from the Intelligence Community 
Inspector General (ICIG).

The ICIG told the FBI that an anom-
aly in the metadata of Clinton’s email 
messages suggested that a foreign 
third-party received a copy of virtu-
ally every email that passed through 
the server.

Despite the alarming nature of the 
ICIG’s lead, it wasn’t included in the 
568-page report by the inspector gen-
eral on the handling of the Clinton 
email case. The report also doesn’t ad-
dress what digital forensic efforts the 
FBI undertook to determine whether 
an unauthorized third party accessed 
Clinton’s server. Horowitz’s supple-
mental report was meant to rectify 
that gap. His findings on the matter 
left some lawmakers feeling that the 
Justice Department (DOJ) didn’t do 
enough to investigate the possibility 
the server was hacked.

“The inspector general did respond 
to our committee in terms of foreign 
infiltration into the Hilary Clinton 
server. Some members of Congress 
felt that the analysis done by the DOJ 

was less than robust and didn’t go far 
enough into the potential for some 
of the infiltration that whistleblow-
ers had indicated to us had actually 
occurred.”

Peter Strzok, the FBI agent who 
led the Clinton email investigation, 
expressed intense bias against then-
candidate Donald Trump and believed 
that Clinton should win the presiden-
tial election “100,000,000-0.” Horow-
itz concluded that Strzok’s bias cast a 
cloud over the investigation.

According to Meadows and Rep. 
Louie Gohmert (R-Texas), Strzok was 
one of the four FBI officials who at-
tended a meeting with two members 
of the ICIG’s office—investigator Frank 
Rucker and attorney Jeanette McMil-
lian. During that meeting, Rucker 
informed the FBI about the metadata 
anomaly. Meadows and Gohmert have 
suggested that Strzok ignored the lead.

The FBI declined to comment. 
Charles McCullough, who served as 
the ICIG during the FBI’s Clinton email 
investigation, didn’t respond to a re-
quest for comment.

According to a transcript of the 
closed-door testimony by Strzok re-
viewed by The Epoch Times, Strzok 
told members of Congress in June 2018 
that he didn’t remember a meeting 
with the ICIG during which a discussion 
about changes in the metadata occurred. 
Strzok added that he wasn’t aware of 
anything in the Clinton email investiga-
tion that his team didn’t pursue.

Several other FBI and DOJ witnesses 
questioned by Congress about the mat-
ter claimed to have no memory of it.

When then-FBI Director James 
Comey exonerated Clinton in 2016, he 
stated that while the FBI was unable 
to find direct evidence of an intrusion 
into Clinton’s server, sophisticated for-
eign adversaries wouldn’t have left 
discoverable traces on the server. The 
bureau determined that “hostile ac-
tors” gained access to the private email 
accounts of people Clinton regularly 
communicated with. As secretary of 
state, Clinton sent and received work-
related emails on the territories of for-
eign adversaries, Comey said.

“Given that combination of factors, 
we assess it is possible that hostile ac-
tors gained access to Secretary Clin-
ton’s personal e-mail account,” Comey 
said on July 5, 2016.

Gohmert told The Epoch Times on 
June 26 that the U.S. intelligence 
community has established, without 
a doubt, that China hacked Clinton’s 
emails and that the FBI refused to ex-
amine the evidence.

“There’s no question, China was in-
volved,” Gohmert said.

Gohmert was the first lawmaker 

to publicly claim that China hacked 
Clinton’s server. President Donald 
Trump is the only other official to have 
made the same claim.

“Hillary Clinton’s Emails, many of 
which are Classified Information, got 
hacked by China,” Trump wrote on 
Twitter on Aug. 28, 2018.

Marc Ruskin, a 27-year veteran of 
the FBI, told The Epoch Times that 
Comey’s exoneration state-
ment was so vague with 
regard to foreign in-
trusion into Clin-
ton’s server that 
his statement may 
have covered the 
recent disclosures 
from Gohmert and 
Meadows.

The FBI documented 
at least four meetings 
with the ICIG before Strzok 
was assigned to the Clinton 
email investigation and transferred to 
headquarters from the bureau’s Wash-
ington field office. The meetings took 
place on July 10, July 13, July 22, and 
Aug. 3, 2015, according to documents 
the bureau released to the public since 
the closing of the investigation. Strzok 
began working on the Clinton email 
probe in late August 2015. The FBI 
didn’t release any documents memo-
rializing meetings with the ICIG after 
Strzok arrived on the team.

There’s no question, China 
was involved.      
Rep. Louie Gohmert (R-Texas) 

Strzok was transferred to FBI 
headquarters from the Washing-
ton field office as a result of a deci-
sion to transform the Clinton email 
probe from a regular investigation 
into a “headquarters special.” FBI 
witnesses told the inspector general 
that sensitive investigations have 
previously been run as “headquar-
ters special” probes, which allowed 
senior executives to exercise tighter 
control over the investigation.

Over the course of three months, 
midway through the investigation, 
all of the officials  in the chain of 
command above Strzok, with the 
exception of Comey, were replaced 
allegedly due to retirements and 
promotions. The reshuffle brought 
in Andrew McCabe as the deputy 
director and attorney Lisa Page as 
his liaison with the Clinton email 
team.

Page and Strzok maintained an 
extramarital tryst throughout the 

Clinton email probe. Their biased 
text messages, expressing hatred 
toward Trump and preference for 
Clinton, served as the core evidence 
for Horowitz’s conclusion that bias 
had cast a cloud over the investi-
gation. Several witnesses told the 
inspector general that Strzok cir-
cumvented the official chain of 
command by communicating di-

rectly with Page and thus 
to McCabe.

Ruskin told The Ep-
och Times it’s “un-
usual” for three 
senior-level execu-
tives to be replaced 
during a major in-
vestigation. Ruskin 

noted there would 
be an additional 

cause for concern if the 
outgoing officials didn’t 

go on to executive-level posi-
tions in the private sector immedi-
ately after leaving the FBI. In this 
case, two of the officials entered the 
private sector shortly after leaving 
the bureau and a third was promot-
ed to a higher post at the bureau.

Executive Assistant Director John 
Giacalone became the vice president 
of Hilton Worldwide in March 2016 
after he left the FBI the month be-
fore. Deputy Director Mark Giuliano 
became the chief security officer of 
Invesco Ltd. in February 2016 after he 
left the FBI the month prior. Execu-
tive Assistant Director Randall Cole-
man was promoted to the executive 
assistant director position of a differ-
ent FBI division in December 2015.

There is no 
denying that 
foreign actors 
actually had 
access to the 
server.      
Rep. Mark Meadows 
(R-N.C.) 

Foreign Actors Had Access to 
Hillary Clinton’s Email Server, 

Congressman Says
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1. Hillary Clinton during the 10th 
Anniversary Women in The World 
Summit in New York on April 12, 2019.  

2. Retired FBI Special Agent Marc 
Ruskin in front of the FBI office building 
in New York on May 19, 2017.

3. Rep. Mark Meadows (R-N.C.) listens 
to an aide during a hearing before 
the House Oversight and Reform 
Committee on Capitol Hill on June 26, 
2019.

4. FBI agent Peter Strzok (L) arrives for 
a meeting at the Rayburn House Office 
Building in Washington on June 27, 
2018.

5. Michael Horowitz, inspector general 
at the Department of Justice, at a 
Senate hearing in Washington on June 
18, 2018.
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New Indictments Expected in Wake  
of Epstein’s Death, Lawyers Say

Bowen Xiao

NEW YORK—New indictments are expected 
in the wake of accused sex trafficker Jef-
frey Epstein’s death by apparent suicide, 
as the case shifts to focus on unnamed co-
conspirators, according to criminal defense 
lawyers.

Two criminal defense attorneys told The 
Epoch Times that if the government was 
investigating Epstein to such a degree that 
they were able to make an arrest, it can be 
assumed that federal prosecutors in New 
York were also gathering evidence on those 
in his inner circle.

One attorney specifically mentioned the 
disgraced financier’s former girlfriend, Brit-
ish socialite Ghislaine Maxwell, who alleg-
edly assisted Epstein in luring minors. He 
said Maxwell would be prosecutors’ next 
main target and she could potentially name 
others connected to the multimillionaire.

“She’s going down. She’s going to take 
everybody with her,” Jeffery Greco, a New 
York criminal defense lawyer and former 
prosecutor, said in a phone call. “They are 
going to ask her, ‘Who else did you provide 
these girls to?’ I think that she is going to 
start talking.”

“Remember, it’s just pieces to a puzzle, so 
she may not know every-
thing. But they are going to 
use her to place the people 
at those parties, so if she 
can say, ‘I was there on this 
date ... and this senator and 
so-and-so was there,’ that 
will be enough for them to 
get them involved.”

Epstein often hosted 
parties at his Upper East 
Side mansion in New York 
City. He owned the prop-
erty, which has been val-
ued at $77 million, through 
an LLC. The seven-story 
building is located on East 
71st Street, between Fifth 
and Madison avenues.

Nearly 2,000 pages of 
documents relating to 
Epstein were unsealed on 
Aug. 9, revealing allega-
tions against a number of 
rich and powerful men, 
just a day before his ap-
parent suicide. The court 
documents, from a lawsuit 
by one of Epstein’s accus-
ers, Virginia Giuffre, listed 
new names allegedly in-
volved in Epstein’s traf-
ficking ring and more 
information on the role 
Maxwell played.

In a 2016 deposition, Gi-

uffre claimed she was directed by Maxwell 
to have sex with a number of powerful men.

Greco believes the biggest implication of 
Epstein’s death is that there will be “more 
and more indictments coming down.” He 
said the government will be pressured to 
file “additional charges” against “additional 
people” and will be more aggressive in their 
methods.

“I think there is this extra pressure on the 
government now to really focus on these 
[unnamed] co-conspirators, no matter how 
high up because it’s become so public,” he 
said.

According to court documents, Epstein 
sexually exploited and abused dozens of 
minor girls at his homes in New York City 
and in Palm Beach, Florida, among other 
locations. Since his death, a slew of inves-
tigations have been opened or demanded 
into his death. The official autopsy result has 
been delayed, “pending further information 
at this time.”

Julie Rendelman, a New York criminal de-
fense attorney and former homicide pros-
ecutor, said those who helped Epstein or 
assisted him along the way are now going 
to be the “focus of the future investigations” 
and will be “kind of the face of the Epstein 
case, instead of him.”

Some of the currently 
unnamed co-conspir-
ators could potentially 
have been cooperating 
with the government 
to get a better deal for 
themselves in testifying 
against Epstein, she said.

“I think many or some 
of them may have been 
witnesses against him 
[Epstein] and now, they 
are potentially going to 
be co-defendants,” Ren-
delman told The Epoch 
Times.

“One would have as-
sumed that the feds 
would have gone after ev-
erybody and tried to use 
those that were, I guess, 
the ‘smaller fish’ to go af-
ter the ‘bigger fish,’” Ren-
delman added. “I assume 
they would continue to 
pursue potential crimi-
nal charges against any 
co-conspirator that was 
involved in the case at 
this point.”

In an Aug. 10 state-
ment,  Manhattan U.S. 
Attorney Geoffrey S. 
Berman said the crimi-
nal investigation into sex 
trafficking and conspir-

acy accusations against Epstein “remains 
ongoing.” Attorney General William Barr 
previously said both the FBI and the De-
partment of Justice’s inspector general were 
opening investigations into Epstein’s death.

Epstein, 66, was found unresponsive in 
his New York jail cell in the Special Housing 
Unit of the Metropolitan Correctional Center 
(MCC) and was taken to a hospital, where 
he was pronounced dead, according to the 
Federal Bureau of Prisons, which operates 
the Lower Manhattan jail.

Raiding Properties
On Aug. 12, federal agents, including FBI and 
Customs and Border Protection agents, were 
seen at the dock and grounds of Epstein’s 
private island in the U.S. Virgin Islands.

According to Greco, nothing prevents 
prosecutors from seeking further search 
warrants to prosecute Epstein, even after 
his death.

“If they can show a federal judge that there 
is potential evidence on co-conspirators that 
would be found at these locations, then 
there’s not a federal judge around who’s not 
going to sign that and authorize that search 
warrant,” he said.

Potential evidence could be destroyed by 
people close to Epstein if authorities don’t 
preserve it now, Greco said. The evidence 
could lead to the prosecution and conviction 
of other co-conspirators, he added.

Epstein’s other “luxury properties and 
residences around the world,” include his 
roughly 75-acre Little St. James Island in 
the U.S. Virgin Islands. Another key 
property was his “Zorro Ranch” in New 
Mexico that covers thousands of acres. 
Prosecutors believe that Epstein’s island 
home was his “primary residence” in the 
United States.

Criminal defense attorney Eric Michael 
Arnone told The Epoch Times via email that 
Epstein’s privacy rights to his properties 
died along with him.

“Anyone out there who is concerned that 
a damning undiscovered document may lie 
in as of yet unsearched property of Epstein’s 
can no longer hide behind the powerful 
Fourth Amendment right that only Epstein, 
or another person with a valid privacy inter-
est ... could have asserted,” he said.

According to the latest batch of unsealed 
documents, former President Bill Clin-
ton had visited Epstein’s private island. Clin-
ton flew on Epstein’s jet, infamously dubbed 
the “Lolita Express,” at least 26 times, ac-
cording to records obtained by Fox News 
in 2016. In a July statement, Clinton denied 
ever visiting the island and said he had only 
traveled on the plane four times.

President Donald Trump questioned if 
Clinton visited the island, telling report-
ers on Aug. 13, “If you find that out, you’re 
going to know a lot.”

She’s [Ghislaine 
Maxwell] going down. 
She’s going to take 
everybody with her.       
Jeffery Greco, New York 
criminal defense lawyer and 
former prosecutor

(Top) A protest group called 
“Hot Mess” hold up signs of 
Jeffrey Epstein in front of a 
federal courthouse in New 
York on July 8, 2019.

 (Below) Ghislaine Maxwell 
in New York on Sept. 20, 
2013.
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Petr Svab

former Google engineer has 
released nearly 1,000 docu-
ments which he says prove 
that the company, at least 
in some of its products, 

secretly boosts or demotes content 
based on what it deems to be true or 
false, while publicly claiming to be a 
neutral platform and not the arbiter 
of truth.

The software engineer, Zach Vorhies, 
provided the documents to Project 
Veritas, a right-leaning investigative 
journalism nonprofit, as well as the 
Justice Department’s antitrust divi-
sion, which has been investigating 
Google for potentially anti-compet-
itive behavior.

“I thought that our election system 
is going to be compromised forever by 
this company that told the American 
public that it was not going to do any 
evil,” Vorhies told Project Veritas in a 
video published Aug. 14.

“And I saw that they were making 
really quick moves,” he added. “They 
were intending to scope the informa-
tion landscape so that they can create 
their own version of what was objec-
tively true.”

Going Public
Vorhies said he worked for Google for 
eight years, making $260,000 a year, 
when counting in the gains from the 
Google stock he owns.

“I had every incentive in the world 
to stay at the company and just col-
lect the paycheck,” he said, noting that 
most others would do that.

“But I could never live with myself 
knowing that, if Google was able to im-
plement the plans that they were plan-
ning, that I, at the moment of choice, 
backed out because I was selfish.”

Vorhies first came to Project Veri-
tas more than a month ago, disclos-
ing some documents and answering 
questions with his face hidden and 
voice disguised.

When he returned to work, however, 
Google sent him a letter demanding, 
among other things, that he turn over 
his employee badge and work laptop, 
which he did. He also received cease-
and-desist letters demanding that 

he stop disclosing “any non-public 
Google files.” Afraid for his safety, he 
posted on Twitter that if something 
would happen to him, all the docu-
ments he took would be released to 
the public.

Next thing, Google did a “wellness 
check” on him, he said. The San Fran-
cisco police received a call that Vorhies 
may be mentally ill. A group of officers 
waited for him outside his house and 
put him in handcuffs. “This is a large 
way in which they intimidate their 
employees that go rogue on the com-
pany,” he said.

Vorhies then decided that it would 
be safer for him to go public.

Vorhies called Google a “political ma-
chine” bent on preventing anybody like 
President Donald Trump from getting 
elected again. He said there are other 
Google employees who “see what’s go-
ing on and they are really scared.”

Changes at the company that wor-
ried him started in 2016, he said.

The documents indicate that Google 
has ramped up the emphasis on sup-
pressing what it deems “fake news.” 
That has led it to review news content 
using a variety of manual and auto-
mated means to make calls on what 
is true and what is “misinformation” 
and sort results accordingly.

Most of the documents appear to 
pertain to Google News, an aggregator 
featured prominently at the top of the 
page for news-related search results.

Google News
One document describes “Project Pur-
ple Rain: Crisis Response & Escalation” 

which goal is to establish “processes 
to detect and handle misinformation 
across products during crises” and 
“install 24/7 team of trained analysts 
ready to make policy calls and take 
actions across news surfaces including 
News, News 360 and Feed.”

“News” appears to pertain to “Google 
News” and “Feed” to the rebranded 
“Google Now” product, which shows 
news articles below the search bar on 
the Google mobile app.

Another document, a presentation 
that appears to date back to late 2017, 
explains that websites that apply to 
be included in Google News results 
need to pass an automated review 
that checks their technical param-
eters, and also a manual review of 
their “processes, policies, and edito-
rial guidelines.” If accepted, the sites 
are then repeatedly checked and given 
“demotion penalties” for infractions.

One of the goals of the effort was 
“clean & regularly sanitized news 
corpus,” it reads.

It’s not clear whether these steps 
have been implemented.

Fringe Ranking, Blacklisting, 
and Manual Rating
One of the documents says that Paul 
Haahr, Google’s principal engineer, 
leads the effort on “Fringe ranking” with 
the goal of “not showing fake news, hate 
speech, conspiracy theories, or science/
medical/history denial unless we’re sure 
that’s what the user wants.”

Another document lists websites 
whose content is manually banned 
from showing up in the “Feed.”

The list includes a number of fringe 
sites on the political right like the-
gatewaypundit.com and some sites 
on the progressive left like mediamat-
ters.org. But it also includes relatively 
mainstream right-leaning sites like 
newsbusters.org.

One presentation slide, apparent-
ly photographed from a computer 
screen, bears the title “Fake news & 
other fringe: Trashy recap” and says 
that “every day, top 250 videos [on 
Youtube] in top 26 locales are rated 
by multiple human raters.”

Google did not responded to a re-
quest for comment.

Bias
The documents Vorhies provided pre-
viously, together with his explana-
tions and hidden camera recordings 
by Project Veritas of other Google 
employees, indicate that the compa-
ny has created a concept of “fairness” 
through which it infuses the political 
preferences of its mostly left-leaning 
workforce into its products.

Several studies have shown that 
Google News, in particular, is biased 
to the left.

Google has repeatedly denied po-
litical bias in its products. Vorhies 
suggested, though, that Google tries 
to present itself as a neutral platform 
to preserve legal protection, under a 
statute which shields internet service 
providers from liability for user-gen-
erated content.

Robert Epstein, a psychologist who 
has spent years researching Google’s 
influence on its users, has published 
research showing that just by deciding 
the sequence of top search results, the 
company can sway undecided voters.

This led to 2.6 million votes shift-
ing in the 2016 presidential election 
to Trump’s opponent, former Secre-
tary of State Hillary Clinton, Epstein 
determined. He warned that in 2020, 
if companies such as Google and Face-
book all support the same candidate, 
they will be able to shift 15 million 
votes—well beyond the margin most 
presidents have won by.

Trump has reportedly been work-
ing on an executive order to address 
politically biased censorship by social 
media companies.

I thought that 
our election 
system is 
going to be 
compromised 
forever by 
this company 
that told the 
American 
public that it 
was not going 
to do any evil.       
Zach Vorhies, Google 
whistleblower 

Google Engineer Leaks Nearly 1,000 Internal 
Documents, Alleging Bias, Censorship

Through the public 
charge rule, Pres-
ident Trump’s 
administration is 
re-enforcing the 
ideal of self-suffi-
ciency and personal 
responsibility. 
Ken Cuccinelli, acting 
director of U.S. Citizen-
ship and Immigration 
Services 

Petr Svab

The death of accused sex trafficker Jef-
frey Epstein was enabled by a failure 
on the part authorities responsible for 

his detention, according to Bernard Kerik, 
who served as head of New York City’s jail 
system before becoming the city’s police 
commissioner.

Kerik affirmed the official statement that 
Epstein apparently committed suicide in his 
detention cell and noted that he had pre-
dicted that Epstein would do so.

Based on what unidentified law enforce-
ment sources have told media outlets, 
Kerik’s prediction came true down to the 
specific method Epstein would use. Still, 
the authorities didn’t take necessary steps 
to prevent it.

“If they want to keep you alive, I promise 
you, they keep you alive,” he told The Epoch 
Times in a phone call.

Kerik led the NYC Department of Cor-
rection from 1998 to 2000 and the city’s 
police department from 2000 to 2001. He 
also served eight months in federal prison 
after pleading guilty to tax fraud and mak-
ing false statements. Before his sentencing, 
he was held in solitary confinement for 60 
days in the same high-security housing unit 
as Epstein, in the Metropolitan Correctional 
Center in Manhattan.

Predictable
Epstein was found unresponsive in his cell 
on the morning of Aug. 10 and was later 
pronounced dead in a hospital.

He was reportedly put on suicide watch 
in the protective custody wing of the fed-
eral detention facility after an apparent 
suicide attempt between July 23 and 24. 
Later, he was reportedly taken off suicide 

watch and his cellmate was transferred 
out, leaving Epstein in de facto solitary 
confinement.

Under these conditions, his suicide was 
predictable, according to Kerik.

Solitary confinement eats at an inmate’s 
psyche in ways hard to imagine for someone 
who hasn’t had such an experience, Kerik 
said, recalling his own time in such a cell. 
There’s little to do in an 8-by-15-foot space 
with no reading materials except a Bible.

“You know what you do? You count the 
cracks in the wall. You count the springs 
in the bunk bed above you,” Kerik said.

“You do everything in your power to keep 
your mind occupied, but your mind keeps 
floating back to, basically, ‘I’m [expletive].’”

Eventually, the person realizes that he’s 
going crazy.

“You wake up talking to yourself, or you 
go into a trance,” Kerik said. “Yeah, you 
realize it.”

The severity of the effects depends on the 
person—for some, the mental deteriora-
tion begins quickly. In Kerik’s estimation, 
Epstein wouldn’t have been particularly 
resilient to such a situation. “I can’t see 
Epstein being a tough guy,” he said.

The contrast between Epstein’s appar-
ently hedonistic lifestyle and the austerity 
of his prison existence would likely worsen 
the shock.

Epstein’s lawyers appealed the decision 
to deny him bail, but the appeal had a 
high legal bar to clear and Epstein may 
have been aware of that. He was looking 
at spending the rest of his life in prison, 
where pedophiles are known to receive the 
harshest treatment from fellow inmates.

“That guy is going to be depressed,” Kerik 
said. “That guy is going to look at this as 
hopeless.”

Preventable
Epstein reportedly used a bed sheet to hang 
himself, which is what Kerik predicted, ex-
plaining in detail what the cell looks like, 
how the inmate would usually tie the sheet 
to the top of the 5-foot bunk bed, and how 
the inmate would then suffocate himself.

“I’ve seen it done dozens of times,” Kerik 
said.

Suicides in prison are common and hard 
to prevent, according to Kerik. He had a case 
in Manhattan in which an inmate strangled 
himself with his own socks. Another suf-
focated himself by eating a plastic bag.

Still, there are ways to prevent suicide, 
especially if the person is as prominent as 
Epstein.

Kerik said that holding Epstein in that type 
of cell wasn’t compatible with a proper sui-
cide watch. A supervisor should have been 
detailed to go by his cell every 10 minutes, 
instead of the normal 30 minutes.

Even the 30-minute interval reportedly 
wasn’t followed on the night before Epstein’s 
death, but it only takes about 10 minutes to 
prepare the bedsheet and to suffocate one-
self, so 30 minutes would have been too long 
anyway, Kerik said.

Another precaution could have been to 
place Epstein in a cell outside the officers’ 
stations, so he would be under constant sur-
veillance. The authorities also could have 
asked the court to put a camera in his cell.

The risks surrounding Epstein were “just 
ignored,” Kerik said.

The FBI and the U.S. Attorney’s Office for 
the Southern District of New York are inves-
tigating Epstein’s death. Attorney General 
William Barr said that there were “serious 
irregularities” at the facility holding Epstein, 
and that he asked the Justice Department’s 
inspector general to investigate the matter.

If they want to keep 
you alive, I promise 
you, they keep you 
alive.
Bernard Kerik, former police 
commissioner, New York

Former Head of New York Jails, NYPD Explains 
Failures That Allowed Epstein’s Death

New Rule Bans Immigrants 
From Being a ‘Public Charge’
Matthew Vadum

WASHINGTON—The Trump 
administration will soon 
enforce a long-awaited 
“public charge” rule aimed 
to ensure that future immi-
grants to the United States 
can support themselves 
without becoming a burden 
on taxpayers.

The move, which is part of 
President Donald Trump’s 
promised overhaul of the 
nation’s immigration poli-
cies, will give the govern-
ment leeway to deny green 
cards, which bestow per-
manent resident status on 
individuals, if, according to 
government methodology, 
the individuals are thought 
likely to become reliant on 
welfare programs.

The rule will have pro-
spective effect, meaning it 
will not affect those who 
already have green cards or 
have become U.S. citizens. 
Asylees also will be exempt 
from the rule.

America’s immigration 
policies must promote “the 
well-being of the American 
people,” Trump said while 
campaigning in August 
2016.

“Our enforcement pri-
orities will include remov-
ing criminals, gang mem-
bers, security threats, visa 
overstays, public charges,” 
Trump said. He defined pub-
lic charges as “those relying 
on public welfare or strain-
ing the safety net along with 
millions of recent illegal ar-
rivals and overstays who’ve 
come here under this cur-
rent corrupt administra-
tion.”

The United States needs 
people who are “able to 

stand on their own two 
feet,” Ken Cuccinelli, acting 
director of U.S. Citizenship 
and Immigration Services 
(CIS), an agency under the 
Department of Homeland 
Security, said at an Aug. 12 
White House press briefing.

“Through the public 
charge rule, President 
Trump’s administration is 
re-enforcing the ideal of 
self-sufficiency and per-
sonal responsibility, en-
suring that immigrants are 
able to support themselves 
and become successful in 
America,” he said.

This doesn’t mean that 
someone deemed likely 
to become dependent on 
government relief will au-
tomatically be barred, Cuc-
cinelli added. A “totality of 
circumstances test” will be 
used to assess applications 
and if someone is deemed 
inadmissible on public 
charge grounds, they will 
be allowed to post a public 
charge bond, he said.

The Federation for Ameri-
can Immigration Reform 
(FAIR) applauded the new 
policy.

“With crumbling infra-
structure, highly unafford-
able health care, and rising 
college tuition costs, the 
money spent on noncitizen 
welfare could certainly be 
allocated elsewhere,” FAIR 
government relations direc-
tor R.J. Hauman told The Ep-
och Times.

“Carelessly providing bil-
lions of dollars in benefits to 
people who never paid into 
our system is not only unfair 
to American citizens, but a 
recipe for financial disaster.”

Critics characterized the 
incoming rule as mean-

spirited and promised to 
fight it in the courts. Some 
critics also say the rule will 
make some fearful of apply-
ing for government benefits.

The proposed regulation, 
consisting of an 837-page 
rule that is expected to take 
effect Oct. 15 defines the 
phrase “public charge” un-

der Section 212(a)(4) of the 
Immigration and National-
ity Act. Hundreds of thou-
sands of comments from the 
public were received.

The public-charge prin-
ciple, that is, the idea that 
immigrants should have to 
demonstrate they can get by 
without becoming wards of 

the government, has been 
part of the American expe-
rience for centuries. Pub-
lic charge provisions have 
been part of U.S. immigra-
tion law since at least 1882. 
One of the earliest known 
public charge laws in colo-
nial Massachusetts was en-
acted in 1645. By the end of 

the 1600s, many American 
colonies screened would-be 
immigrants and required 
bonds for those believed 
likely to become public 
charges.

The now-defunct U.S. Im-
migration and Naturaliza-
tion Service issued a field 
guidance in 1999 defining 

a public charge as someone 
who is “primarily depen-
dent on the government for 
subsistence, as demonstrat-
ed by either (i) the receipt of 
public cash assistance for 
income maintenance or (ii) 
institutionalization for long-
term care at government ex-
pense.” This includes Sup-
plemental Security Income, 
Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families, state and 
local cash assistance, and 
Medicaid in certain circum-
stances.

But the legal provision has 
been largely ignored in re-
cent years.

“The difficulty we have 
had for the past 20 years un-
der the 1999 guidance is that 
it was in anticipation of a 
rule that was never entered 
and it was fairly minimal-
ist guidance and it has not 
been particularly useful in 
the work we do at USCIS,” 
Cuccinelli said, describing 
the new rule as a “better and 
more thorough attempt.”

The new rule defines “pub-
lic charge” as an immigrant 
who takes in one or more 
designated public benefits 
for more than 12 months 
within a 36-month period. 
The rule also provides a long 
list of categories of individu-
als who will be exempt from 
the regulation, largely on 
humanitarian grounds.

“Selecting immigrants 
who are likely to be self-
sufficient and financially 
responsible is a win-win,” 
said Hauman.

“Not only will it save tax-
payers billions of dollars an-
nually–it also gives an im-
migrant a true opportunity 
to prosper and succeed in a 
new country.”A

(Above) Google 
staff outside the 
company’s UK 
headquarters in 
London on Nov. 1, 
2018.   

(Right) Former 
Google software 
engineer Zach 
Vorhies.

Former New York City Police 
Commissioner Bernard Kerik 
in this file photo. 

(Above) A Customs 
and Border 
Protection officer 
checks a family at 
the passport control 
area at the Miami 
International Airport 
on Jan. 19, 2007. 

(Left) Acting 
Director of U.S. 
Citizenship and 
Immigration Services 
Ken Cuccinelli at 
the White House in 
Washington on Aug. 
12, 2019.
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Trump Pledges During Speech to 
Continue Growing Energy Production, 
Manufacturing Jobs

Trump on Epstein:  
‘I Want a Full Investigation’
Janita Kan

President Donald Trump said on Aug. 13 that 
he is demanding a “full investigation” into 
the death of financier Jeffrey Epstein, a day 
after Attorney General William Barr said 
there were “serious irregularities” at the 
prison that held the alleged sex trafficker.

“Basically what we’re saying is we want 
an investigation. I want a full investigation. 
And that’s what I absolutely am demanding. 
That’s what our great attorney general is do-
ing; he’s doing a full investigation,” Trump 
told reporters in Morristown, New Jersey.

Epstein was found unresponsive in his cell 
in the Special Housing Unit at the Metropoli-
tan Correctional Center in New York City at 
6:30 a.m. on Aug. 10. The 66-year-old was 
recently denied bail while awaiting trial on 
sex trafficking charges. Authorities said he 
had sexually abused and exploited dozens 
of girls, some of them as young as 14.

Thousands of documents relating to his 
alleged wrongdoing were unsealed just a day 
before he was found unresponsive.

Speaking to reporters, Trump commented 
on a retweet of a post on Twitter that had 
alleged the Clintons were involved in Ep-
stein’s death.

“He’s a highly respected conservative pun-
dit. He’s a big Trump fan. That was a retweet. 
That wasn’t from me. That was from him,” 
the president said. “He’s a man with half-
a-million followers, a lot of followers, and 
he’s respected.”

Trump’s comments follow Barr’s state-

ment on Aug. 12 where he confirmed that 
the FBI and the Office of Inspector General 
are conducting a “thorough investigation” 
into Epstein’s death.

“I was appalled, and indeed the whole de-
partment was, and, frankly, angry,” Barr 
said, speaking at an event in New Orleans on 
Aug. 12. He called it a “failure to adequately 
secure this prisoner.”

“We are now learning of serious irregulari-
ties at this facility that are deeply concerning 
and demand a thorough investigation. The 
FBI and the Office of Inspector General are 
doing just that.

“We will get to the bottom of what happened, 
and there will be accountability. But let me as-
sure you that this case will continue on against 
anyone who was complicit with Epstein. Any 

co-conspirators should not rest easy. The vic-
tims deserve justice, and they will get it.”

Barr said that the case involving Epstein 
is a priority for the department.

“This sex trafficking case was very im-
portant to the Department of Justice and to 
me personally,” he said, noting it was also 
important to agents working on it and to vic-
tims “who had the courage to come forward 
and deserve the opportunity to confront the 
accused in the courtroom.”

Epstein was previously found injured 
and semi-conscious in his prison cell with 
marks on his neck on July 24, but it was un-
clear whether that incident was a suicide 
attempt or an assault by another inmate. 
Following the incident, he was placed on 
suicide watch but was later taken off, ac-
cording to reports.

A source told Reuters that the financier 
wasn’t on suicide watch at the time of his 
death. The source also said that at the facil-
ity, two jail guards are required to check on 
all inmates every 30 minutes, but added that 
the “procedure was not followed overnight.”

The Washington Post, citing an unnamed 
source, reported that corrections officers 
had not checked on Epstein for “several” 
hours before he was found unresponsive in 
his cell. He was also supposed to have had a 
cellmate, but—for reasons that are still being 
investigated—he did not have one at the time 
of his death, the newspaper reported.

Epoch Times reporter Zachary Stieber 
contributed to this report.

We will get to the 
bottom of what 
happened, and there 
will be accountability.
William Barr, attorney general 

Ivan Pentchoukov

P resident Donald Trump high-
lighted his administration’s 
commitment to expanding 
America’s energy sector and 

adding manufacturing jobs, during 
a speech at a petrochemical plant in 
Monaca, Pennsylvania, on Aug. 13.

Work on Shell’s soon-to-be-com-
pleted Pennsylvania Petrochemicals 
Complex currently employs 5,000 
construction workers. Upon comple-
tion, the plant, staffed with 600 per-
manent employees, will churn out up 
to 1.6 million tons of plastic annually 
for a wide range of products, from con-
sumer packaging to car parts.

Manufacturing towns such as Mona-
ca helped Trump win the presidential 
election in 2016. In addition to touting 

the administration’s progress in the 
manufacturing and energy sectors, 
the president covered a wide range of 
topics during a speech that lasted for 
more than an hour.

Trump highlighted the economic 
numbers in Pennsylvania, noting 
that the recent growth wouldn’t have 
happened if he hadn’t been elected 
president.

“This would’ve never happened 
without me and without us,” the presi-
dent said.

Trump won Beaver County, where 
the plant is located, by 18 points in 
2016.

Drilling for natural gas deposits in 
the Marcellus Shale formation turned 
Pennsylvania into the nation’s No. 2 
natural gas state. The Shell plant in 
Monaca is a so-called cracker plant—

named after the process in which mol-
ecules are broken down at high heat, 
turning fracked ethane gas into one 
of the precursors for plastics.

While Shell made the final invest-
ment decision to build the plant in 
2016, it announced its initial plans in 
2012.

Asked about environmental con-
cerns regarding plastics, specifically 
ocean pollution, Trump told reporters 
aboard Air Force One that the pollu-
tion in the ocean is “not our plastic.”

“It’s plastics that are floating over 
in the ocean and the various oceans 
from other places,” the president said.

Shell has “dedicated a great deal of 
time and resources” to ensure that 
emissions from the plant meet or ex-
ceed local, state, and federal require-
ments, Ray Fisher, a company spokes-

man said. “As designed, the project 
will actually help improve the local 
air shed as it relates to ozone and fine 
particulates.”

Since taking office, Trump has 
placed a focus on deregulating U.S. in-
dustry to spur increases in manufac-
turing and energy production, among 
other sectors. The president withdrew 
from the Paris Climate Agreement and 
ended the Obama-era Clean Power 
Plan. The White House helped push 
through approvals for oil pipelines 
and opened up vast tracts of land for 
development, Trump told the workers.

The United States, which is on track 
to export more energy than it imports 
by 2020, is now the largest crude oil 
producer in the world, with output 
growing 20 percent in 2018 to nearly 
11 million barrels per day.

Since Trump took office in January 
of 2017, the United States economy has 
gained 523,000 manufacturing jobs. 
By comparison, the Obama adminis-
tration added 287,000 manufacturing 
jobs during the three years preceding 
Trump.

“Our country wasn’t doing well with 
Biden and Obama,” Trump said.

The new jobs pay substantially more 
on average. Blue-collar workers are 
expected to receive $2,700 more in 
annual wages on average this year, 
according to the White House.

Trump announced that Shell is join-
ing the Pledge to America’s Workers. 
Driven by Ivanka Trump, this White 
House initiative benefits minorities, 
people with disabilities, and workers 
without high school degrees. Compa-
nies who join the pledge vow to create 
apprenticeships, on-the-job training op-
portunities, and continuing education.

More than 300 companies and orga-
nizations have joined the pledge, com-
mitting to train more than 12 million 
Americans over the next five years.

The Associated Press contributed to 
this report. Epoch Times reporter 
Emel Akan contributed to this 
report.

Manufacturing 
towns such as 
Monaca helped 
Trump win the 
presidential 
election in 
2016.

Uma Sanghvi/Palm Beach Post via AP, File
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President Donald 
Trump speaks to 
5,000 contractors at 
the Shell Chemicals 
Petrochemical 
Complex in Monaca, 
Pa., on Aug. 13, 
2019.       

Ivan Pentchoukov

News Analysis

The majority of likely Demo-
cratic caucus-goers in Iowa 
prefer a health care system 
that would let people opt into 

a government Medicare plan, while 
only 1 in 5 support the Medicare for 
All system that would eliminate pri-
vate health insurance, according to a 
Monmouth University poll conducted 
in early August.

Health care is the top issue for 55 
percent of Iowa Democrats. The poll 
found that 56 percent of likely Iowan 
poll-goers prefer the so-called public 
option, while only 21 percent would 
like the socialist Medicare for All sys-
tem.

Medicare for All has become a vir-
tual litmus test of how far to the left 
Democratic presidential candidates 
are willing to go to secure enough 
support from the party’s far-left base 
to win the primary election. Social-
ist Sen. Bernie Sanders (D-Vt.), Sen. 
Elizabeth Warren (D-Mass.) and Sen. 
Kamala Harris (D-Calif.) were forced 
to defend their position on Medicare 
for All during the two Democratic 
presidential primary debates in late 
July.

More than half of Americans, or 
approximately 156 million people, 
receive health insurance on private 
plans provided by their employers. 
Nearly 7 in 10 of them are satisfied 
with those plans, according to a poll 
by the Kaiser Family Foundation.

In addition to eliminating private 
health insurance, Medicare for All 
would cost taxpayers $32 trillion over 
the course of a decade, according to 
one estimate. Sanders has said the cost 
could be up to $40 trillion.

The Monmouth poll also asked 
Democrats which candidate most 
closely aligned with their own views 
on health care. While Biden topped 
the list with 28 percent, support for 
the three Medicare for All candidates 
surprisingly totaled 49 percent. An 
additional 28 percent said they were 

unsure which candidate aligned with 
their views.

The confusion among voters is likely 
due to the ongoing failure by the Demo-
cratic candidates to clarify their posi-
tions on health care.

Confusion may also be the goal. Candi-
dates who back Medicare for All or simi-
lar plans score points with the far-left 
base while knowing that their positions 
on the issue would harm the prospects 
in a general election because Medicare 
for All, a purely socialist policy, is un-
popular with voters overall.

That’s especially the case once vot-
ers are clear on what Medicare for All 
stands for. Only 13 percent of likely 
voters say they would support Medi-
care for All if it meant the end of private 
health insurance.

Socialism is similarly unpopular. 
Among the candidates, only Sanders is 
a self-proclaimed socialist, while the rest 
have distanced themselves from the label.

As a result, candidates who back so-

cialist policies can insulate themselves 
from damage in the general election by 
being vague about their positions. This 
fuzziness could account for the confu-
sion among voters. While 63 percent of 
Americans don’t want to live in a social-
ist country, 66 percent believe the gov-
ernment should provide free universal 
health care, a purely socialist policy.

The Monmouth poll found that voters 
who back Medicare for All are clearly 
aligned with the two candidates fully 
backing the policy. Sixty-four percent 
said Sanders aligned with their views, 
and 44 percent said Warren did.

The voters who don’t want to end pri-
vate health insurance are less clear about 
which candidates align with their views. 
Biden topped the list with 34 percent, yet 
Warren, who backs eliminating private 
health insurance, is in second place with 
18 percent.

“Many voters remain confused on the 
single most important domestic policy 
issue of the 2020 race,” Patrick Murray, 

director of the independent Monmouth 
University Polling Institute, said in a 
statement. “The Medicare for All crowd 
has their champions, but the vast major-
ity of voters who want a public option are 
all over the place. Last month’s debates 
do not appear to have clarified where the 
candidates stand on health care.”

Keeping the current health care sys-
tem unchanged was the least popular 
choice, with just 4 percent of likely 
caucus-goers backing the idea. An ad-
ditional 13 percent said they’d keep the 
current system if tighter cost regulations 
were enacted.

Despite the importance of each can-
didate’s positions on the issues, the poll 
found that the majority of Iowa Demo-
crats—72 percent—prefer to pick a nomi-
nee who is most likely to defeat President 
Donald Trump in the general election. 
Only 1 in 5 said they would back a can-
didate who aligned with their posi-
tions even if the candidate would have 
a hard time beating Trump.

Many voters 
remain 
confused on 
the single most 
important 
domestic policy 
issue of the 
2020 race.      
Patrick Murray, 
director, Monmouth 
University Polling 
Institute 

Iowa Democrats Support Public 
Option Over Medicare for All
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Sen. Bernie Sanders 
(I-Vt.) at a health 

care rally in San 
Francisco on Sept. 

22, 2017.  

Zachary Stieber

Two Democratic front-runners pro-
posed gun control plans over the 
weekend.

Sen. Elizabeth Warren (D-Mass.), second 
or third in most recent polls, said she wants 
to increase taxes on guns and ammunition, 
whether they are manufactured in the Unit-
ed States or imported into the country.

“Increasing taxes on gun manufacturers 
will reduce gun and ammunition sales and 
bring in new federal revenue that we can 
use for both gun violence prevention and 
enforcement of existing gun laws,” Warren 
said in a statement.

If elected, Warren said in her plan, she 
would bypass Congress and take executive 
action that would include requiring back-
ground checks for most private sales and 
raising the minimum age to own guns to 
21 across the board.

Warren also said she’d investigate the Na-
tional Rifle Association (NRA), accusing it 
of “exploiting loopholes in federal laws gov-
erning non-profit spending to divert mem-
ber dues into lavish payments for its board 
members and senior leadership.”

The NRA criticized Democratic candidates 
for allegedly politicizing the mass shootings 
in early August, saying on Aug. 8: “We all 
know the truth: the answers we seek lie far 
beyond statements neatly packaged for TV 
programs and the political campaign trail. 
We must identify what is at the root of the 
problem.”

Warren also said she’d rely on Congress to 
pass legislation creating a federal licensing 
system and increasing taxes on gun manu-
facturers and importers.

“Handguns are taxed at 10 percent and other 
guns and ammunition are taxed at 11 percent. 
These taxes raise less in revenue than the fed-

eral excise tax on cigarettes, domestic wine, 
or even airline tickets. It’s time for Congress 
to raise those rates—to 30 percent on guns and 
50 percent on ammunition—both to reduce 
new gun and ammunition sales overall and 
to bring in new federal revenue that we can 
use for gun violence prevention and enforce-
ment of existing gun laws,” Warren wrote in 
the statement.

Warren called for passing a new federal 
assault weapons ban. Fellow Democratic 
front-runner, former Vice President Joe Biden, 
pledged to reinstate the ban, which expired 
in 2004, if he were elected.

“The 1994 assault weapons and high-ca-
pacity magazines bans worked. And if I am 
elected president, we’re going to pass them 
again—and this time, we’ll make them even 
stronger,” he wrote in a New York Times op-
ed published on Aug. 11.

“We’re going to stop gun manufacturers 
from circumventing the law by making minor 

modifications to their products—modifica-
tions that leave them just as deadly. And this 
time, we’re going to pair it with a buyback 
program to get as many assault weapons off 
our streets as possible as quickly as possible.”

The 1994 assault weapons and high-
capacity magazines bans worked. 
And if I am elected president, we’re 
going to pass them again—and this 
time, we’ll make them even stronger.      
Joe Biden 

“I won’t stop there. I’ll get universal back-
ground checks passed, building on the Brady 
Bill, which established the background 
check system and which I helped push 
through Congress in 1993. I’ll accelerate the 
development and deployment of smart-gun 
technology—something gun manufacturers 
have opposed—so that guns are keyed to the 
individual biometrics of authorized own-
ers,” he added.

Biden didn’t say how much the technology 
would cost or who would pay for it.

While Biden insisted the ban worked be-
fore it expired, researchers have found little 
evidence to prove that.

The share of gun crimes in which assault 
weapons were used declined, but that was 
due primarily to a reduction in the use of 
assault pistols, and the decline in assault 
weapon use was offset by steady or rising use 
of other guns equipped with large-capacity 
magazines, researchers wrote in a study 
submitted to Congress in 2004.

If the ban were renewed, it might not affect 
gun crime, they said.

Warren Proposes Raising Taxes on Gun Makers as 
Biden Pledges to Reinstate Assault Weapon Ban

Stephen Maturen/Getty ImagesSergio Flores/Getty Images

Democratic presidential candidate 
Sen. Elizabeth Warren (D-Mass.)  
in Des Moines, Iowa, on Aug. 10, 
2019.
Democratic presidential candidate 
and former Vice President Joe 
Biden in Des Moines, Iowa, on Aug. 
10, 2019. 

Jeffrey Epstein in court in West Palm Beach, Fla., on July 30, 2008.   
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The Rainbow Coalition Re-visited:

Why Kamala Harris Will Be the 
Democratic Presidential Nominee

Expect to see Kamala 
Harris steadily rise 
to the top of the 
Democratic Party 
rankings.

coalition of “progressive” whites and “people 
of color.”

Is Bernie Sanders the ideal candidate to mo-
tivate and mobilize millions of new mainly 
young “progressives of color”? How about 
Elizabeth Warren, Joe Biden, or Pete But-
tigieg?

Phillips doesn’t seem to think so. He’s had 
two horses in this race for some time.

At Stanford University, Phillips was very 
close to a young black football player—a radi-
cal, but not the most extreme on campus. 
Phillips nurtured this man’s career. In 2013, 
PowerPac-plus committed between $1 mil-
lion and $2 million to make Cory Booker the 
U.S. senator from New Jersey.

Phillips had high hopes for Booker in 2020, 
but so far things have not panned out. Per-
haps, Attorney General Booker under the 
next Democratic president?

Maya Harris was a young student radical 
at Stanford in the early 1990s. The daughter 
of openly Marxist Stanford professor Donald 
Harris, she was close to many activists in 
Phillips’s circle.

Maya Harris would go on to become a se-
nior fellow at the Sandler-funded Center for 
American Progress. Phillips also helped Maya 
Harris’s husband, Tony West (another Stan-
ford alumni), get hired at the Obama Justice 
Department.

According to PowerPAC-plus: “We set up 
a D.C. office and worked closely with the 
administration’s personnel staff to build a 
Diversity Talent Bank that the White House 
used to identify and hire more than 60 
people, including Associate Attorney Gen-
eral Tony West.”

Just before the 2016 election, Phillips said 
that Maya Harris would be a “social justice 
ally” in the Hillary Clinton White House.

After a stint in the leadership of Hillary 
Clinton’s 2016 campaign, Maya Harris is 
now at the helm of her sister Kamala Har-
ris’s presidential effort.

Kamala Harris and the Phillips-Sandler 
family go way back.

From a PowerPAC-plus post on Political 
Intelligence:

“Once named the ‘female Barack Obama,’ 
Kamala ran for Attorney General of Califor-
nia in 2010 on a progressive platform. ...

“PowerPAC.org and PowerPAC+ have been 
Kamala supporters since 2010. In our efforts 
to support Kamala, PowerPAC.org produced 
a political ad outlining Kamala’s promise to 
protect the most vulnerable working-class 
neighborhoods by holding California pol-
luters accountable to their environmental 
crimes.”

This short bio of Susan Sandler from the 
Sandler Phillips Center ties together several 
threads:

“Susan Sandler is a philanthropist and 
political donor. She was the first and larg-
est donor behind the independent efforts to 
support Barack Obama’s 2008 presidential 
campaign. She was also the lead investor in 

the independent activities supporting Ka-
mala Harris’ 2010 campaign for California 
Attorney General and Cory Booker’s 2013 
election to the United States Senate. She has 
served as a board member of several progres-
sive non-profit organizations including the 
Democracy Alliance.”

When Kamala Harris announced her 2016 
U.S. Senate bid, Aimee Allison, another for-
mer Stanford radical and Phillips’s deputy 
at PowerPAC-plus and Democracy in Color, 
wrote:

“This Tuesday, California Attorney Gen-
eral Kamala Harris announced her U.S. Sen-
ate bid to replace Senator Barbara Boxer, who 
is retiring next year. We are thrilled at the 
opportunity to support a progressive that 
represents California and the nation.

“The PowerPAC+ family has supported Ka-
mala Harris since before she ran for statewide 
office in 2010, and her record in leadership 
has been stellar. She took on banks respon-
sible for the mortgage crisis, she stood up for 
marriage equality and she supported crimi-
nal justice reform. She is the right leader for 
the multiracial majority.”

That’s the key sentence. Kamala Harris is 
the “right leader for the multiracial majority.”

The Phillips, Sandler, and Democracy Al-
liance helped to give us President Obama, 
Sen. Cory Booker, and Sen. Kamala Harris.

They’ve helped move several Southern and 
Southwestern states from deep red to purple 
or leaning blue.

Expect to see Kamala Harris steadily rise 
to the top of the Democratic Party rankings. 
Look to see much of Bernie Sanders’s support 
base eventually fold into the Harris machine. 
Watch as the Hillary Clinton machine and 
money also gets behind Harris.

I predict that the Democrats will fight the 
2020 election on an identity politics Rainbow 
Coalition platform—they will try to forge a 
“multi-racial majority” or a “New American 
Majority” that can never be beaten.

If they win, the United States as we now 
know it will likely be over.

I’ve wagered many steak dinners that Ka-
mala Harris will be the new “Rainbow Coali-
tion” candidate.

I hope I’m wrong, but I’m looking forward 
to trying the high protein diet that every-
body’s talking about.

Trevor Loudon is an author, filmmaker, 
and public speaker from New Zealand. 
For more than 30 years, he has researched 
radical left, Marxist, and terrorist move-
ments and their covert influence on main-
stream politics.

Views expressed in this article are the opin-
ions of the author and do not necessarily 
reflect the views of The Epoch Times.

This article was first published in the daily 
edition of The Epoch Times on Aug. 9, 
2019.

percent is 51 percent: the “New American 
Majority.”

Phillips’s message to the Democrats is clear. 
Stop wasting billions on “swing voters.” Put 
that money into massive voter registration 
drives and Get Out the Vote efforts in South-
ern and Southwestern states. These states all 
have large minority populations that lean 
Democratic but vote in very low numbers. 
Get them registered and to the polls. Inspire 
them with “progressive candidates of color.” 
Do this and you will destroy the Republican’s 
Southern stronghold.  Do that, and you rule 
the United States forever.

Through his organizations PowerPAC-plus, 
Democracy in Color, and the Sandler Phillips 
Foundation, Phillips and his Democracy Al-
liance comrades support a Southern network 
of voter registration organizations that have 
already seriously challenged Republican 
dominance in several states.

For several years, the Phillips-aligned New 
Virginia Majority has almost turned a once 
reliably Republican state blue through mass 
minority-voter registration. The organiza-
tion is led by Jon Liss—a cadre with the pro-
China Freedom Road Socialist Organization 
(FRSO)—and uses sophisticated precinct maps 
generated out of the Geography Department 
of Wuhan University China to micro-target 
new Democratic voters.

In 2017, Phillips and Sandler put several 
million dollars into voter registration in 
Alabama to help Democrat Doug Jones beat 
scandal-damaged Republican Roy Moore in 
that year’s U.S. Senate race.

In Florida in 2018, Phillips, Soros, and Tom 
Steyer of the Democracy Alliance put several 
million dollars behind Tallahassee Mayor 
Andrew Gillum’s race for the state governor-
ship. Gillum, a longtime Phillips protege and 
former PowerPAC-plus board member, was 
also aided by the FRSO-led New Florida Ma-
jority, which helped him raise the Democratic 
vote by 40 percent—almost all new minority 
voters. Gillum lost by a tiny margin.

In Georgia, another Phillips protégé, Stacey 
Abrams, came within a whisker of winning 
the Georgia governorship with at least $10 
million of Sandler and Democracy Alliance 
money and mass minority-voter registration 
drives.

In Texas, Beto O’Rourke came within 3 per-
centage points of beating Ted Cruz in the 2018 
U.S. Senate race. Two Phillips-aligned and 
Democracy Alliance funded groups, Battle-
ground Texas and Texas Organizing Project 
(formerly Texas ACORN), signed up hundreds 
of thousands of new minority Democrats 
from the poorer neighborhoods of Dallas, 
Houston, San Antonio, and Austin.

A Winning Coalition
Phillips and at least some factions of the 
Democracy Alliance and Democratic Party 
want to run the 2020 election along Rainbow 
Coalition lines. They want to ignore the “cen-
ter” and focus entirely on building a winning 
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Trevor Loudon

Commentary
It’s over. The Democratic presi-

dential primary was decided 
months, maybe even years 
ago.

President Donald Trump 
should refocus his energies 

away from Joe Biden and rel-
egate Sens. Elizabeth Warren and 

Bernie Sanders to the sidelines. The Demo-
cratic nominee will be California’s junior 
senator, Kamala Harris—and she will be very 
hard to beat. Not because of her personal 
qualities, formidable though they are, but 
because of the machine backing her and the 
philosophy guiding her.

Harris is set to harvest the seeds sown by 
former President Barack Obama and Jesse 
Jackson before him. Like Jackson’s presi-
dential campaigns in 1984 and 1988, which 
paved the way for Obama in 2008 and 2012, 
the 2020 Democratic campaign will be all 
about race.

When Jackson ran in 1988, he united 
enough white leftists and progressive 
“people of color” under his Rainbow Co-
alition banner to earn 7 million votes in the 
Democratic primary. Obama used the same 
formula 20 years later to win the presidency 
and then repeated the trick four years later.

In Jackson’s day, about 12 percent of voters 
belonged to “minorities.” Today, the figure 
is closer to 40 percent. Harris—a female, of 
black, Irish, and Asian Indian extraction, 
far-left but not publicly so—is the ideal mod-
ern Rainbow Coalition candidate.

The original Rainbow Coalition was led 
largely by pro-China communists—from 
Line of March, Communist Workers Party, 
and especially the 3,000-strong League of 
Revolutionary Struggle (LRS).

One LRS supporter, Stanford University 
law student Steve Phillips, was Jackson’s 
West Coast student organizer in both the 
1984 and 1988 campaigns.

According to a 2012 post on Phillips’ blog 
“Political Intelligence”:

“I’ve studied Marx, Mao, and Lenin. In 
college, I organized solidarity efforts for 
freedom struggles in South Africa and Ni-
caragua, and I palled around with folks 

who considered themselves communists 
and revolutionaries ..., and I did my research 
paper on the Black Panther Party. ... My po-
litical baptism was the Jesse Jackson 1984 
Presidential campaign ...”

When Jackson abandoned the Rainbow 
Coalition after his 1988 loss, many LRS cad-
res stayed with the Democratic Party. In 
1990, the LRS dissolved with the majority 
faction to form a Unity Organizing Commit-
tee (UOC), which was specifically created to 
further infiltrate the Democrats.

Phillips was a UOC leader and became a 
prominent Democrat in the Bay Area. In the 
early 1990s, he was elected to the San Fran-
cisco School Board. Phillips also married 
his Stanford University sweetheart Susan 
Sandler—the daughter of Golden West sav-
ings and loan billionaires Herb and Marion 
Sandler.

The Sandlers put almost half of their $2.4 
billion profit from the sale of Golden West to 
Wachovia Bank into the left. They fund the 
Center for American Progress, ProPublica, 
and many candidates and ballot measures 
around the nation.

According to journalist Matt Bai, Progres-
sive Insurance billionaire Peter Lewis, along 
with Democratic donors George Soros and 
the Sandlers, established America Votes “to 
coordinate various get-out-the-vote drives 
during the 2004 election.” To consolidate 
this process, the Sandlers also sent their 
son-in-law Phillips as their representative in 
October 2005 to help found the “Democracy 
Alliance” at the Chateau Elan near Atlanta.

The  Democracy Alliance has now grown 
to more than 150 members—all leftist bil-
lionaires and multimillionaires fixated on 
moving the United States permanently to 
the left.

Rainbow Coalition Rerun
In 2007 and 2008, Phillips organized an 
18-state initiative, in mainly in the South 
and Southwest, called Vote Hope “that in-
creased communities of color participation 
in state primaries and the federal general 
election in 2008.”

This rerun of the Rainbow Coalition strat-
egy was of great benefit to Phillips’s friend 
and idol Barack Obama in his battle with 
Hillary Clinton for the Democratic Party 

presidential nomination in 2008. Susan 
Sandler was Obama’s earliest big donor.

In 2013, Phillips served on a panel at San 
Francisco’s Chinese Historical Society in 
commemoration of Martin Luther King Jr.’s 
1963 March on Washington—with former 
LRS comrades Francis Wong and Jon Jang.

Wrote Jang in a comment to Phillips’s 
Facebook post about the event: “Steve, you 
and I were one of the few I know that share 
how the Jesse Jackson Rainbow Coalition 
had an impact on the election of President 
Obama.”

In his New York Times best-seller “Brown 
is the New White” (endorsed by Obama and 
House Speaker Nancy Pelosi), Phillips argues 
that Jackson’s Rainbow Coalition strategy 
set the stage for Obama and is the road to 
permanent Democratic Party control of the 
United States:

“Before Obama went to law school ... a 
forty-two-year-old Black civil rights leader 
shook up the political system by running for 
president of the United States of America. To 
get from Martin in 1968 to Barack in 2008, 
we needed Jesse in 1984 and 1988.

“It was during the presidential elections 
of the 1980s that the seeds planted in the 
1960s began to sprout and become vis-
ible in national politics. Jackson was fond 
of saying, ‘When the old minorities come 
together, they form a new majority.’ The 
potential of this prophecy came into sharp 
focus in the 1988 campaign as Jackson won 
the presidential primaries in eleven states, 
led the race for the Democratic nomination 
near the halfway point, and finished as the 
Democratic runner-up with the most votes 
in history up to that time.

“The key to Jackson’s success—and Obama’s 
electoral victories twenty years later—was 
the power of connecting the energy of peo-
ple of color and progressive Whites seeking 
justice, equality, and social change to a po-
litical campaign for elected office.”

A New American Majority
According to Phillips, the left already has a 
majority in this country. By his calculations, 
23 percent of potential voters are what he 
terms “progressives of color” and 28 percent 
are white “progressives”—reliable locked-in 
Democratic voters. So, 23 percent plus 28 
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vious inducement to err on the side of 
caution—even if it means a violation of 
that individual’s Constitutional rights.

Several state red flag laws, such as 
those in Oregon, allow for the tem-
porary confiscation of weapons based 
solely on a brief statement from a third 
party who must be a law enforcement 
officer, family member, or household 
member. The affected individual isn’t 
given advance notice, nor is the person 
allowed to defend him or herself ahead 
of the confiscation. There is also no 
requirement that any illegal behavior 
must have occurred.

Some states allow for court petitions 
from parties outside of immediate 
family or household members and 
typically include mental health pro-
fessionals. Hawaii goes even further, 
allowing for petitions to be made by 
medical professionals, educators, and 
coworkers.

Involuntary Commitment
In most cases, red flag laws have 
been invoked when the individual 
was deemed to be either a danger to 
themselves or to their immediate fam-
ily and not because they were deemed 
to be posing a threat to a larger section 
of the populace. And there are several 
studies that indicate these methods 
have reduced suicide rates.

But this raises the question of why, 
if a person represents a level of danger 
great enough to warrant the seizure of 
his weapons, is he allowed to remain 
active in society without treatment? If 
an individual is deemed to be so dan-
gerous as to require the confiscation 
of his weapons, surely professional 
treatment and some sort of custodial 
setting should be required.

A more useful hurdle might be a 
judicial determination that the in-
dividual meets the state standard for 
involuntary commitment and that 
remedy is the one that is followed. 
At a minimum, some mental health 
treatment should be requisite—and 
only after a due process judicial de-
termination.

National Level
As it now stands, at least 17 states plus 
the District of Columbia have already 

enacted variants of red flag laws—
known as Extreme Risk Protec-

tion Orders (ERPO). Most of these 
laws were enacted following the 
2018 Parkland, Florida, shooting, 
although Connecticut, the first 
state to pass a red flag law, did so 

in 1999. Notably, Connecticut’s red 
flag laws didn’t prevent the 2012 

Sandy Hook shooting tragedy from 
occurring.

At the national level, Sen. Marco Ru-
bio (R-Fla.) introduced the Extreme 
Risk Protection Order and Violence 
Prevention Act. It would allow a court 
to issue an ERPO following the suc-
cessful court petition by a family 
member or law enforcement officer 
that would require the surrender 
of the targeted person’s firearms. It 
would also prevent the individual 

from purchasing guns while the court 
order stands.

The act also requires that the issu-
ance of the ERPO be reported to the 
“appropriate federal, state, and tribal 
databases.” Who would have access to 
these databases hasn’t yet been made 
clear, nor is it known if the listing 
would be permanent.

Following the El Paso and Dayton 
shootings, Sens. Lindsey Graham 
(R-S.C.) and Richard Blumenthal 
(D-Conn.) announced a bill on Aug. 
5 that would create a federal grant 
program to assist states in adopting 
red flag laws. According to Graham, 
“Many of these shootings involved in-
dividuals who showed signs of violent 
behavior that are either ignored or not 
followed up. State Red Flag laws will 
provide the tools for law enforcement 
to do something about many of these 
situations before it’s too late.”

Constitutional Violations
Judge Andrew Napolitano, who was 
asked for his opinion of the Graham-
Blumenthal legislation on Fox News, 
provided a direct and blunt response, 
noting, “Honest, decent, law-abiding 
people should not lose their rights be-
cause some judge thinks they might do 
something in the future. That’s the So-
viet Union model, not the American.”

Congress has long had a bad habit of 
enacting poorly written, responsive 
laws, and there is generally an incli-
nation on the part of government to 
overreach. When enacted legislation 
and regulation fails, the nature of gov-
ernment is to follow up with additional 
laws and regulations. If the govern-
ment is allowed to seize guns based 
on the possibility of a future crime, 
how long before the seizure is of one’s 
liberty?

Laws that deter future crimes are ob-
viously a positive step. But laws that 
punish a potential future crime are 
not. It’s for this reason, along with a 
lack of due process, that many red flag 
laws are viewed as unconstitutional. 
Depending on how the law is written, 
there may be violations of several dif-
ferent constitutional amendments.

The Fifth and Fourteenth Amend-
ments of our Constitution mandate 
that no citizen shall “be deprived of 
life, liberty, or property, without due 
process of law.” When individuals have 
their firearms confiscated in advance 
of a judicial hearing, both amend-
ments are violated, and the individu-
al’s Second Amendment right has been 
effectively converted into a privilege.

Red flag laws may violate other 
portions of our Constitution as well—
such as the right to an attorney (Sixth 
Amendment) and unreasonable 
searches and seizures (Fourth Amend-
ment).

NRA Requirements
The NRA has written repeatedly on 
emergency risk protection orders (ER-
POs) and has listed a series of require-
ments they believe should be present 
in any ERPO legislation in order to 

protect individual rights:
The process should include criminal 

penalties for those who bring false or 
frivolous charges.

An order should only be granted 
when a judge makes the determina-
tion, by clear and convincing evidence, 
that the person poses a significant risk 
of danger to themselves or others.

The process should require the judge 
to make a determination of whether 
the person meets the state standard 
for involuntary commitment. Where 
the standard for involuntary commit-
ment is met, this should be the course 
of action taken.

If an ERPO is granted, the person 
should receive community-based 
mental health treatment as a condi-
tion of the ERPO.

Any ex parte proceeding should 
include admitting the individual for 
treatment.

A person’s Second Amendment 
rights should only be temporarily de-
prived after a hearing before a judge, 
in which the person has notice of the 
hearing and is given an opportunity 
to offer evidence on his or her behalf.

There should be a mechanism in 
place for the return of firearms upon 
termination of an ERPO, when a per-
son is ordered to relinquish their fire-
arms as a condition of the order.

The ERPO process should allow an 
individual to challenge or terminate 
the order, with full due process protec-
tions in place.

The process should allow firearms to 
be retained by law-abiding third par-
ties, local law enforcement, or a fed-
erally licensed firearms dealer when 
an individual is ordered to relinquish 
such firearms as a condition of the 
ERPO. The individual must also have 
the ability to sell his or her firearms 
in a reasonable time without violating 
the order.

Balanced Response
The recent tragedies are horrific and 
it’s understandable that our society 
would require some sort of response. 
But this shouldn’t come at the expense 
of our civil liberties and in a manner 
that violates our constitutional rights. 
Nor should the underlying issue of 
mental health and requisite care be 
overlooked.

As Congress and the states continue 
their debate, these qualifying mea-
sures listed above should receive se-
rious discussion and inclusion in any 
pending legislation.

Jeff Carlson is a regular contribu-
tor to The Epoch Times. He is a CFA 
Charterholder and worked for 20 
years as an analyst and portfolio 
manager in the high-yield bond 
market. He also runs the website 
TheMarketsWork.com and can 
be followed on Twitter @themar-
ketswork.

Views expressed in this article are 
the opinions of the author and do 
not necessarily reflect the views of 

Jeff Carlson

Commentary
In the wake of two recent mass shoot-
ings, calls for the enactment of red flag 
laws have risen exponentially. It’s per-
fectly understandable that so many 
want to do something, anything, to 
help prevent future tragedies such as 
the ones that took place in El Paso and 
Dayton.

But the blind enactment of red flag 
laws isn’t the appropriate response.

Red flag laws are effectively preven-
tion laws that allow law enforcement 
and family members to petition a 
court to have an individual’s firearms 
temporarily confiscated if the person 
is believed to pose a danger to them-
selves or others.

The involuntary removal of weap-
ons, usually done without notice, is 
generally for a set period of time—typi-
cally several days or weeks—until a 
more formal hearing can be held. At 
the formal hearing, the judge might 
rule that the ban is valid and extend 
the confiscation for a longer period of 
time, sometimes as long as a year. Or 
the judge might rule against the tem-
porary order and allow the weapons 
to be returned to the owner.

In the event of a valid ruling, the gun 
owner may be forced to go to court 
multiple times in order to have his 
constitutional rights restored.

Inverting Due Process
One of the troubling issues behind 
such laws is the intent to “catch” 
people before they actually commit a 
crime—based on a presumption that 
the individual “may” commit that 
crime in the future. In essence, red 
flag laws are “pre-crime” laws, which 
is why they are also known as preven-
tion laws.

And they invert our nation’s due pro-
cess of “innocent until proven guilty” 
into something resembling “potential-
ly guilty until proven innocent.” The 
intent behind red flag laws runs com-
pletely counter to the underpinnings 
of our legal system, which has been 
designed to impose punitive measures 
after illegal conduct has occurred, not 
in anticipation of it.

The idea that someone “might” be 
a danger, although tempting in the 
wake of these tragic shootings, 
doesn’t provide legal sufficien-
cy to strip away an individual’s 
constitutional rights without 
the benefit of due process. Also 
worth asking is what, exactly, 
constitutes a red flag? And who 
gets to make that determination?

The issue of determination is a some-
what crucial question, as existing red 
flag laws are structured in a manner 
that incentivize seizure. A law en-
forcement officer or a presiding judge 
is unlikely to face any consequence for 
taking weapons away from someone 
who isn’t really a threat. But the po-
tential public backlash from refusing 
to do so if something tragic was to 
happen would be fierce. There is an ob-

The intent behind 
Red Flag laws 
runs completely 
counter to the 
underpinnings of 
our legal system, 
which has been 
designed to 
impose punitive 
measures 
after illegal 
conduct has 
occurred, not in 
anticipation of it.

A handgun in a hol-
ster in Olympia, 

Wash., on Jan. 19, 
2013. 

David Ryder/Getty Im
ages

The ‘Red Flags’ Surrounding Red Flag Laws

William Brooks

More and more people 
are claiming that some-
thing has gone wrong 
with the civil tone in 
Western societies.
Elites in the United 

States blame President 
Donald Trump’s supporters, whom 
they consider to be crude, ill-man-
nered bulls in the U.S. china shop. 
To one degree or another, the same 
animus exists in Canada and other 
Western countries such as the UK.

The tony disdain for so-called 
“populists” is shared by a wide 
range of established politicians, 
media pundits, high-ranking civil 
servants, academics, entertainers, 
and business leaders. All contend 
that “civility” must be restored in 
order to right the ship of state and 
bring people back together.

‘Calls for Civility Are 
Rarely Innocent’
Others see things differently. Writ-
ing in the March 2019 edition of 
U.S.-based magazine First Things, 
R.R. Reno had some insightful ob-
servations about the growing calls 
for more civility. “Civility is an ad-
mirable quality,” he writes. Elites, he 
suggests, have always regarded civil-
ity as a stabilizing force that can serve 
to encourage trust and cooperation 
among diverse elements in society.

While it can be very useful to 
leaders who seek to maintain peace 
and comity in their realm, Reno 
also points out that civility is for 
the most part “an establishment 
virtue” and says “calls for civility 
are rarely innocent.”

In fact, Reno argues that civility 
also has an adversarial, outward-
facing function. “Correct manners 
set apart the well-bred few from the 
demonic many,” he writes. “They 
are tools for ruling out challeng-
ers as ill-bred, crude, and vulgar, 
which is to say illegitimate.” As a 
result, ordinary citizens in West-
ern democracies can’t help noticing 
that hardly a week goes by without 
some member of the elite denounc-
ing some popular outsider’s speech 
and demeanor as being beyond the 
pale.

Definition of Civility  
Has Changed
British historian John Gillingham, 
professor emeritus at the London 
School of Economics and Political 
Science, has pointed out that the 
meaning of civility has evolved 
from its origins in medieval and 
early modern English society. It has 
become less of a moral framework 
and more of a political code that 
judges the acceptability of people’s 
behavior according to their ideo-
logical preferences.

Up to the late 1950s and early 
1960s, civil behavior was still 
grounded in rules of conduct in-
fluenced by traditional religious 

virtues. Most ordinary men and 
women believed that work was su-
perior to idleness, forgiveness was 
better than sustained anger, admi-
ration was healthier than envy, and 
humility was preferable to pride. 
Trust and reciprocity formed the 
basis of social capital. People of all 
castes, faiths, and convictions as-
pired, however imperfectly, to live 
by virtues that were fundamental 
to the maintenance of a civil, pro-
ductive, and well-ordered society.

Some of us, myself included, are 
old enough to remember a child-
hood in which being civil generally 
meant being courteous, polite, and 
demonstrating respect for others, 
especially those in positions of au-
thority. This was considered par-
ticularly useful when you ran into 
people you didn’t know well or, for 
one reason or another, may have 
some disagreement with. You could 
still have a civil conversation.

A New Normal
But roughly half a century ago, 
during the dawning of the age of 
Aquarius, things began to change. 
Post-war elites appear to have con-
cluded that the religious virtue, 
formal civility, and orderly habits 
of their parents were just too bur-
densome to carry on.

Armed with the clever rhetoric of 
a long-established intellectual left, 
young people took to the streets of 
Western democracies to create a 
new normal in almost every form 
of human conduct. Angry pro-
tests against the perceived evils of 
capitalism, consumerism, Western 
imperialism, normative values, re-
ligious hypocrisy, and traditional 
order consumed their attention in 
the West’s finest universities. Clar-
ion—but ultimately, insincere—calls 
for equality, diversity, social justice, 
and inclusiveness rang through the 
parlors, bistros, theatres, and con-
cert halls of the beau monde. As one 

might expect, it didn’t take long for 
ambitious members of the lower 
ranks, who were often the first in 
their families to attend university, 
to begin imitating their betters.

So from the late 1960s on, the 
road has been open for succeed-
ing generations of liberal elites to 
establish an enormously politicized 
and self-serving standard of civil-
ity. Today, being “civil” literally 
means supporting the politically 
correct agenda of our progressive 
establishment.

Many American Republicans and 
Canadian Conservatives share these 
views and tactics with their high-
class amigos on the left. Today, 
being civil means being “woke.” 
Keeping a civil tongue in your head 
means staying silent if you have any 
disagreement with the current con-
ventional wisdom.

Shutting Down Dissenting Voices
Our elites also don’t hesitate to punch 
down, should a misguided member 
of the fly-over classes take issue with 
their agenda. If they can’t actually 
lock you up, they will ignore you or 
embarrass you, and make your life 
and career as miserable as possible.

Raise questions about your coun-
try’s capacity to absorb increasing 
levels of immigration and you will be 
summarily labeled as a racist, bigot, 
and xenophobe—or in the wake of 
a human tragedy such the one that 
just occurred in El Paso, Texas—an 
accessory to murder. Question the 
accuracy of climate research models 
or doomsday warming predictions 
and you will be branded a “denier.” 
Express any doubt about the merits of 
almost any sexual harassment charge 
and you will be characterized as an 
enabling member of a predatory pa-
triarchy. The left’s list of nondebatable 
“civil” positions is almost endless.

As the North Atlantic Triangle of 
nations heads into another election 
cycle—Canada this October, the Unit-
ed States in 2020, and the UK some-
time between now and 2022—fierce 
measures to delegitimize and tune 
out political outsiders will present an 
enormous challenge for party leaders 
such as Trump.

Condescension from the cultural 
high ground serves a strategic pur-
pose—it’s designed to discourage bot-
tom-up resistance and brand oppo-
nents as deplorable and illegitimate, 
and has worked very effectively for 
some 50 years.

Only time will tell whether we are 
ready for a truly Copernican “civil” 
revolution.

William Brooks is a writer and 
educator based in Montreal. He 
currently serves as editor of “The 
Civil Conversation” for Canada’s 
Civitas Society.

Views expressed in this article are 
the opinions of the author and do 
not necessarily reflect the views 
of The Epoch Times.
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Family, Faith, and Nation
Paul Adams

Commentary
Years ago, I saw Mi-
chael, a boy then only 
5 years old, racing a 

girl from his school 
in a park. She was the 

same age but, at this stage, 
was bigger and faster, and was pulling 
ahead. This was an informal race, with 
no rules, and the boy felt free to do as 
he wanted.

So he pushed the girl over and raced 
ahead.

For an exuberant boy such as Mi-
chael to grow into a good man, he 
must be constrained by others from 
such behavior, and internalize and 
develop the virtue of self-restraint 
or self-mastery, traditionally called 
temperance. He must learn that his 
own freedom isn’t just balanced by 
constraint as a countervailing force, 
but it depends on constraint. Even an 
informal foot race is not really a race 
if the runners don’t allow each other 
to run. They must recognize some 
basic rules and constraints.

But some conservatives of libertar-
ian persuasion, political philosopher 
Yoram Hazony argues, see liberty 
as freedom from constraint. Author 
of “The Virtue of Nationalism” and 
organizer of the influential Wash-
ington conference in July on 
National Conservatism, 
Hazony argues that fail-
ure to understand the 
importance of con-
straint—internal 
and external—for 
the life of an in-
dividual, fam-
ily, and nation 
is a failure to 
appreciate the 
conditions for 
freedom itself.

He argues that 
constraint is nec-
essary so that each 
of us can be free. The 
freedom to drive a car 
depends on others not 
stealing or vandalizing the 
car and on our all following, 
more or less, the same rules of the 
road. In the same way, the freedom to 
say what one wants depends on others 
tolerating it and not driving one from 
one’s job because they disagree. “But 
for others to tolerate what I have to say 
requires constraint, not freedom,” he 
writes in an essay for the American 
Mind.

In order to grow up free, the boy 
must learn to follow the rules of the 
game—any game he wants to play, 
whether chess or football, playing 
the violin, or indeed a job or career, 
or marriage or family life, or service 

to the nation. Constraint, as Hazony 
concludes, “is the key to everything 
productive or good that we do in life.”

“Constraint does much more, how-
ever, than establishing freedom. If 
I wish to be able to play the guitar 
or piano, or to prepare cooked meals, 
or to defeat an armed opponent bare-
handed using aikido, I gain the nec-
essary skills not by insisting on my 
freedom, but through constraint: 
Through studying and practicing at 
length every day, even when I find it 
disagreeable and feel overwhelmed by 
the desire to be doing something else.

“In the same way, my marriage, 
remaining faithful to my wife and 
bringing children into the world and 
raising them, involves a massive, daily 
curtailment of my freedom. To make 
it work, I am constrained to take a job 
that I may not want so I can make a liv-
ing. I am constrained to refrain from 
relations with other women, much as 
I may desire them. I am constrained 
to care each day for young people who 
are often angry, troubled, or sick. Yet 
all of these constraints are the price of 
building up a family that can endure 
and flourish, contributing to my na-
tion and to the things that I believe in, 
long after I am gone. And the same can 
be said of serving in the military and 
paying taxes, observing holy days and 

sabbaths, and everything else that is 
of value,” Hazony writes.

Such a list already sug-
gests limits to the ca-

pacity of rulers, 
states, empires, 

and their police 
and bureaucrats 
to impose such 
constraints. 
W hen the 
self-restraint 
of the people, 
the norms and 
mores rein-
forced in fami-

lies, churches, 
and synagogues, 

and communi-
ties are strong, the 

state can afford to be 
mild. When such self-

discipline and the honoring 
of those who exercise it, even at 

high personal cost, are strong, the 
need for coercion, for bureaucratic 
and professional substitutes for in-
formal care and control is weaker.

This rule applies not only to areas 
where government agencies take 
on the functions once performed by 
families and faith communities, but 
also to the functioning of markets. 
A friend of mine, a priest who had 
served in Nigeria, told me how he 
had attended a woman there at her 
execution. The condemned woman 
was a merchant who had dealt with 

two competitors by hiring hit-men 
to kill them: a more deadly—to all 
concerned—application of young 
Michael’s approach to dealing with 
competition. Where the rules and 
constraints of a free market are well 
established and accepted, such mea-
sures—not unknown in U.S. history in 
the form of urban gangsterism—be-
come less the rule than the exception.

A good society depends on virtu-
ous people—for example, those who 
work and sacrifice to sustain mar-
riages and stable family structures, 
or serving the nation in the military, 
teaching the young, or personally 
caring for the infirm and aged. But a 
nation may make it easier or harder 
for its members to practice the vir-
tues needed to lead good lives. A na-
tion may, in its laws, customs, and 
moral environment, support stable 
marriage and family structure that 
enable children to thrive. Or on the 
contrary, it may promote and facili-
tate, in its laws and its TV shows, 
easy divorce and out-of-wedlock 
birth with all their attendant costs 
for children. It may recognize and 
honor tradition, duty, and sacrifice, 
or ridicule them as constraints on 
individual autonomy.

We live in a time of reckless aban-
donment of those structures and 
constraints that enable us to flourish, 
both as individuals and as a nation. 
It’s not just a matter of carelessness 
and neglect. The demolition of the 
nation’s traditions, vigorously and 
vindictively promoted by liberal 
and libertarian elites, is “at bottom, 
a struggle to prevent government, 
schools, and private institutions from 
giving honor to norms inherited from 
the past,” Hazony argues.

Bishop Robert Barron often re-
minds us that “your life is not about 
you.” But the dominant culture of our 
elites promotes the opposite message. 
It’s all about you, your freedom as 
an unencumbered autonomous in-
dividual, unconstrained by duty to 
family, faith, or nation, all of which 
must, in their view, be torn down in 
the interest of freedom, understood 
as freedom from constraints.
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We live in a 
time of reckless 
abandonment 
of those 
structures and 
constraints that 
enable us to 
flourish, both as 
individuals and 
as a nation.
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When the self-
restraint of 
the people, the 
norms and mores 
reinforced in 
families, churches, 
and synagogues, 
and communities 
are strong, the 
state can afford to 
be mild.

A family walk 
through a field. 
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can afford to be 
mild. 


