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Preface 
 

 

 

he corrupt Republican elite are foaming at the mouth at the idea of 
impeaching Donald Trump. The Democrat leaders are not so anxious 
behind the curtain to impeach Trump. They see this as gaining mileage 

out of stopping the Trump agenda and disgracing the Republicans to win back 
Congress in 2018. Meanwhile, the Republican elite are selling out their own party 
to maintain the corruption. 

Donald Trump became famous for telling people they were fired. He has shown 
himself vulnerable to the saying what goes around, comes around. These 
escapades of outsiders trying to take on the “swamp” in Washington will stand 
as a monument to the fact that, historically, the only way to change government 
has been by revolution. Trying to drain the “swamp” from the inside is impossible 
because it is really a very deep ocean. The corruption is so widespread that one 
must wonder how long it will be until the United States spontaneously erupts into 
civil war or the new 21st version of the American Revolution. 

T 
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It’s Not a Swamp, It’s a very 

Deep Ocean 

 

rump has discovered that managing a private sector entity is nothing 
like managing government. The corruption is just too deep and everyone 
is on the take to undermine the system. Trump’s greatest enemies are 

not the Democrats, but the Republicans led by John McCain and Lindsey 
Graham and mainstream media. They are trying to protect the deep state and 
the deep corruption. You just do not have that in a corporation as your second 
in command is fighting for the same end goal — corporate profits. In 
government, they are all being bribed by different people and the back 
stabbing keeps rational, honest people who are captains of industry far away 
from wanting to help run the country. It’s just too much of a personal sacrifice to 
try to do combat on a playinh field of one verses thousands. This is truly a David 
vs Goliath confrontation and Trump is already down for the first count. 

T 
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McCain and Graham are corrupt and have been viewed as the pillars of 
establishment. As long as they bash Trump, the press will love McCain who 
allegedly belittles waitresses and Graham who is a closet homosexual who flies 
to Paris to keep his follies out of U.S. sight. Many see McCain, who read anti-
American messages on the air for the Vietnamese, as a fake hero, and Graham 
as a closet homosexual from a state that would probably burn him at the stake 
if the press ever followed him on his French excursions. This just shows the 
hypocrisy going on in Washington. 

 

The Washington Post and New York Times are clearly out for blood. They are the 
mouth pieces of the deep state. The fact that confidential presidential meetings 
are being leaked to these papers demonstrates to the whole world that they 
are in league with the deep state to protect the politicians against the people 
at all costs. 

 

The mere fact that the Washington Post published the details of a private 
meeting in the White House with the Russian ambassador was astonishing. Trump 
called both the CIA and the NSA to inform them of his meeting. The CIA links to 
the Washington Post are all over the internet. This was absolute proof that the 
CIA is leaking national security issues to the Washington Post to use against 
Trump. In any other context that would be treason. 

There is another agenda going on here and John McCain along with Lindsey 
Graham are revealing just how corrupt they truly are, for their actions are 
detrimental to the Republican Party and the entire political system. The 
Democrat leadership smells blood. Their objective here is not merely to stop 
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Trump and any reforms, but to take back both houses of Congress. They want 
Trump to actually remain in office so the press can continue bashing him and 
block any reforms. McCain and Graham want Trump impeached and out so 
they can replace him to protect their fiefdom. This is becoming a major struggle 
with the Republicans trying to impeach Trump more so than the Democrats. The 
Washington Post, New York Times, along with CNN, ABC, CBS, and NBC have 
joined the conspiracy to prevent any part of Trump’s agenda from actually 
being carried out. 

 

There is a very real plot to overthrow 
Trump led by the political establishment 
and aided by the mainstream press. This 
is not simply speculation, this is the real 
deal.  

John Boehner was forced out of politics 
by the rising tide of third party politics 
which refused to heel to his command. 
Boehner claims that Trump is a disaster. 
You would expect those words from a 
Democrat. Boehner was the head of the 
Republicans who kicked out anyone who 
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supported Ron Paul. This statement is part of an ongoing plot to overthrow Trump. 
He would not bash his own party unless the Republicans were trying to eject 
Trump and any reform process. 

 

Of course, the Washington Post and New York Times are in full swing to get rid of 
Trump. No matter what it might be, the twist is always against Trump right down 
to the story how Sean Spicer wanted to see the Pope because he is a devote 
Catholic and was denied.  

CNN, of course, is also part of this conspiracy. You will NEVER find any positive 
article about Trump in the mainstream media. Here is CNN, and we can see that 
50% of the top stories are against Trump. We have Boehner coming out saying 
Trump is a disaster. This is the guy who threw people off committees if they did 
not vote for his agenda. The Kushner story is desperately trying to make 
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something out of nothing. 
After Flynn's removal, 
Kushner suggested setting 
up a direct channel for 
diplomatic purposes 
regarding Syria with the 
Russians. That is entirely 
within reason and has been 
done during confrontations 
in the past. However, it was 
merely a suggestion. The 
press seems to want war 
with Russia and absolutely 
nothing else. No such link 
was established. So why is 
this a major story? Again, it’s 
RUSSIA. 

Behind the curtain, Republican elites are conspiring to overthrow Trump who 
beat every Republican candidate just as LePen beat all the mainstream parties 
in France. The Republicans never got the message, and in reality, Trump was 
simply a third party candidate who usurped the Republican Party. They are out 
to revoke him just as they did to Republican President Andrew Johnson pretty 
much for the same reasons — they just disagreed with everything he stood for. 

This is an all out war to protect the establishment. I have never seen such an all 
out effort to reject the people's demand for reform. Unlike Johnson, who 
became president simply because Lincoln was assassinated, Trump was elected 
by the people. This is EXTREMELY dangerous, for we can very well move toward 
civil war (see 2017 Cycle of War special report). Our model also warns that that 
United States can break up as a result of this revolt by the political elites by 2032-
2040. 
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The Russian Conspiracy and 

the New Propaganda Press 
 

hen the American press simply 
lies to manipulate the opinion 
of society, you know the end is 

near. Thomas Friedman of the New York 
Times said that Russia hacked the 2016 U.S. 
elections and this event was somehow 
equivalent to a “Pearl Harbor” or a “9/11” 
in magnitude. Such pompous arrogance 
is just amazing, and in truth, this guy should 
not be allowed to write for a school play, 
no less the New York Times. He tells a lie so 
often it becomes a fact and seems to 
justify waging war against Russia all 
because his Hillary lost the election. 

Nevertheless, both Homeland Security and the FBI said that Russia’s hack of the 
DNC did not involve altering the vote. So exactly where does Friedman get off 
with basically advocating war? In fact, it was the New York Times that reported 
on November 25, 2016:  

“The Obama administration said on Friday that despite Russian attempts to 
undermine the presidential election, it has concluded that the results 
“accurately reflect the will of the American people.” 

There is a very serious hypocrisy over this whole issue of Russia trying to influence 
the 2016 election when the Obama Administration directly intervened in 
elections in Canada, Britain, and France as well as Israel and is expected to do 
so again in Britain and Germany. The New York Times, Washington Post, and just 
about every other mainstream media source are biased and are NOT REPORTING 

W 
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THE TRUTH. They act as if this is something 
unusual and sinister yet Obama has 
continued in this very posture even after 
leaving office with respect to the French 
elections. Obama also intervened to 
overthrow Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu and failed as he did in BREXIT. The 
United States routinely interferes in foreign 
elections. So what is the big deal with Russia? 
Mainstream media is not telling the truth that 
this is standard operational procedure. 

The United States has staged coups to 
overthrow leaders they disliked more than 35 times. Just since World War II, the 
United States has intervened in foreign countries to strategically play a game of 
chess against the evil empires of communism. 

The propaganda about Iran and weapons of 
mass destruction is but a recent example. The 
Vietnam War was also a hoax with President 
Johnson famously saying in 1965, “For all I 
know, our Navy was shooting at whales out 
there.” There never was any attack to start 
that war and Johnson made a very deceitful 
speech of August 4, 1964, while New York 
Times editorial writers cheered and 
proclaimed that Johnson “went to the 
American people last night with the somber 
facts.” The Vietnam war claimed 58,220 U.S. 
military fatal casualties. 

The real question is what is going on with the 
New York Times and the Washington Post? They 
both endorsed Hillary and this seems like a 
desperate act to claim that Trump is not a 
legitimate president and he should be 

overthrown. In the years of research studying the economy and the press 

1949 Syrian coup d'état 

1949–1953 Albania 

1951–56 Tibet 

1953 Iranian coup d'état 

1954 Guatemalan coup d'état 

1956–57 Syria crisis 

1957–58 Indonesian coup d'état 

1960 Congo coup d'état 

1961 Cuba, Bay of Pigs Invasion 

1961 Dominican Republic 

1963 South Vietnamese coup 

1964 Bolivian coup d'état 

1964 Brazilian coup d'état 

1966 Ghana coup d'état 

1971 Bolivian coup d'état 

1970–73 Chile 

1980 Turkish coup d'état 

1979–89 Afghanistan, Operation Cyclone 

1981–87 Nicaragua, Contras 

1996 Iraq coup attempt 

2001 Afghanistan 

2011 Libyan civil war 

2011–present Syria 
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accounts over the centuries, I have never seen such a totally dishonest level of 
reporting than we see today. They have devolved into a biased media that 
withholds the truth to shape opinions as they desire. This, in my view, is the 
ultimate treason against the sovereignty of the people. The Washington Post 
boldly claims in their motto, “Democracy Dies in Darkness,” which is exactly what 
they are doing. PRINT THE TRUTH! 

A Harvard study published May 18, 2017, reveals what many Americans are 
starting to talk about openly -- the extreme anti-Trump bias engulfing the 
mainstream media. It’s just out of control. The Harvard study found that CNN, 
CBS, and NBC produced more than 90% negative coverage during Trump's first 
100 days, followed by the New York Times at 87%, and the Washington Post at 
83%. Only Fox News offered close to balanced coverage with 52% negative 
coverage, and Fox is supposed to be pro-Trump. 

The whole issue that they blew up into major headlines was about President 
Trump sharing sensitive intelligence with Russian officials visiting the White House. 
Reportedly, the disclosure included information that ISIS has developed a way 
to mask bombs inside laptop computers that can slip undetected through airport 
screening. In traveling back from Hong Kong, they pulled my laptops out and 
sent them to secondary screening where they test them for explosive residue. 
They openly told me they now have to test every laptop. Yet, Trump giving away 
national secrets was such a big story when the TSA told me, “Sorry, we have to 
now check every laptop.” 

The press has resurrected Russia as the evil empire even though they are no 
longer communist. When I ask why Russia is our enemy, the response lacks any 
rational thought, “Well, they are Russian!” The invasion of Eastern Ukraine is 
historically normal since the people in the East speak Russian, not Ukrainian, and 
they were there because it was part of the Soviet Union. Even Crimea was always 
Russian when it was merely given to Ukraine by Russia. It was a strategic port for 
Russia no different than Okinawa in Japan, and if the USA was kicked out of 
there they too would invade. Russia may be a lot of things, but in the case of 
ISIS, Russia is our ally. The media wants war with Russia all just to get rid of Trump 
and restore the leftist agenda. 
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We know this information was only about laptops thanks to traitors within the 
intelligence community who are trying to overthrow Trump. They said Trump 
gave super-sensitive classified info to Russia and then called the media to 
explain what that info was. Then the Washington Post broadcast the “sensitive 
top secret” info to the entire world. The hypocrisy within the intelligence 
community is in league with the media. Who is the bigger traitor? Trump or the 
leakers and Washington Post who actually wrote: 
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“One day after dismissing Comey, Trump welcomed Russian Foreign 
Minister Sergei Lavrov and Ambassador Sergey Kislyak — a key figure in 
earlier Russia controversies — into the Oval Office. It was during that 
meeting, officials said, that Trump went off script and began describing 
details of an Islamic State terrorist threat related to the use of laptop 
computers on aircraft.” 

Those calling the Washington Post from inside the CIA/NSA are doing so for a 
reason. Given the unprecedented volume of leaks, there does need to be a 
witch hunt for those who are leaking info to the media. If Snowden was a traitor, 
what does this make them? Moreover, the leakers from inside the CIA/NSA 
accuse Trump of being "treasonous" for 
sharing the info about laptops with 
Russia, but they are truly the traitors for 
telling the entire world. 

This is not a First Amendment issue. Just as 
traders in banks sign confidentiality 
agreements and cannot speak to the 
press, these people in the CIA/NSA sign 
agreements but have no such discretion 
and would be fired instantly in the private 
sector. What Snowden did was for the 
people. What these people are doing is 
for the deep state against the people. 
They are the lowest of the low. They are 
lucky I am not president. I would be dragging them out in public and putting 
them on trial for treason. 

The mere fact that the Washington Post has become entangled in this treason 
given their links to the CIA calls into question their integrity. As a media publisher, 
they legally should be shut down for this is no longer a First Amendment issue. 
Their unethical sources are always quoted as “anonymous” and that makes 
them an accomplice to treason.  

In July 2001, an unpublished author working on a book about a Houston murder 
went to jail rather than turn over the information she had collected and the 
identities of the sources who gave it to her. In the end, Vanessa Leggett spent 
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168 days in jail for contempt, longer than any American journalist had ever been 
held, for refusing to respond to a subpoena, and was only released when the 
term of the grand jury before whom she was supposed to testify expired. 

Leggett went to jail because the federal judge overseeing the grand jury found 
that there was no reporter's privilege in the Fifth Circuit or the federal court circuit 
that includes Texas. They also said that an unpublished author is not a journalist 
and thus could claim no such privilege even if it existed. 

 

The Supreme Court in 2014 rejected New York Times reporter James Risen's 
appeal of a 4th Circuit decision that ruled the government can compel him to 
reveal his source under oath. The case, one of the most important for reporters’ 
privilege in decades, means that Risen has exhausted his appeals and must now 
either testify in the leak trial of former CIA officer Jeffrey Sterling or face jail time 
for being in contempt of court. Risen vowed to go to prison rather than comply.  

This was the latest victory for the Obama Administration in their crackdown on 
sources, and in turn, investigative journalism. The Obama Administration pursued 
leaks aggressively, bringing criminal charges in eight cases, compared with three 
under all previous administrations combined. 

The Justice Department under Obama had tightened its guidelines for 
subpoenaing reporters, which has no formal enforcement mechanism. The 
administration argued to the Supreme Court that reporters’ privilege does not 
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exist, even comparing journalists who invoke the privilege to criminals who have 
received drugs. The Obama Administration did more damage to reporters’ 
privilege than any other case in forty years, which included the Valerie Plame 
leak investigation that jailed Judith Miller of the New York Times during the Bush 
Administration. The Fourth Circuit is where many national security reporters live 
and work, and by eviscerating the privilege there, the government has made 
national security reporting that much harder in an age where there has already 
been an explosion in use of surveillance to root out journalists’ sources. The leaks 
from the CIA/NSA regarding private meetings between Trump and foreign 
officials is one that should be brought as criminal against the leakers as well as 
the Washington Post. 

Risen exposed a disastrous operation by the CIA where they literally handed 
over designs to a nuclear bomb to Iran. That is an issue which is more along the 
lines of Snowden. There is a difference between a journalist keeping government 
honest and those who are trying to overthrow Trump for personal reasons. The 
former would at least be within the scope of the claimed reporters’ privilege 
while the latter is claiming immunity for subversive activity against the people of 

the United States. 

The case of Judith Miller, a New York 
Times journalist at the time, became 
embroiled in controversy after her 
coverage of Iraq’s Weapons of Mass 
Destruction program both before and 
after the 2003 invasion. The New York 
Times later determined Miller’s stories 
published in the paper were inaccurate. 
She acknowledged in the Wall Street 
Journal on April 4, 2015, that some of her 
Times coverage was inaccurate, 
although she had relied on sources she 
had used numerous times in the past, 
and had won a Pulitzer Prize. Miller 
further stated that policymakers and 
intelligence analysts had relied on the 
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same sources claiming that Iraq had huge stockpiles of weapons of mass 
destruction. Some argue that it was her stories in the New York Times that 
supported the entire invasion of Iraq. 

All of this aside, Miller was also involved in the Plame Affair where her status of a 
member of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) became widely known and 
compromised her position. When Miller was asked to name her sources, she 
invoked reporters’ privilege, which does not exist in any absolute manner, and 
refused to reveal her sources in the CIA leak. The Supreme Court made it clear 
that testimonial privileges “are not lightly created nor expansively construed, for 
they are in derogation of the search for truth.” United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, 
710 (1974). She was held in contempt of 
court and spent 85 days in jail for 
protecting her source who turned out to 
be Scooter Libby. Miller later was forced 
to resign from her job at the New York 
Times in November 2005. 

Libby went to trial and was convicted 
of one count of obstruction of justice, two 
counts of perjury, and one count of 
making false statements. Between 2003 
and 2005 Libby had leaked classified 
employment information about Valerie 
Plame to New York Times reporter Judith 
Miller and others. He then lied and tried to cover-up his leaks. 

In the grand jury, Libby testified that he met with Judith Miller on July 8, 2003, and 
discussed Plame with her. He had signed a “blanket waiver” allowing journalists 
to discuss their conversations. Miller maintained that such a waiver did not serve 
to allow her to reveal her source to that grand jury. After refusing to testify about 
her July 2003 meeting with Libby, Miller was sent to prison on contempt of court 
on July 7, 2005. Her lawyer, Robert Bennett, told her that she already had 
possessed a written waiver from Libby all along and there was no privilege. Miller 
then agreed to testify and was released on September 29, 2005. She then 
appeared before the grand jury. Miller produced a notebook from a previously 
undisclosed meeting with Libby on June 23, 2003. Libby was convicted of 
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obstruction of justice and two counts of perjury in his grand jury testimony and 
one count of making false statements to federal investigators about when and 
how he learned that Plame was a CIA agent. 

It seems that contempt sanctions are now warranted as a matter of national 
security to get at those within the government who leak information about 
private conversations between world leaders and names of terrorists to obstruct 
investigations. That is what the contempt power was really supposed to be –- 
the refusal to comply when you can comply. There is no justification for what the 
Washington Post is doing. They are not protecting the people from a corrupt 
government; they are part of that corruption. 

At the very least, Americans should cancel subscriptions to the Washington Post 
and the New York Times and stop watching news channels that care more 
about destroying the president than they do about protecting American lives. 
This is rising to the level of a civil duty for the mainstream media is out of 
control and working against the best interests of the people. 

 

The Obama Administration put a target on Navy SEAL Team 6 operators' backs 
when it leaked key operational details about the Osama bin Laden raid for 
personal political gain. They told the whole world it was SEAL Team 6's 
participation that put their family members at risk. Then the Navy SEAL who 
wrote a best-selling book detailing the secretive raid that killed al-Qaeda 
leader Osama bin Laden had to pay the federal government at least $6.8 
million under a deal to avoid prosecution for not getting pre-publication 
approval for the work. 
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Back in 2012, someone in the Obama Administration leaked sensitive details 
about an "underwear-bombing" plot and the mission was forced to a standstill 
thanks to that leak, which former House Intelligence Committee Chairman Mike 
Rogers suggested was utilized to generate positive press and boost Obama's 
re-election chances. 

The mainstream media did nothing 
about Hillary who was caught 
transporting classified emails on an 
illegal server hidden in a bathroom. 
They still crowned her president no 
matter what she did. They even 
plastered her on the front cover of 
Newsweek calling her “Madam 
President” before the vote was 
counted. They did not report the 
scheme to conceal or destroy emails 
and burn or hide potentially damning 
daily calendar entries. 

Every administration has intelligence 
leaks. The current leaks are due to a 
convoluted effort intended to hurt 
President Trump, while Obama's leaks 
were about making him look good. What they have in common is the press 

involvement which ends up potentially endangering 
human lives. 

When I was in grade school, I remember in history 
class the Spanish-American War was attributed to the 
press. Indeed, the father of yellow journalism had the 
top prize in journalism, handed out by Columbia 
University, named after him –- Pulitzer Prize. 
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The constant lies and manipulations seem intent upon creating war exactly as 
took place with the Spanish-American War. We have returned to yellow 
journalism which is based upon sensationalism and crude exaggeration. Pulitzer 
and Hearst went head to head.  

Hearst’s New York Journal was called out for reporting fake news by its rival 
Joseph Pulitzer’s New York World. The 
Journal article was written by Richard 
Harding Davis, who reported that 
Spanish authorities boarded the U.S. 
steamer, the Olivette, as it prepared to 
leave Havana and searched several 
passengers for contraband. Among the 
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passengers was a young Cuban woman 
named Clemencia Arango, whose brother 
was a leader in the insurgency against 
Spanish rule. The Journal’s article was 
ambiguous, implying the woman was strip-
searched by men, which was created by the 
accompanying illustration of Frederic 
Remington. 

The New York World attacked the Journal’s 
fake news, quoting Arango as denying that 
men had strip-searched her. That task, she 
said, had fallen to a matron, or “inspectress.” 
The journalist Davis, in a letter to the World, 
then blamed Frederic Remington for having drawn “an imaginary picture” and 
insisted his dispatch had not reported that men had conducted the search. That 
Frederic Remington scandal drawing was published in the New York Journal, 
February 12, 1897. 

Nevertheless, this story of the strip-search discredited the Journal as being prone 
to publishing “fakes” and other thinly documented reports. Welcome to the 
present where the New York Times and Washington Post seem to be carrying on 
in the same unreliable manner as well as ABC, CBS, NBC, and of course CNN.  

Of course, Thomas Friedman of the NYT has won the Pulitzer Prize three times. It 
seems it has become the award that celebrates yellow journalism for whom it 
was named. If the Democrats were clean, then even if Russia hacked the DNC, 

there would have been nothing to release. Moreover, 
nobody has accused Russia of altering one single email. 
It is outrageous to blame Russia for their candidate 
losing instead of admitting they got caught. 

New York Times had to borrow money ($75,000) to stay 
alive way back when. To set the paper apart from its 
more sensational competitors, Adolph Simon Ochs 
(1858–1935) adopted the slogan, “All the News That’s Fit 
to Print” (first used October 25, 1896). His effort to 
establish a respected newspaper compared to the 



 

23 
 

sensational publications of Hearst and Pulitzer have been wiped out with the 
latest fall from good journalism. The reputation he had worked so hard to build 
has been destroyed in just the first 100 days of the Trump Administration. 

 

 

It is very sad, but they are doing what always happens historically. The press 
champions self-interest. They created the Spanish-American War with fake news 
about the sinking of the Maine in the Spanish harbor. The Pulitzer Prize was 
created because he made so much money starting that war. He donated his 
money to Columbia University to clean up his reputation after he died. Journalists 
are proud to win the Pulitzer Prize named for the very guy who championed fake 
news. 

When the news turns to propaganda, it is one of the last things to take place in 
the historical sequence of how civilization falls. The mainstream media is the third 
horseman of economic apocalypse that includes taxes, corruption (politics/ rule 
of law), propaganda, and war.  

First you have the taxes, then comes the corruption to bribe politicians to get out 
of the taxes, and they use the courts to extract taxes. Then comes the 
propaganda of the media to manipulate society to hold on to power, and finally 
war (civil unrest/international).  
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The Firing of Comey 
 

 

rump fired Comey, former head of the FBI, for his handling of an email 
scandal involving then Democratic presidential nominee Hillary Clinton. 
Removing Comey in this fashion has only raised suspicions among 

Democrats and the Republican elite who both want to stop Trump from 
reforming anything or draining the swamp in particular. Those in Congress on 
both sides love their perks, and while they shoved Obamacare down everyone’s 
throats, they exempted themselves. Worse still, this action by Trump, no matter 
how valid, was a stupid decision which has placed even his presidency in 
jeopardy. Comey’s connections with the Clintons dates back to 1996 when he 
was deputy special counsel to the Senate Whitewater Committee. He assisted 
in clearing the Clintons back then as well, even though Hillary was personally 
involved in mishandling documents and had ordered others to block 
investigators as they pursued their case. Back then the interference by White 
House officials, which included destruction of documents, amounted to “far 
more than just aggressive lawyering or political naiveté,” Comey and his fellow 
investigators concluded. It constituted “a highly improper pattern of deliberate 
misconduct.” 

T 
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It was Deputy Attorney General Rod Rosenstein 
who recommended Comey be fired and the 
view on the Hill was rather universal as both 
sides had concerns. Comey overstepped his 
power in the Clinton email scandal by making 
the public decision not to prosecute her when 
it is the Attorney General who prosecutes and 
not the FBI. Comey usurped powers he did not 
have and took the limelight. 
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Rosenstein's remarks suggest that Comey was too independent of top Justice 
Department officials. "Among the concerns that I recall were to restore the 
credibility of the FBI, respect the established authority of the Department of 
Justice, limit public statements, and eliminate leaks," he said. After Rosenstein 
delivered his memo to the Attorney General, Jeff Sessions then sent a letter to 
the White House addressed to President Trump. 
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President Trump then forwarded the documents to James Comey in a 
termination letter. Therefore, it was not done in the heat of the moment. 
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Now CNN is reporting that the email which prompted Comey to reopen the 
investigation into Hillary’s emails was fake. Even Lindsey Graham said it would 
have been "incredibly incompetent" if he took actions based on an email he 
knew to be fake. Indeed, Comey told the Senate and House select committees 
on intelligence about such an email, but never indicated that it was fake. 

Comey talked to members of the Senate and House intelligence committees 
that he was sitting on emails that the Russians had between the Democratic 
Party and the Department of Justice that were highly explosive. Yet, Comey 
never mentioned that the email was fake. 

The email was a document detailing a supposed email from Rep. Debbie 
Wasserman Schultz, who was at the time the head of the Democratic National 
Committee. This said someone in the Department of Justice told her Attorney 
General Loretta Lynch was restraining the investigation into Hillary Clinton's email 
practices as Secretary of State. The email was said to come from "a dubious 

Russian document" and that this was the 
document that influenced Comey's decision to 
make his thinking on the case public. The FBI does 
not publicly comment on investigations and 
Comey noted that. Trump held Comey 
accountable. 

Wasserman Schultz has denied knowing the 
people in the report, let alone writing the email. This 
raises serious concerns about the whole 
investigation into this Russian meddling. The FBI 
probe that involves Russia and claims that Trump’s 
people were in contact with Putin must also be 
scrutinized. Some Democrats compared the firing 

of Comey to the “Saturday Night Massacre” of 1973, when President Richard 
Nixon fired an independent special prosecutor investigating the Watergate 
scandal. But Comey was not an independent prosecutor. 

Trump should have had better judgment in this matter. It becomes logical to 
question his real motives because he had plenty of time to fire Comey and 
should have done so previously. Nevertheless, this raises concerns about Trump’s 
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political advisers. Are they really this stupid? Can they read between the political 
lines in Washington? Are they truly competent politically? 

Moreover, Comey was the Assistant US Attorney in the Southern District of New 
York from January 2002 to the time of his confirmation as Deputy Attorney 
General on December 11, 2003. He held the most corrupt judicial post in the 

nation. Comey always did 
his part in protecting the 
bankers. His whitewash of 
Hillary was interlinked with 
that position and should 
have been questioned 
long ago. One only needs 
to lift the rug a little to 
wonder to whom he gives 
his loyalty. 

Comey was an assistant 
US attorney when he first gained notoriety by being the Department of Justice 
(DOJ) official who “investigated” and cleared Bill Clinton of any wrong-doing 
with regard to taking a kick-back for 
pardoning financier Marc Rich as he 
was leaving the presidency. This was 
Comey’s first whitewash for the 
Clintons.  

There was so much question over 
this pardon that Marc Rich still 
refused to return to the United States 
even after paying for his pardon. 
Even John Podesta was involved. 

After the Marc Rich pardon, Comey 
resigned from the DOJ and took a 
position as the head attorney for 
Lockheed Martin Company, the 
military contractor. Lockheed most 
likely hired Comey for contacts, as 
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things typically go in Washington. Lockheed Martin donated to Hillary for the 
election. FBI Director James Comey has worked for some organizations that have 
donated to or partnered with the Clinton Foundation. This is very true. Was he 
behind that influence? Nobody knows for sure. However, Comey was the chief 
legal officer of Lockheed throughout this period with respect to deals with the 
State Department contracts. 

 

In late 2012, Comey stepped down from Lockheed and it has been alleged that 
he earned $6 million in a payout for his services for a single year. On June 2, 
2010, Comey announced he would leave Lockheed Martin to join the senior 
management committee at Bridgewater Associates, a Connecticut-based 
investment management firm. Back in 2011, the hedge fund industry was shaken 
by allegations that it exploited inside information. In May 2011, Raj Rajaratnam, 
the founder of the Galleon Group, was convicted on fourteen counts of 
conspiracy and securities fraud. Other government investigations were 
continuing, including one involving S.A.C. Capital. Some believe that Bridgewater 
hired Comey at that time to ward-off any investigations given his contacts. That 
seemed to be the case since Comey did not stay there very long. 

On February 1, 2013, after leaving Bridgewater, Comey was appointed by 
Columbia University Law School as a Senior Research Scholar and Hertog Fellow 
on National Security Law. It was at this time he was also appointed to the board 
of directors of the London-based financial institution HSBC Holdings, in the 
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aftermath of the bank’s compliance program following its $1.9 billion settlement 
with the Justice Department announced in December 2012 for failing to comply 
with basic due diligence requirements for money laundering regarding Mexican 
drug cartels and terrorism financing.  

HSBC’s criminality was pervasive and deliberate by the bank and its officials. A 
Senate report released ahead of the embargo revealed that HSBC’s lax anti-
money laundering policies allowed Mexican drug money, Iranian terrorist money, 
and even suspicious Russian money to enter the U.S. and gain access to U.S. 
dollar liquidity over the last couple of years between 2010 and 2012. 

 

Comey appears to be hired on short stints for his contacts into the DOJ to make 
things go away. One would naturally assume that he too was for hire to wield 
influence not much different than Hillary Clinton’s pay-for-play. It would then 
logically raise the question of whether Comey could investigate Hillary for selling 
influence to foreign governments when that is the name of the game in Trump’s 
“swamp” formally known as Capitol Hill. 
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Comey was appointed as a Director and Member of the Board of HSBC. So here 
too we find that HSBC was a Clinton Foundation contributor throughout the 
“investigation” and Bill Clinton was being paid large personal fees for speaking 
at HSBC events while Hillary was Secretary of State.  

On December 1, 2008, then President-elect Obama formally announced that 
Hillary Clinton would be his nominee for Secretary of State. She served in that 
role between January 21, 2009 and February 1, 2013. 

In a CBS interview in March 2015, Obama was bluntly asked when he first learned 
about Clinton’s private email server that she used as Secretary of State. He 
answered, “The same time everybody else learned it through news reports.” This 
appears to be a lie. 

However, Obama clearly 
signed a memorandum to 
which Hillary would have 
been a party. Her claim that 
she was allowed to have a 
private email server is also a 
plain out right a lie. There are 
emails from Obama to 
Hillary’s private server, proving 
he knew what she was doing. 
On August 24, 2012, Obama 
signed a directive to the 
heads of the executive 
departments, which would 

have included Hillary (Directive to Hillary 2012 m-12-18). Hillary was Secretary of 
State between 2009 and 2013. Therefore, Obama knew she had a private email 
server and sent this directive, which she IGNORED. This latest email from Mills to 
Podesta shows Hillary was outside of the rules and law. 

Podesta wrote in return to use Executive Privilege to cover-up the issue just like 
Richard Nixon. “Think we should hold emails to and from potus? That’s the heart 
of his exec privilege. We could get them to ask for that. They may not care, but 
I(t) seems like they will.”  
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Indeed, the New York Post exposed that Obama used a fake name to 
communicate with Hillary on her private server obviously because he KNEW what 
she was doing. 

After the HSBC scandal was managed, Comey was then appointed FBI director 
by Obama in June 2013, replacing outgoing director Robert Mueller. Comey was 
appointed to the FBI soon after when Hillary was leaving the State Department. 
Therefore, Comey came to the FBI just in time for any investigation into Hillary. 
Made sense since he appears to be the clean-up guy who declined to find any 
wrongdoing with Bill Clinton and the Marc Rich Pardon scandal. Obama may 
have counted on Comey to circle the wagons and protect the Democratic 
establishment (swamp) once again. 

Remember that this was 
about the time the Inspector 
General of the State 
Department found over $6 
billion “missing” from the State 
Department finances during 
Hillary’s tenure. That was 
never “debunked” as the 
Washington Post claimed. 
There was just no explanation. 

The obvious conclusion is that 
Comey was appointed to the 
FBI to ensure Hillary would get 
a pass to protect the 
Democratic Party. It certainly 
appears that Comey did in 
fact ensure Hillary would not 
be indicted.   

Supposedly, the FBI under Comey began an “investigation” of the Clinton Funds 
and the Clinton Foundation. Even Chelsea told one of the Bush daughters she 
was concerned about how money in the Clinton Foundation was being used. A 
professional accounting firm was brought in to pretend everything was fine. 
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In late 2015, we began to hear about the Clinton Foundation and its use by the 
Clinton’s as a multi-billion dollar slush fund for pay-for-play. Chelsea’s wedding 
had been paid for by the charity. This fact surfaced in the emails from WikiLeaks. 
The Clinton Foundation had never completed required reports or had an audit. 

The Federal regulatory agencies have repeatedly issued sanctions and fines 
against BKD, the small Midwestern professional accounting firm that for 13 years 
was chief auditor for the Clinton Foundation’s 
operations. The Springfield, Missouri-based firm served 
as the external auditor that certified the financial 
soundness of the Clinton Foundation. The law firm DLA 
Piper reportedly performed an independent audit of 
the Clinton Foundation. The coincidence here was that 
Comey’s brother, Peter, was employed by that law firm in some capacity. It is 
not known if Peter Comey had anything to do with the audit directly. DLA Piper 
has lawyers in offices throughout Asia Pacific, Europe, the Middle East, Africa, 
and the Americas. 

It was the Judicial Watch and other independent sources who obtained 
information proving that Hillary had been running her own server, sending out 
classified information, etc. This information began to come out right in the middle 
of her campaign. Comey launched an “investigation,” and the reason he was 
fired was that he made the decision not to indict Hillary when the FBI has no 
such power. That is legally only the Department of Justice – not the FBI. 
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As head of the FBI, Comey did not have the authority to make the decision to 
indict Hillary. That was exclusively the power of the Attorney General. The 
investigation into Hillary’s use of a private server was a plain violation of national 
security law. True, other former directors used personal emails. But that was for 
personal emails and not everything as was the case with Hillary. Obama’s 
direction was clearly inspired by Hillary. 

Comey gave immunity to all of Hillary’s staff to testify before the FBI without the 
use subpoenas or warrants. He never used the grand jury where the people 
make the decision to indict. Comey did not record testimony and allowed 
attorneys to represent multiple suspects, which would never take place in a 
grand jury investigation. Every improper aspect of his investigation was carried 
out and then he usurped the power of the Attorney General to proclaim she 
would not be indicted. Nothing was ever done with the Clinton Foundation, 
which then shut down its global initiative when Hillary lost the election and 
donations from foreign governments stopped, proving it was all along pay-for-
play. 

The collapse of the Clinton Foundation was in full swing, demonstrating that this 
was all about selling influence. Given the bad press for the Clinton Foundation, 
combined with Hillary’s loss, her political donations dried up. The Clinton Global 
Initiative was their pretend centerpiece to which they claimed its goal 
“convenes global leaders to create and implement innovative solutions to the 
world’s most pressing challenges.” This was their claimed effort to influence world 
leaders while, of course, raising cash for the foundation from foreign leaders. 
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The Clintons began shutting down that effort and laying off all staff as of April 
15, 2017. The Clinton Foundation said in a filing with the New York Department 
of Labor reporting it would lay off all staff, citing the discontinuation of the Clinton 
Global Initiative. No wonder Bill was so mad at Trump – the faucet was turned 
off. We also never heard a word from the IRS investigation other than utter 
silence. 

If James Comey was selling his own 
influence, it would certainly be hard for 
the pot to call the kettle black. Hillary’s 
investigation was clearly a whitewash. 
The more important aspect was the 
selling of influence. When you consider 
these were foreign leaders sending her 
piles of cash when she was Secretary of 
State, the sale of “influence” raises to 
the level of actual TREASON! 
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It was also James Comey who began the “investigation” into Trump being 
wiretapped. It was not just Donald Trump, but every other person involved in the 
Republican campaign. Under the pretense of national security monitoring 
Russians, the Democrats pulled off a Watergate move. Nixon should have just 
alleged there were contacts with Russians and then he could have listened to 
everything the Democrats were planning. 

 

Comey said the government was investigating Russians, not Trump. Therefore, 
any calls intercepted with Trump and his staff were incidental to the investigation 
of the Russians.  

It is clear that there was a June 2016 FISA request by the Obama Administration 
to monitor communications involving Donald Trump and several advisers. That 
request was amazingly denied as too broad. The rumor is that the court was very 
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concerned that this was a witch hunt by Obama without any evidence that was 
akin to Watergate. 

Then in October 2016 before the election, the Obama administration submitted 
a new request that was more narrow to the FISA court which targeted a 
computer server in Trump Tower they alleged would show links to Russian banks. 
No such evidence was found and indeed it was a witch hunt. However, the 
wiretaps continued, claiming it was for national security to try to distinguish this 
from Watergate. 

 

Obviously, Hillary was briefed by Obama on the attempt to gain access to 
Trump’s server. Hillary’s tweet dated October 31, 2016, was AFTER Obama sought 
the court order to tap the server Trump had in Trump Tower under the pretense 
it would prove links he had with Russia. That effort failed to produce any such 
evidence. Here you have Hillary tweeting about that very server that the Obama 
Administration applied for, not “scientists.” Hillary was briefed on the effort to use 
the Justice Department to target Trump for political purposes. This is Watergate 
all over. Any claims this was innocent national security means Hillary should never 
have been briefed. Plain and simple. This is an abuse of executive power. 
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James Comey was part of what those behind the curtain were calling the “Gang 
of Four” who were out to get Trump. NSA Director Michael Rogers participated 
in the sessions at Intelligence and National Security Summit in Washington. It turns 
out that Obama officially blamed Putin on October 8, 2016. Then on Thursday 
November 17, 2016, Rogers traveled to New York and met with President-Elect 
Donald Trump after the election without informing others. Then the next day, the 
Washington Post reported on a recommendation that Mike Rogers be removed 
from his NSA position. This was a recommendation from the Pentagon and the 
NSA to President Obama that Rogers must be removed, to which Comey did 
not object. Defense Secretary Ashton Carter and Director of National 
Intelligence James R. Clapper Jr. delivered this to Obama.  

Reuters reported on November 19 that Carter and Clapper demanded to fire 
Rogers. Rogers didn’t want to participate in the 
Obama’s spying scheme led by Clapper. All 
the information I was getting from behind the 
curtain warned that there was indeed a soft-
coup against Trump that was organized by 
Obama and that Clapper was deeply involved. 
I warned this was being called the “Gang of 
Four” behind the curtain – absolutely 
unprecedented. Comey was part of this “Gang 
of Four” and Clapper was adamant about 
stopping Trump. 
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Then there was the fake “dossier” to obtain authorization for the surveillance and 
to try to associate Trump’s campaign with the Russians. Christopher Steele, who 
wrote reports on compromising material Russian operatives allegedly collected 
on Donald Trump, is a former officer in Britain's Secret Intelligence Service who 
was hired by the Democrats. Steele spent years under diplomatic cover working 
for the agency known as MI6 in Russia and Paris in addition to London. He was 
an MI6 spy, which took him from Russia to Afghanistan via Paris. 

Under Comey’s direction the Trump/Republican campaign was monitored and 
surveilled based upon this dossier paid for by the Democrats. All information was 
then fed back to the Obama Whitehouse and the Clinton camp. Hillary was kept 
informed as evidenced by her tweet. 

The FBI used a dossier of allegations of Russian ties to Donald Trump's campaign 
as justification to win approval to secretly monitor a Trump associate. The dossier 
has also been cited by FBI Director James Comey in some of his briefings to 
members of Congress as one of the sources of information the bureau has used 
to justify its investigation. 
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It was also the Democrats who hired CrowdStrike, the third-party company who 
the FBI and Comey relied on for the whole claim that the Democratic National 
Committee (DNC) was hacked by Russians. On Friday, May 12, 2017, a massive 
cyberattack called WannaCry took place globally, effecting millions of 
computers, thousands of companies and agencies, and catching most of the 
world totally off guard. More than 150 countries were affected, including China, 
Great Britain, Russia, the United States, and the Middle East. The government 
immediately blamed North Korea and that was fed to the New York Times who 
seems to be the favorite leak position for the FBI. Despite the claims the origin 
was pointing to North Korea as the author of the WannaCry ransomware, this 
was simply based upon some code and the style in which it was written. Nobody 
can trace where the attack came from. It is also impossible to trace the DNC 
hack to Russia, which remains pure speculation. 

 

Obviously, it is also impossible to trace the DNC release of emails to Russia. To 
make its assessment about alleged Russian hacking into the DNC, CrowdStrike 
was financed to the tune of $100 million from a funding drive last year led by 
Google Capital, which now goes by the name of CapitalG and is an arm of 
Alphabet Inc., Google’s parent company. Eric Schmidt, the chairman of 
Alphabet, has been a staunch and active supporter of Hillary Clinton and is a 
longtime donor to the Democratic Party. CrowdStrike advertises on its website 
that it is “proud to have received major funding from some of the world’s most 
prestigious technology providers and investment firms -- most prominently 
Google Capital, which “led (a) $100M investment in CrowdStrike.” 

Clearly, they were given the contract to blame Russia, which seems to be 
speculation when nobody can even trace the origin of WannaCry ransomware.  

The DNC refused to allow law enforcement to physically examine its computer 
servers after the alleged hacking. CNN even reported that fact. Consequently, 
this entire allegation cannot be verified and the government has relied entirely 
upon an unverified statement by CrowdStrike and their assessment that the 
servers had most likely been hacked by Russian agents. How is that even 
possible? 
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“The FBI repeatedly stressed to DNC officials the necessity of obtaining 
direct access to servers and data, only to be rebuffed until well after the 
initial compromise had been mitigated,” CNN quoted the senior law 
enforcement official as saying. “This left the FBI no choice but to rely upon 
a third party for information. These actions caused significant delays and 
inhibited the FBI from addressing the intrusion earlier.” 

The DNC claimed that the FBI never asked to inspect their servers. Therefore, this 
entire “Russian Investigation” and Trump being in league with the Russians to 
“influence” the election by hacking the DNC is totally unproven. So much airtime 
and money has been spent investigating this allegation that comes only from 
CrowdStrike and cannot be independently verified if it was like the fake “dossier” 
or even the now fake Debbie 
Wasserman Schultz email. 

The FBI under Comey has relied on 
computer forensics from a third-party 
tech security company, CrowdStrike, 
which first determined in May of last 
year that the DNC’s servers had been 
infiltrated by Russia-linked hackers that 
nobody could actually trace or prove. 
The CNN report also affirmed that the 
FBI relied ENTIRELY upon CrowdStrike’s 
findings even though they were hired 
by the DNC. 

CrowdStrike is a California-based cybersecurity technology co-founded by 
experts George Kurtz and Dmitri Alperovitch, a Russian expat. In an Esquire profile, 
Alperovitch recalled he first discovered that Russia allegedly hacked into the 
DNC when one of his analysts installed a proprietary software package into the 
DNC’s system and immediately discovered the alleged Russian breach. 

CrowdStrike said there was no doubt they were Russians because there was a 
malware that was stealing data and sending it to the same servers that had 
been used in a 2015 attack on the German Bundestag. The code and 
techniques used against the DNC “resembled” those from earlier attacks on the 
White House and the State Department much as the WannaCry code 
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“resembled” North Korean attacks. That is not absolute proof to warrant a full-
scale investigation of Trump’s ties to Russia to hack the DNC. 

Alperovitch claimed that there were two Russian intruders, Cozy Bear, a group 
CrowdStrike’s experts believed was affiliated with the FSB, Russia’s answer to the 
CIA, and Fancy Bear, which they had linked to the GRU Russian military 
intelligence. Alperovitch then called Shawn Henry, a former executive assistant 
director at the FBI who is now CrowdStrike’s president of services. Henry then said 
he led a forensics team to retrace the hackers’ steps of the breach. Over the 
next two weeks, they claimed that Cozy Bear had been stealing emails from the 
DNC for more than a year. Fancy Bear, on the other hand, had been in the 
network for only a few weeks. Fancy Bear’s target was the DNC research 
department, which was collecting a file on Donald Trump and other Republicans.  

 

According to the Esquire story, Alperovitch was surprised when the DNC wanted 
to go public about the alleged Russia hack, which took place at around the 
same time Donald Trump was accused of having a relationship with Russia. 

Typically, such events illustrate incompetence. Companies usually publicize their 
breaches only when the law requires it. For this reason, Alperovitch says, he 
expected that the DNC, too, would want to keep quiet. However, they did not 
and instead used this claim to smear Trump. At the DNC’s request, Alperovitch 
and Henry briefed a reporter from The Washington Post about the attack. On 
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June 14, 2016, soon after the story publicly linked Fancy Bear with the Russian 
GRU and Cozy Bear with the FSB for the first time, Alperovitch published a 
detailed blog post about the attacks. 

Eric Schmidt, former CEO of Google, back in April 
2014 backed a startup operation named Timshel to 
develop technology to propel Hillary into the 
presidency. Schmidt sent a Clinton campaign 
official a memo with advice on running the 
campaign. He told campaign officials he was 
“ready to fund, advise recruit talent,” and “clearly 
wants to be head outside advisor,” in a 2014 email 
leaked in to Clinton’s aide Cheryl Mills. 

During the campaign, Google offered different 
search results than its competitors Bing and Yahoo. 
That was not proof that the search engine was 

skewing its results in favor of Hillary Clinton. Nonetheless, this was a widely 
speculated issue that could not be proved without access to their proprietary 
algorithm. 

Clearly, there is a conflict of interest here at the center of the CrowdStrike claims 
that everything pointed to Russia without ANY independent verification. This 
would be the equivalent of Fox news claiming a confidential source said Obama 
stole the missing $6 billion from the State Department and then you prosecute 
him for that simply on the claim.  

Schmidt drew up a plan for Clinton’s campaign a year before she announced 
her White House bid. He even told her, “It’s important to 
have a very large hiring pool [such as NYC] from which to 
choose enthusiastic, smart and low paid permanent 
employees.” To then claim his company, CrowdStrike, 
should be taken by the FBI and Comey as EVIDENCE that 
Russia hacked the DNC is absurd. There was ZERO 
independent verification. Schmidt was at Hillary’s election 
night bash wearing a “staff” badge when she did not show 
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up. There is just too much conflict of interest in this Russian allegation. 

There have been very serious questions of a 
conflict of interest. Certainly, Eric Schmidt 
assumes he is just all-powerful and has a right to 
use money for his personal political ambitions. 
This should be absolutely outlawed. There should 
be only government-funded elections with no 
donations to gain political influence. This 
corrupts the very core of any democratic 
system converting the nation into an oligarchy. 

In an interview with PBS, Judy Woodruff asked 
Alpervotich if he had a conflict of interest in the 
alleged Russia hacking case in which he helped 
to start this whole movement to impeach Trump. 

JUDY WOODRUFF: Now, Dmitri Alperovitch, we want to point out and we 
said earlier, you were — your company was the one that uncovered this 
in the first place. You were working for the Democratic National 
Committee. Are you still working — doing work for them? 

DMITRI ALPEROVITCH: We’re protecting them going forward. The 
investigation is closed in terms of what happened there. But certainly, 
we’ve seen the campaigns, political organizations are continued to be 
targeted, and they continue to hire us and use our technology to protect 
themselves. 

JUDY WOODRUFF: I ask you that because if there’s a question of conflict 
of interest, how do you answer that? 

DMITRI ALPEROVITCH: Well, this report was not about the DNC. This report 
was about information we uncovered about what these Russian actors 
were doing in eastern Ukraine in terms of locating these artillery units of 
the Ukrainian army and then targeting them. So, what we just did is said 
that it looks exactly as the same to the evidence we’ve already 
uncovered from the DNC, linking the two together. 
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Notice that he used the words “it looks exactly as the same evidence” so he is 
making a guess and did not say he traced any hack directly to Russians. The 
“dossier” alleging wild things against Trump was also funded by the Democrats 
to discredit Trump. There is absolutely no independent evidence or investigation 
even by the FBI or Comey. These highly disruptive allegations have been spun in 
turn by mainstream media as absolute FACT. 

The US has routinely intervened into foreign elections. There is a very serious 
hypocrisy over this whole issue of Russia trying to influence the 2016 election 
when the Obama Administration directly intervened in Canada, Britain, Israel, 
and France and is expected to do so again in Britain come June 2017 and 
Germany in October 2017. 

 

The New York Times, Washington Post, and just about every other mainstream 
media outlet are biased and NOT REPORTING THE TRUTH. They act as if this is 
something unusual and sinister, yet Obama has continued in this very posture 
even after leaving office with respect to the French elections. Obama also 
intervened to overthrow Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and failed as 
he did in BREXIT. The United States routinely interferes in foreign elections. So what 
is the big deal with Russia? The United States has far too often staged coups to 
overthrow leaders they dislike. That is the ultimate interference. In Ukraine, after 
the people revolted, the USA sought to install their candidates and told the 
people if they overthrew the American plants, they would be on their own. 

The New York Times has deliberately misled everyone with its latest: “Top Russian 
Officials Discussed How to Influence Trump Aides Last Summer.” They wrote that 
two of Trump’s people “had indirect ties to Russian officials” and after all the 
“ifs”, “possibilities”, and “perhaps” the press can conjure up, the New York Times 
concluded, “It is unclear, however, whether Russian officials actually tried to 
directly influence Mr. Manafort and Mr. Flynn.” This is not news, but partisan 
speculation and a plain attempt to manipulate the people. There is an old saying 
if you tell a lie often enough, it becomes the truth. That is the obvious agenda. 
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Obama intervened into the British vote on 
BREXIT vote telling the British people if they 
voted for BREXIT, they would have to get in 
the “back of the queque,” which was taken 
negatively by the people. Can you image if 
Putin went on national TV in the USA and 
endorsed Trump? The press would have gone 
crazy. Yet this is what the Obama 

Administration did in Britain. James Carvel, after helping Bill Clinton win the 
presidency, flew to Britain and intervened on behalf of Clinton to overthrow the 
conservatives and install Tony Blair. 

We all have watched the video of 
Obama intervening in the French 
Election for Macron. However, what 
has not been widely known is that 
that the Obama Administration 
also intervened into Canada with 
operatives and money to 
overthrow the conservatives as 
Carville was an “operative” in 
Britain thanks to Clinton. If Putin did this, it would be classified as an invasion and 
the New York Times and Washington Post would probably call for war. 

There are very serious questions concerning the intelligence agencies (Gang of 
Four) and their involvement in partisan politics. The Gang of Four have admitted 
that as part of ongoing intelligence, Russia has been seeking such information 
for every election since the 1960s precisely as the USA does even with allies.  

The Gang of Four also used a memo claimed to have been provided by a 
“Kremlin insider” which said that Trump’s lawyer Michael Cohen’s was of 
strategic “importance” in the “covert relationship with Russia.” It also said 
Cohen’s “wife is of Russian descent and her father [is] a leading property 
developer in Moscow.” Cohen responded with outrage making it particularly 
clear that his wife is not even Russian, but Ukrainian, and migrated to the States 
back in 1972. Cohen said he has never been to Prague or Czechoslovakia, no 
less Russia. Yet the Gang of Four made this public as well. 



 

52 
 

 

The claims that the Obama Administration did not “wiretap” Trump’s phone was 
a play on words. They no longer “wiretap” phone lines as in the 1930s. They 
intercept phone calls via the trunk lines and cell towers. Obama was caught 
approving the interception of phone calls of Angela Merkel, the head of 
Germany. Once again, if Putin had done this in the USA, the New York Times and 
Washington Post would be calling for war by now. 

It was the Washington Post  who broke the story about the Obama 
Administration using the secret court that oversees the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act (FISA) to monitor the communications of Carter Page, who was 
identified by the Trump campaign as an adviser on national security. 

The dossier alleged that Page met senior Russian officials as an emissary of the 
Trump campaign, and discussed quid-pro-quo deals relating to sanctions. Page 
has denied meeting the officials named in the dossier and says he never cut any 
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political deals with the Kremlin. Page traveled to Russia in July 2016, where he 
gave a lecture critical of US policy toward Russia. Page has said he made the 
trip independent of the Trump campaign and his speech reflected his own 
personal views. There was clearly no wrongdoing with respect to his interactions 
with Russian officials. 

To obtain court permission to target Page, the FBI and Justice Department 
needed to show “probable cause” that he was acting as an agent of a foreign 
power. Comey had to sign off on the application, which government officials 

say involves a rigorous review process. 

Here we have the Gang of Four going 
after Trump and anyone in his corner 
using fake documents to tap everyone 
close to him. There was no “rigorous 
review process” when they use fake 
documents and do not tell anyone that 
they are indeed fake. We then have the 
leader of the coup against Trump, James 
Clapper, Former Director of National 
Intelligence, testifying in front of Congress 
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after he left, “I think, in many ways, our institutions are under assault, both 
externally — and that’s the big news here, is the Russian interference in our 
election system.” Clapper is clearly still relying upon documents that are fake 
and have never been produced by an independent party. Clapper resigned 
himself when he heard Trump won the election, demonstrating his bias. But worse 
still, Clapper testified before Congress on May 8, 2017, when he no longer served 
in the NSA. So if the nation was now under assault AFTER Trump fired Comey, 
then how does he know without someone inside leaking that information to him 
illegally? How does a former NSA head who justified taking all our phone calls still 
qualified to testify before Congress on issues after he left office?  

The press immediately jumped all over Trump comparing this to Nixon’s firing of 
the Special Counsel claiming this was an 
obstruction of justice. It is very interesting how 
the media calls this an impeachable offense 
to interfere with an ongoing investigation. 
When the shoe was on the other foot and it 
was Bill Clinton meeting off the record with the 
Attorney General investigating his wife, oh that 
was just OK because they said they only 
discussed grandchildren. 

Attorney General Loretta Lynch met privately 
with Bill Clinton on the tarmac in Phoenix on 
June 27th, 2016. The FBI protects the attorney 
general and the Secret Service protects the 

President so again the FBI were there. The claim is Bill just happened to see her 
plane and hopped on board to speak only about his grandchildren. Clinton 
even delayed his flight to meet with 
the Attorney General while she is 
supposed to be investigating his wife. 
To now claim they only spoke about 
his grandchildren is an insult and total 
nonsense since he delayed his flight 
to meet her. This is something any 
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lawyer would tell you that you CANNOT do. 

We already know Lynch will NEVER indict Hillary. It would be political suicide for 
her career and Obama has no doubt already told her to lay off of Hillary in his 
“opinion” of course. It does not take this long to investigate and Hillary would 
not have ran if there was any possibility of being charged. That means the whole 
Democratic machine has assurances from the White House that Hillary will never 
be prosecuted.  

Comey went on national TV violating every rule of the FBI, usurping the power of 
the Attorney General, revealing some of the FBI’s “evidence,” but then declared 
that there was no “intent” and cleared Hillary of all wrongdoing. Comey claimed 
there is no evidence that Hillary “intentionally” erased anything. Comey also 
stated that Hillary’s lawyers erased her emails using a keyword search program 
and they did not “read” the emails. He added that he would not recommend 
charges against Hillary or her aides. His words were: 

“Although we did not find clear evidence that Secretary Clinton or her 
colleagues intended to violate laws governing the handling of classified 
information, there is evidence that they were extremely careless in their 
handling of very sensitive, highly classified information.”  

Frank Quatrone was indicted in the Southern District of New York where Comey 
was the head prosecutor for claiming he instructed his people to erase emails 
in his technology-industry banking group at Credit Suisse Group’s Credit Suisse 

First Boston, based upon a single 
email that read “clean up those 
files” in December 2000. That was 
more than enough for his “intent” 
requirement to obstruct justice. This 
further illustrates the double 
standard of justice for government 
officers and us mere mortals on the 
outside. 
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Comey has said that he could not find anyone else who had been prosecuted 
for such a thing, but then added after clearing Hillary that this is not to say 
everyone in the government can do this or that they would not prosecute 
someone else for the same thing. Comey said, “[O]ur judgment is that no 
reasonable prosecutor would bring such a case.” 

Comey presented a really scathing rebuke of 
Hillary’s conduct that anyone else would have 
certainly been indicted for. For Obama to have 
announced in advance he would campaign for 
Hillary, it was clear that this was a cover-up and he 
knew the results before today. For Comey to 
say, “Although we did not find clear evidence [of 
any intentional misconduct] there is evidence that 
they were extremely careless of very sensitive, 
highly classified information.” It is the jury’s role to 
determine if there is any evidence and the case should have been presented 
for a Grand Jury to decide if she should have been indicted. That, of course, is 
off limits as well. 

Comey went on to all but acknowledge that Russia hacked Hillary’s emails: 

“With respect to potential computer intrusion by hostile actors, we did not 
find direct evidence that Secretary Clinton’s personal e-mail domain, in its 
various configurations since 2009, was successfully hacked. But, given the 
nature of the system and of the actors potentially involved, we assess that 
we would be unlikely to see such direct evidence. We do assess that 
hostile actors gained access to the private commercial e-mail accounts 
of people with whom Secretary Clinton was in regular contact from her 
personal account. We also assess that Secretary Clinton’s use of a personal 
e-mail domain was both known by a large number of people and readily 
apparent. She also used her personal e-mail extensively while outside the 
United States, including sending and receiving work-related e-mails in the 
territory of sophisticated adversaries. Given that combination of factors, 
we assess it is possible that hostile actors gained access to Secretary 
Clinton’s personal e-mail account.” 
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For Comey to claim neither the Department of Justice nor the White House knew 
what he was going to announce, seriously undermines his trustworthiness in this 
matter. Of course, Obama knew or he would not have scheduled to campaign 
for Hillary since, if indicted, she would have had to be on bail to stay out of jail 
to even campaign. This is by no means credible. But nobody would have 
expected Hillary to be indicted when the Democrats control the executive 
branch. Had Hillary been indicted, she could not have run for office, for even 
that statute says such a person would be disqualified for such an office. The 
entire election would have been a fiasco and the Democratic Party would have 
collapsed. This is what Bernie was holding out for and why he had his talk with 
Obama who informed him forget it — there would be no indictment for Hillary. 

“From the group of 30,000 e-mails returned to the State Department, 110 
e-mails in 52 e-mail chains have been determined by the owning agency 
to contain classified information at the time they were sent or received. 
Eight of those chains contained information that was Top Secret at the time 
they were sent; 36 chains contained Secret information at the time; and 
eight contained Confidential information, which is the lowest level of 
classification. Separate from those, about 2,000 additional e-mails were 
“up-classified” to make them Confidential; the information in those had 
not been classified at the time the e-mails were sent,” Comey said. 

Then, Comey contradicted Lynch in making it clear that the final decision was 
hers, “As a result, although the Department of Justice makes final decisions on 
matters like this, we are expressing to Justice our view that no charges are 
appropriate in this case.” 

Comey told Congress he would not testify, declining an invitation to testify before 
the Senate Intelligence Committee. He also wrote a public letter to the FBI 
accepting his firing and telling them he does not want to discuss why or how he 
was terminated. Senator Grassley and Senator Feinstein issued public statements 
confirming that Comey told them that the “Russia Investigation” does not involve 
President Trump personally. 

Then Comey agreed to testify in open hearing before Senate Intelligence 
Committee. Comey is expected to testify after Memorial Day. He will probably 
be asked about the circumstances around his sudden firing as well as issues 
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related to the panel's investigation of Russia's alleged interference in the 2016 
election. 
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High Crimes and 

Misdemeanors 

 

he array of reasons a president can be impeached typically include 
treason, bribery, or other high crimes and misdemeanors. Legally, 
impeachment is only a remedy for crimes committed by office holders. 

It does not apply to any crime committed in the past before taking office. Some 
have argued that the term “other high crimes and misdemeanors” refers to a 
much broader category of politically determined offenses. This is where some 
have tried to expand this view to apply to just about anything that one could 
argue displays of major political incompetence. However, to claim something 
constitutes some crime it cannot be created out of thin air. That would violate 
the Ex Post Facto clause meaning you cannot violate a crime before it is defined. 

The Founding Fathers clearly considered impeachment was a political decision 
and designated the process to the legislature rather than the courts. Gerald Ford, 
before he was President, made a very blunt distinction that to impeach Supreme 
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Court Justice William O. Douglas (1898–1980) in 
1970, “an impeachable offense is whatever a 
majority of the House of Representatives 
considers it to be at a given moment in history.” 
This type of interpretation would be an 
obviously violation of the Ex Post Facto clause. 
Therefore, it is far too broad leaving no rules 
and under this definition it would mean the 
majority can simply fire a president who vetoes 
anything they do not like. It would seem that 
such an expansive view would no doubt result 
in a Supreme Court challenge as to the 
definition of “other high crimes and 
misdemeanors.”  

Chief Justice [John] Marshall wrote in 
another very famous case, United States v 
Burr, 25 Fed. Cas. 1, 159 (No 14, 693) (C.C.D. 
Va 1807), the earliest judicial dispute 
involving what later became known as 
executive privilege where the defendant, 
Aron Burr (1756–1836), sought certain 
exculpatory material from President Thomas 
Jefferson (1743-1826). This dispute continues 
to this day with regard to the extent of what 
is the scope of the “Presidential Privilege,” 
but it appears that the President was in 
substantial compliance with outstanding 
orders if not in full compliance. Chief Justice Marshall wrote: 

“It is a technical term. It is used in a very old statute of that country whose 
language is our language, and whose laws form the substratum of our 
laws. It is scarcely conceivable that the term was not employed by the 
framers of our constitution in the sense which had been affixed to it by 
those from whom we borrowed it."  
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The constitutional convention adopted “high crimes and misdemeanors” with 
little discussion. Most of the framers knew the phrase well from English Law. Since 
1386, the English parliament had used the term “high crimes and misdemeanors” 
to describe one of the grounds to impeach officials of the crown. Officials 
accused of “high crimes and misdemeanors” were accused of offenses as 
varied as misappropriating government funds, appointing unfit subordinates, not 
prosecuting cases, not spending money allocated by Parliament, promoting 
themselves ahead of more deserving candidates, threatening a grand jury, 
disobeying an order from Parliament, arresting a man to keep him from running 
for Parliament, losing a ship by neglecting to moor it, helping “suppress petitions 

to the King to call a Parliament,” granting warrants 
without cause, and bribery. Some of these charges 
were crimes. Others were not. The one common 
denominator in all these accusations was that the 
official had somehow abused the power of his office 
and was unfit to serve 

When Rufus King reported to his home state of 
Massachusetts on the work of the constitutional 
convention, to which he had been a delegate, he 
said that "it was the intention and honest desire of the 
Convention to use those expressions that were most 
easy to be understood and least equivocal in their 

meaning." The greatest problem has been 
people try to twist those words to mean 
something entirely different today in order to 
achieve some arteriae political agenda. 

The Founding Fathers really used Sir William 
Blackstone (1723-1780) and his monumental 
work entitled Commentaries on English Law. 
This is the seminar work if you want to really 
comprehend the rule of law and how it has 
evolved over time. 

Blackstone’s work was the blueprint for 
American law and the construction of the 
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Constitution. Another significant work 
was that of Sir Edward Coke SL PC 
(1552–1634) who was Chief Justice of 
the King’s Bench (Criminal Court) 
between 1613 and 1616. Coke is best 
known for his written work which 
appeared in thirteen volumes of law 
reports, and the four-volume 
Institutes of the Lawes of England. 
These two legal texts of Blackstone 
and Coke were widely read and 
followed by judges and lawyers of 
the period and recognized as 
authoritative sources by the framers 
of the Constitution. For example, 
Blackstone's definition of treason was 
adopted verbatim in Article III, 
Section 3: "Treason against the 

United States, shall consist only in levying War against them, or in adhering to 
their Enemies, giving them Aid and Comfort.” 

Blackstone is most noted for writing the Commentaries on the Laws of England. 
He was born into a middle-class family in London, not an aristocrat. It was 
Blackstone who explained that "high crimes" were criminal acts committed 
"against the king and government." Turning to Coke's treatise, here we see he 
distinguishes "high treason" as a crime against the "royal majesty," as compared 
to "petit treason," a crime against "subjects and inferiors." A "high crime" was 
a crime against the sovereign, as opposed to garden variety crime which did 
not strike at the institutions of government or the life of the state. 

In the first version of Article II, Section 4 adopted by the Constitutional Convention 
of 1787, the Founders specified "high crimes and misdemeanors against the 
State." The last three words were changed to "against the United States" and 
were later deleted in their entirety by the Committee on Style, which was 
charged with editing, but not altering the meaning of, the Constitution. This 
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implies that the crime must only be against the government and not some 
private act. 

The term "high" crimes had clear meaning in 1787 and nothing has changed 
the meaning of these terms ever since. It was not until certain members of the 
House Judiciary Committee in 1998 decided to characterize private misconduct 
as an affair of state. President Clinton's questioned testimony in a private lawsuit 
that was dismissed for lack of merit, his lawful assertion of executive privilege, his 
dictionary-correct definition of sexual relations as coitus in his Grand Jury 
testimony and all that occurred with Monica Lewinsky and could not be 
classified as a “high” crime either under Blackstone or Coke. 

It would appear that there must be a violation of law directly against the 
government to qualify as a high crime or misdemeanor. This is separate and 
distinct from being incapable of carrying out the job for health reasons. There 
are many with such bold and reckless interpretations that are clearly biased 
reflecting just how far the politics within the United States have crumbled before 
the eyes of the entire world. 

Under ancient law, the king was the judge. You had King Solomon making the 
decision about whose child it was, saying he would cut it in half. That foundation 
provided the distinction between crimes against the king or government and 
private crimes. Since Biblical Times, if someone murdered a family member, he 
was prosecuted by the family, not the state, because it was a private crime and 
not a “high” crime against the state. In Athens, the only crime prosecuted by 
the state was a crime against the state or the 
Gods, as Socrates was charged, see Plato’s 
The Laws.  

Over time, how a trial of someone’s guilt was 
determined they assumed by God. There was 
Trial by Battle where the victor was seen as 
being vindicated by the hand of God. There 
was Trial by Ordeal where the accused was 
burned or made to walk on hot coals and if 
they did not blister, God judged them to be 
innocent. They would throw women into 
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water chained and if they sank, they were innocent, yet dead, because God 
embraced them. If they floated, God rejected them and then they were killed.  

 

Only when Magna Carta was forced upon the King of England to sign on June 
15, 1215, do we see the right to Trial by Jury appear in the English Common Law. 
The king had been fining people for just about anything. It was said that there 
had hardly been a man in England who had not been “amerced” (fined) a few 
times each year. It was Magna Carta that put in place the prohibition against 
amercements and any such fine was to be determined by the jury of the people.  

The King of England found a major revenue source cut off. What he then did 
was change the law entirely, which still dominates our current day legal process 
to this day. The king now inserted himself into private disputes claiming that any 
such private dispute "disturbed his peace" and thus he was now entitled to 
compensation. Never was the prosecution for the benefit of society, it was to 
further the self-interests of the king. Now if someone murdered a family member, 
it disturbed the king’s peace and he demanded a fine. This eventually evolved 
into the king’s lawyers prosecuting people on behalf of the king so he could 
benefit financially. 
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The criminal law simply became a means for the government to raise money. 
There were about 240 felonies created by the King in England by the time of the 
American Revolution. The two levels of crime were felonies and misdemeanors. 
Under the felony, they all carried the penalty of death. The king would routinely 
torture you to extract a confession. People would endure all sorts of torture to try 
to protect their families. If you confessed to a crime the king could not prove, 
the penalty was death for you but that also entitled the king to confiscate all 
your property. Your family would be tossed out onto the street. The best solution 
was to die during the torture. 

The idea of profiting from crime where citizens were poor lacking property to 
seize for the Crown began to transform poor citizens into slaves selling them to 
plantation owners seeking labor in the New World under the pretense of 
committing a minor crime. The historian Charles Hibbert reported the sentence 
imposed read on a person for a misdemeanor in England: 

"Because you have committed this offence, the sentence of the court is 
that you shall no longer be burdened with the support of your wife and 
family. You shall be immediately removed from a very bad climate and 
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a country overburdened with people to one of the finest regions of the 
earth where demand for human labour is every hour increasing and 
where it is highly probable you may ultimately regain your character and 
improve your future." (Roots of Evil, p145) 
 

The beginning of the slave trade found its origins in the corruption of the Rule of 
Law. The sanctity of the family meant nothing to the king or his courts. This 
became the most egregious abuses for here it was not merely visited upon the 
accused, but upon his family.  

For minor offenses, the English kings would sell you to plantation owners in 
America as an indentured servant. The court pronounced you were relieved of 
all moral obligations to support your family, and you were thrown in chains and 
sent to a distant land. Your family now struggled to survive and when your 
sentence was done, you were left there with no return ticket.  

Benjamin Franklin (1706-1790) may have been 
lacking a formal education, but he was one of 
the most brilliant of all men who had learned in 
the Roman tradition by experience. Franklin ran 
away from home and began his own print shop 
after working for his brother James where he 
began to publish his newspaper, The 
Pennsylvania Gazette in Philadelphia. Britain had 
been making a fortune selling so called criminals 
to plantation owners in America. Franklin perhaps 
was young and was captivated by the label 
“criminal” when he wrote that the colonies in 

return should gather up rattlesnakes and send them to Britain as they were 
sending “criminals” to America.  

On August 13, 1751, Mr. Franklin was placed on a committee in the Pennsylvania 
Assembly to draft a bill dealing with the exclusion of criminals from the province. 
We read courtesy of his 1939 Pulitzer Prize-winning biographer, Carl Van Orden:  

It was a matter on which [Franklin] had already written in the "Gazette" 
for 9 May [1751]. That this Exporting of Felons to the Colonies, may be 
consider'd as a Trade, as well as in the Light of a Favour. Now all 
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Commerce implies Returns: Justice requires them: There can be no Trade 
without them. And Rattle-Snakes seem the most suitable Returns for the 
Human Serpents sent by our Mother Country. In this, however, as in every 
other branch of trade, she will have the Advantage of us. She will reap 
equal Benefits without equal Risk of the Inconveniencies and Dangers. 
For the Rattle-Snake gives Warning before he attempts his Mischief; 
which the Convict does not. 

 

Obviously, if we are to look at the “real” justification for the impeachment of any 
president, it must be “high crimes and misdemeanors” and that must be 
restricted to EXCLUSIVELY crimes against the state, not any private issue or 
dispute. The impeachment of Bill Clinton was illegal as a matter of constitutional 
law.  
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Ethics in Government Act & 

Independent Counsel Law 

 

he late justice Antonin Scalia believed his best opinion he ever delivered 
was on June 29th, 1988, from the Supreme Court bench was his dissent 
in Morrison v. Olson, 487 U.S. 654 (1988). At issue was the constitutionality 

of the Independent Counsel Law, which was first passed back in 1978. By a vote 
of 7-to-1 (Anthony Kennedy recused himself), with Chief Justice William Rehnquist 
writing the decision for the Court upholding the statute with the lone single 
dissent of Justice Scalia. The statute under consideration was inspired in part by 
Watergate, when in 1978  

T 
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Congress had passed the Ethics in Government 
Act, which among other things established 
formal rules for the appointment of a Special 
Counsel following Richard Nixon. The Special 
Counsel provisions in the bill were temporary, 
but were reauthorized by Congress in 1983 and 
again in 1987, expiring five years later in 1992. It 
was again reinstated for another five years in 
1994 before expiring once more in 1999.  

The appointment of Special Counsels under the 
Ethics in Government Act varied in important 
ways from appointments made before and 
ever since. Most notably, although the decision 
to appoint a Special Counsel was still made by 

the Attorney General, the actual selection of the Special Counsel was made by 
a three-judge panel in the Judiciary. This was the unconstitutional structure and 
Justice Scalia’s dissent in 1988 later influenced Congress in 1999, when they 
declined to reauthorize the law heeding to the reasoning of Justice Scalia 
despite the fact that the majority of the Supreme Court had rewritten the 
Constitution to create an unlawful power, which was typical of Chief Justice 
Rehnquist who was always pro-government and against the people of the 
United States. 

The Independent Counsel Law was the first of its kind following the aftermath of 
President Richard Nixon's firing of the Special Counsel to investigate Watergate. 
The law provided for a special panel of judges who would appoint outside 
lawyers to investigate allegations of criminal conduct on the part of high-ranking 
executive-branch officials. The Attorney General could remove an independent 
counsel but only for "good cause." Congress designed the appointment and 
removal provisions, along with other "controls," intended to ensure that the 
counsels were independent of the executive branch. Could they really change 
the construction of the Constitution? 

The law was challenged as a violation of the separation of powers which was 
rather obvious. However, then Chief Justice Rehnquist was probably the worst 
appointment by President Regan where Scalia was his best. Rehnquist 
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constructively altered the Constitution for political expediency. The decision 
dealt with the law's appointment and removal provisions before turning to the 
separation of powers. This was outrageously corrupt.  

Scalia said the majority's approach to the case was "backwards" and instead 
began his opinion with a discussion of separation of powers that drew upon The 
Federalist. Rehnquist clearly ignored Scalia and what he wrote to benefit the 
government rather than honestly interpret the Constitution. Scalia wrote that the 
principle "is the absolutely central guarantee of a just government" and that 
"without a secure structure of separated powers, our Bill of Rights would be 
worthless." 

Justice Scalia’s dissent was strict construction of the powers created in the 
Constitution which vested power divided among the three departments of 
government. Scalia argued that the Constitution declared, "That is what this suit 
is about. Power. The allocation of power among Congress, the President, and the 
courts in such fashion as to preserve the equilibrium the Constitution sought to 
establish—so that [quoting James Madison] 'a gradual concentration of the 
several powers in the same department' can effectively be resisted" thereby 
preserving all our rights against tyranny. 

Justice Scalia explained: "Frequently, an issue of this sort will come before the 
Court clad, so to speak, in sheep's clothing: the potential of the asserted 
principle to effect important change in the equilibrium of power is not 
immediately evident, and must be discerned by a careful and perceptive 
analysis. But this wolf comes as a wolf." 

That last sentence is arguably the most famous passage in any Scalia opinion 
from his tenure. Justice Scalia was known for his strict construction and his 
amazing keen ability to use words. Scalia made it very clear that this was a bold 
and direct usurpation of power for the “wolf comes as a wolf" rather than hidden 
in sheep’s clothing.  

Justice Scalia relied upon strict construction of the constitutional text, pointing 
out that Article II vests not some but all of the executive power in a president. 
And because it does, the independent counsel law must be unconstitutional "if 
the following two questions" are answered affirmatively: "Is the conduct of a 
criminal prosecution .  .  . the exercise of purely executive power?" and "Does the 
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statute deprive the President of the United States of exclusive control over the 
exercise of that power?"  

Justice Scalia pointed out that both questions must be answered affirmatively. 
He said that the first must be answered yes because "governmental investigation 
and prosecution of crimes is a quintessentially executive function," the second 
because "the whole object of the statute" is to deny a president exclusive control 
over the exercise of purely executive power. Scalia made it clear exposing that 
the majority opinion of the Court was political and not constitutional. He argued 
that "it is ultimately irrelevant how much the statute reduces Presidential control," 
since any such reduction would violate the Constitution. There is absolutely no 
authority to prosecute any crime by anyone outside of the executive power in 
a president. 

He further pointed out the absurdity of the Court’s decision stating plainly that it 
is "unthinkable that the president should have such exclusive power, even when 
alleged crimes by him or his close associates are at issue." He concluded that 
"a system of separate and coordinate powers necessarily involves an 
acceptance of exclusive power that can theoretically be abused." Scalia 
brilliantly reasoned reality that "while the separation of powers may prevent us 
from righting every wrong, it does so in order to ensure that we do not lose 
liberty." Never in the history of the Supreme Court has a single lone dissent 
exposed the absurdity of the majority opinion and subsequently influenced 
Congress. 

 There have been some 20 Special (Independent) Counsels appointed since 
1983 all appointed under the Ethics in Government 
Act and its reauthorizations up until 1999. All were 
unconstitutional, which is obvious. Attorney General 
Janet Reno appointed Robert Fiske as special 
counsel to investigate Whitewater. When the law 
was reauthorized in 1994, Reno suggested Fiske 
continue in that role. However, Ken Starr was given 
the job by the three-judge panel. Starr resigned and 
was replaced by Robert Ray in 1999 prior to the 
expiration of Act. 
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Since the 1999 expiration of the 
statute, there is no federal law 
governing the appointment of a 
Special Counsel, and thus Attorney 
General Janet Reno, promulgated 
procedural regulations governing 
the appointment of special 
counsels. These regulations were 
used that year by Reno to appoint 
John Danforth special counsel to 
investigate the FBI's handling of the 
Waco siege. In 2003, Patrick 

Fitzgerald was appointed special counsel by Deputy Attorney General James 
Comey, acting after the recusal of Attorney General John Ashcroft, to 
investigate the Plame affair. Comey actually violated the law back then as well. 
Patrick Fitzgerald's appointment as special counsel in 2003 was specifically not 
made under the 28 CFR 600 regulation to circumvent the requirement that a 
special counsel must be a lawyer from outside the US government, while 
Fitzgerald was already a federal prosecutor at the time of his appointment. 
Clearly, Comey was stacking the deck back then as well. This now brings us to 
the May 17, 2017, decision to appoint former FBI Director Robert Mueller as 
special counsel to investigate Russian interference in the 2016 presidential 
election by the acting Attorney General. 

Currently, special counsel regulations make it clear that the Attorney General 
will appoint a Special Counsel when he or she determines that criminal 
investigation of a person or matter is warranted and— 

(a) That investigation or prosecution of that person or matter by a United 
States Attorney's Office or litigating Division of the Department of Justice 
would present a conflict of interest for the Department or other 
extraordinary circumstances; and 

(b) That under the circumstances, it would be in the public interest to 
appoint an outside Special Counsel to assume responsibility for the matter. 

The jurisdiction of a Special Counsel is to be established by the Attorney General. 
The Special Counsel will be provided with a specific factual statement of the 
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matter to be investigated. The jurisdiction of a Special Counsel shall also include 
the authority to investigate and prosecute federal crimes committed in the 
course of, and with intent to interfere with, the Special Counsel's investigation, 
such as perjury, obstruction of justice, destruction of evidence, and intimidation 
of witnesses; and to conduct appeals arising out of the matter being 
investigated and/or prosecuted. 

An individual named as Special Counsel must be a lawyer with a reputation for 
integrity and impartial decision making – highly doubtful when they call every 
person in government “honorable” be he a judge or department head. They 
are to also have appropriate experience to ensure both that the investigation 
will be conducted properly, expeditiously and thoroughly. Moreover, any 
investigative and prosecutorial decisions must be supported by an informed 
understanding of the criminal law and Department of Justice policies. The 
Special Counsel shall be selected from outside the United States Government. 
Special Counsels shall agree that their responsibilities as Special Counsel shall 
take first precedence in their professional lives, and that it may be necessary to 
devote their full time to the investigation, depending on its complexity and the 
stage of the investigation. They are to issue a final report on their investigation 
upon termination: "At the conclusion of the Special Counsel's work, he or she 
shall provide the Attorney General with a confidential report explaining the 
prosecution or declination decisions reached by the Special Counsel."  
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Could Trump Be Impeached 

Simply Beacuse the Elites 

Don’t Like Him? 

 

mpeachment is the sole authority of the House of Representatives and 
requires a simple majority vote. President Andrew Johnson was impeached 
by the House on February 24th, 1868. The Senate then held an impeachment 

trial beginning on May 13th, 1868 and essentially acted as the jury, voting on 
whether or not to convict the president and remove him from office. In the 
Senate, however, an order to remove a President from office it requires a two-
thirds majority (67 of 100 votes) rather than just a majority as is the case in the 
House. Consequently, neither Andrew Johnson nor Bill Clinton was convicted by 
the Senate. However, it came down to just one vote in Johnson’s case. The 
Senate can also vote to bar an impeached president from holding office ever 
again. 

I 



 

75 
 

The Impeachment of Andrew Johnson 

 

Like Donald Trump, President Andrew Johnson was reviled by the Republican-
dominated Congress back then for his views on Reconstruction. Unfortunately, 
when Congress just dislikes you, they get to ignore the people and transform the 
power of impeachment into a tool of tyranny. 

From the outset of the Civil War in 1861, Johnson, who was a U.S. senator from 
Tennessee, was actually the only senator from a seceding state who remained 
loyal to the Union. Johnson’s decision to oppose secession was based upon 
fighting against the rich “aristocrats” who owned the slaved and large 
plantations. Johnson put it bluntly: “Damn the negroes; I am fighting those 
traitorous aristocrats, their masters.” This shows that people can agree on the 
same result, but arrive there for different reasons. 

 

President Abraham Lincoln appointed him military governor of Tennessee in 1862, 
and in 1864 Johnson was elected vice president of the United States in an effort 
to heal the nation. He was sworn in as president after Lincoln’s assassination in 
April 1865. President Johnson enacted a more lenient Reconstruction policy for 
the defeated South than the Republican Congress wanted to impose and this 
was the source of his conflict. 

Johnson was in favor of almost total amnesty to ex-Confederates, which was 
really objected to by Congress. Johnson also supported a program of rapid 
restoration of U.S.-state status for the seceded states. However, perhaps the most 
confrontational issue was his approval of new local Southern governments that 
would be able to legislate “black codes” which effectively preserved the system 
of slavery in all but name.  
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Johnson, therefore, found himself in direct confrontation with the Republican-
dominated Congress greatly opposed his Reconstruction program and passed 
the “Radical Reconstruction” by repeatedly overriding the president’s vetoes. 
The press were calling him a traitor and cartoons exposing him as a traitor were 
common as we see today with Trump.  

Under the Radical Reconstruction, local Southern governments gave way to 
federal military rule, and African-American men in the South were granted the 
constitutional right to vote. 

Finally, during March 1867 this conflict began to come to head. Congress set out 
to undermine Johnson’s authority in every aspect. Congress passed the Tenure 
of Office Act over his veto. The act prohibited the president from removing 
federal office holders, including Cabinet members, who had been confirmed by 
the Senate, without the consent of the Senate. This was really unconstitutional. 
Nevertheless, this act was designed to shield members of Johnson’s Cabinet who 
had been appointed during the Lincoln administration and supported the 
Radical Republicans in Congress.  

In the fall of 1867, Johnson attempted to test the constitutionality of the act by 
replacing Secretary of War Edwin M. Stanton with General Ulysses S. Grant. The 
matter was complicated by the fact that the U.S. Supreme Court refused to rule 
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on the case. Ulysses S. Grant then turned the office back to Stanton after the 
Senate passed a measure in protest of the dismissal. 

On February 21st, 1868, Johnson decided to dismiss Stanton who opposed his 
policy and appointed General Lorenzo Thomas who was even more unfavorable 
to the Congress than Grant. Stanton refused to yield and actually barricaded 
himself in his office. The confrontation was becoming explosive. The House of 
Representatives initiated formal impeachment proceedings against President 
Johnson. Then on February 24th, the House voted 11 impeachment articles 
against President Johnson. Nine of the articles cited his violations of the Tenure 
of Office Act. They also cited one article for his opposition to the Army 
Appropriations Act of 1867, which was deliberately designed to deprive the 
president of his constitutional position as commander in chief of the U.S. Army 
that was also unconstitutional. They further accused Johnson of bringing “into 
disgrace, ridicule, hatred, contempt, and reproach the Congress of the United 
States” through certain controversial speeches. This seemed to violate the First 
Amendment no less. 

 

Finally, on March 13th, 1868, the impeachment trial of President Johnson began 
in the Senate. U.S. Supreme Court Chief Justice Salmon P. Chase presided over 
the proceedings, which were a public show and even tickets were available for 
spectators. On May 16th, and again on May 26th, the Senate voted on the 
charges brought against President Johnson. Both times the vote was 35 for 
conviction and 19 for acquittal, with seven moderate Republicans joining 12 
Democrats in voting against what was a highly questionable case 



 

79 
 

constitutionally for impeachment. Because both votes fell short–by one vote–of 
the two-thirds majority needed to convict Johnson, he was judged not guilty 

and remained in office. 
Harper’s Weekly published 
this cartoon displaying 
Johnson as king. 

Johnson was so hated in 
Congress and the press, 
much as Trump is today, he 
wisely chose not to actively 
seek reelection on the 
Democratic ticket. In 
November, Ulysses S. Grant, 
who supported the 
Republicans’ Radical 

Reconstruction policies, was elected president of the United States. Johnson 
sought reelection to the Senate but failed twice. Finally, in 1875, Johnson won 
reelection to Congress as a U.S. senator from Tennessee. He died less than four 
months after taking office at the age of 66. Fifty-one years later, the U.S. Supreme 
Court declared the Tenure of Office Act unconstitutional in its ruling in Myers v. 
United States. Thus, Johnson was vindicated only posthumously in history. 

The Impeachment of Johnson raises serious issues concerning Trump. Here we at 
least have a man who was directly elected by the people as President whereas 
Johnson was elected but only as Vice President. Trump is reviled by Democrats, 
elite Republicans, and the mainstream media. All have conspired to stop Trump’s 
agenda exactly as they did concerning Johnson and his Reconstruction policies 
that were less punitive than demanded by Congress. The Press and Congress 
are out for blood. This is the Marxist Revolution whereby the uprising is a 
confrontation between the political elite seeking to retain power and suppress 
the people. Socialism is the attempt to regulate society at every level not merely 
pretending to help the poor.  

Unfortunately, impeachment cases, when you consider the historical evidence, 
have been obvious confrontations with Congress rather than matters of actual 
law. Impeachment cases have usually involved an element of conflict between 
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the president and the legislative branch. The impeachment of Bill Clinton was 
not over sex with and intern, but he allegedly bragged about getting oral sex 
while sitting on the floor in the Oval Office remarking it was the seal of the United 
States. That was the real issue that set in motion the impeachment of Bill Clinton. 

The case of Johnson was an impeachment trial that was in violation of the 
constitution yet it took place anyway. We have no Constitutional Rights 
whatsoever for those in power always get to do as they please and it is always 
our burden to establish we have any such right. Then if the courts are also 
corrupt, then there is no rule of law. Therefore, Trump could be removed from 
office if the Congress really desired and the Supreme Court could claim 
discretion and refuse to hear any appeal. There is no solace that we can place 
in the rule of law for anything when those in power are just corrupt. 

 

Lindsey Graham, who is on the Senate Judiciary Committee,  is the man who 
sponsored to overrule the Constitution and deny counsel to anyone the 
government merely accuses of somehow in support of terrorism and then they 
are to be denied a trial and can be imprisoned for life. That is the evilest piece 
of legislation ever passed. This is the man who is out for blood and wants Trump 
impeached. He is a total disgrace to the nation worldwide. You can send money 
to a charity only to find it covertly is claimed to support terrorism and find yourself 
in prison for life with no lawyer or a public trial to have your day in court. It is 
Graham who is the traitor and supports absolute tyranny. His biggest campaign 
supporters are all law firms from out of his state who allegedly funneled money 
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to him from their clients. This should be illegal in itself and nobody in Congress 
should be allowed to accept money from outside of the people they actually 
represent. This defeats democracy whereby the loyalty of the Senator or 
Congressman will be to outside interests who give them the most money that will 
even be against the people they are supposed to represent.  

The Censure of Andrew Jackson 

 

Andrew Jackson (President 1829–1837) set in motion a major economic 
depression by shutting down the central bank and moving all federal deposits 
to state banks, which became known as his “pet” banks. Jackson would 
ultimately be censured for this act, but not impeached. In destroying the Bank 
of the United States, Jackson shifted the federal deposits to the state banks giving 
them the undue attention and trust they did not deserve. This ushered in 
the Broken Bank Note Crisis of the 1840s. Instead of one bank issuing money, 
now countless banks did so and fraud quickly took place with wildcat banking 
whereby small banks would issue paper money that was a fraud and sold them 
at discounts to brokers in New York City who then put them into circulation. These 
banks were often located in remote places to prevent anyone from actually 
going there to redeem the notes for coin.  

Understanding Jackson’s Bank War is critical to our future in also recognizing the 
importance of a central bank. Andrew Jackson in his annual message to 
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Congress in December of 1834, reported that the United States would be debt-
free as of January 1, 1835. This marked the first and only time that the United 
States, or any other major nation in history, had ever been free from debt. 
Jackson declared: 

“Let us commemorate the payment of the public debt as an event that 
gives us increased power as a nation and reflects luster on our Federal 
Union.” 

Jackson had adhered to the prevailing view of Thomas Jefferson in his battle 
against Hamilton to create a national debt. Jefferson’s view was that incurring 
a national debt and passing it on to future generations condemned those 
generations to involuntary servitude. 

When Jackson first ran for president in 1824, he denounced the debt as 
a “national curse.” He vowed to “…pay the national debt, to prevent a monied 
aristocracy from growing up around our administration that must bend to its 
views, and ultimately destroy the liberty of our country.” 

Jackson created countless enemies and became one of the most polarizing 
presidents in American history because of his view of the establishment. Donald 
Trump has admired Jackson and had his portrait move to his office in the White 
House. Nevertheless, when Jackson refused to renew the charter of the Second 
Bank of the United States, congressional Whigs who supported the Bank and 
controlled the Senate 
censured Jackson for assuming 
power not conferred upon him 
by the Constitution. This was 
the first and only time that a 
president was censured by 
Congress. A more sympathetic 
Congress later removed the 
censure in 1837. Trump may 
find himself at least censured 
by the Senate led by John 
McCain and Lindsey Graham. 
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Jackson’s war on the banks took a two-fold approach. First, he needed to 
eliminate the national debt that he saw as beholding to the bankers. Paying 
down the debt required cutting government spending and you can imagine the 
chaos and bad feelings that would set off today. In the course of this objective, 
Jackson generally opposed bills that allocated taxpayer money for “internal 
improvements” what we call “pork barrel spending” today. Trump is also calling 
for structural improvements to create jobs. In the 1863 popular story, “The Children 

of the Public”, Edward Everett Hale used the term pork barrel as a homely 
metaphor for any form of public spending to the citizenry. However, after the 

American Civil War, the term’s usage turned 
derogatory. 

Jackson’s feud with Henry Clay (1777-1852) 
was famous. Both ran for president in 1824 
along with John Quincy Adams. Clay lost 
with the least amount of votes. Jackson had 
really won, but Clay was the Speaker of the 
House and he steered the election to 
Adams anyway. Jackson and Clay were 
both lawyers, and each hated the other 
passionately. When Jackson won the elect 
for president in 1829, he would personally 
punish Kentucky vetoing any pork spending 
since that was the home state of his hated 
rival, Henry Clay. Still, Jackson did much to 

cut government spending and make it possible to pay off the national debt by 
January 1st, 1835. 

An increase in government revenue was also required to pay down the national 
debt. To this end, Jackson enforced the tariff laws that many southern states 
viewed as excessive and even confiscatory. 

In 1828, a new tariff law took effect that raised taxes on foreign imports to 
unprecedented levels. The law’s supporters were mostly northerners who 
believed higher taxes on imports would protect northern industrial goods from 
European competition. There was clearly a divergence between the North and 
South, with respect to international trade. The South saw this as a law, which 
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disproportionately harmed their economy because that region relied more on 
foreign imports than the North. Furthermore, the Jackson high tariffs led to 
retaliation by foreign trading partners who in turn imposed high tariffs of their 
own against American exports. Since the South exported more things, such as 
cotton and tobacco, compared to the more industrialized North, the Jackson 
tariffs were also disproportionately harmed the Southern economy more so than 
the North. 

South Carolina’s response to perceived onerous federal taxation led to one of 
the first major sectional conflicts in U.S. history and helped sow the seeds of civil 
war. In 1832, outraged Jackson proposed to mobilize a federal army and lead it 
himself into South Carolina to collect the revenue. Ultimately, cooler heads 
prevailed when South Carolina agreed to abide by a modified tariff law. This 
tariff collection was vital in paying down the national debt. 

An increase in government revenue was also required to pay down the national 
debt. To this end, Jackson enforced the tariff laws that many southern states 
viewed as excessive and even confiscatory. 

 

Jackson’s Bank War was in phase two. Andrew Jackson despised the Second 
Bank of the United States ostensibly because it held too much power over the 
economy, but actually, because his political enemies controlled it. Jackson set 
out to destroy the Bank for it had even provided loans to his political rivals.  
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The Bank’s President, Nicholas Biddle 
(1786-1844), routinely used lending 
practices for political gain, including using 
Bank funds to publish newspaper attacks 
on opponents as some money center 
trading NY banks engage into this day. 
Biddle openly favored the National 
Republicans (later to become the Whig 
Party), many of whom benefited financially 
from Biddle’s favor. Prominent National 
Republicans were Congressmen Daniel 
Webster (who was on the Bank’s payroll as 
a legal counsel) and of course Jackson’s 
arch enemy, Henry Clay, who was again 
his opponent in the 1832 presidential 
election but lost. 

 

Jackson withdrew federal assets from the Second Bank of the United States 
because of his bitter rivalry with political opponents. He then distributed federal 
funds to state banks setting in motion the entire wave of wildcat banking. State 
banks issued their own money and there was no longer a central clearing house 
or control. Jackson essentially killed central banking in the USA for political 
reasons rather than true principle among Jackson’s supporters. Many of 
Jackson’s supporters were the first to take banking charters among the various 

http://s3.amazonaws.com/armstrongeconomics-wp/2015/04/Biddle.jpg
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states and thus this was in their personal interest since they lined up with their 
hands out to receive federal deposits. 

Jackson became aware of the excess in state banking that was unfolding. To 
combat this new trend, Jackson persuaded Congress to pass the Specie Circular 
Act of 1836, which required land purchases to be made in gold or silver specie 
– not state bank paper. This had the effect of stopping the speculative bubble. 
However, the Specie Circular Act ultimately led to a financial panic when loans 
were called and borrowers did not have enough specie to cover them. This 
sparked the Panic of 1837, which occurred almost immediately after Jackson 
left office. The result was a six-year depression. States then issued debt to try to 
bailout their banks. Many states then defaulted on their bonds, permanently 
setting in motion the first Sovereign Debt Crisis among the states. 

 

The Panic of 1837 set off a depression that lasted for six years thanks to the 
Sovereign Debt Defaults, which included Pennsylvania. This set off riots against 
the Irish immigrants that turned into a violent bloodbath in Philadelphia during 
1844, as jobs became scarce and native citizens blamed the immigrants. 
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Andrew Jackson’s policies naturally generated many enemies all based upon 
self-interests. Jackson was also the first presidential victim of an assassination 
attempt. In January 1835, a disgruntled house painter fired on Jackson with two 
dueling pistols in the Capitol Rotunda. The pistols misfired, and Jackson attacked 
the man with his cane until aides restrained him. Blaming Jackson for his inability 
to find a job, the assailant later claimed that if Jackson was dead, “money would 
be more plenty.” The man was institutionalized, deemed insane, and never was 
never tried for attempting to assassinate the president. 

Some saw Jackson as merely attempting to pursue the founders’ vision of 
creating a nation free from debt and extended that to the Bank War. His attack 
upon the Bank of the United States was really politically motivated against his 
rivals rather than following a principle espoused by Jefferson. However, Jackson’s 
conversion to hard money and decentralized banking ended in one of the worst 
financial catastrophes in American history. The Specie Circular Act of 1836 set in 
motion the major contraction in the money supply and amounted to a move 
what we would call today austerity, but without contemplating the extent of the 
leverage he set in motion unleashing the era of wildcat banking. 



 

88 
 

 

Despite efforts of Whigs and anti-Jacksonians, they could not override Jackson’s 
veto during his presidency to shut down the Bank of the United States, which 
became private, surviving only five years also collapsing during that aftermath 
of the Panic of 1837. Nevertheless, Henry Clay and his Whig allies attempted a 
new charter, but it became obvious that President John Tyler (1790-1862) would 
be against, for he too was a state’s right man and anti-federalist since he had 
already vetoed much of the Whigs’ agenda. 

Jackson’s closure of the Bank of the United States undermined the entire 
economy with currency being issued but countless banks and this enabled a 
flood of counterfeits. The consumer was clueless as to which banks were real 
and others just outright frauds. The Panic of 1837 set in motion the Sovereign 
State Debt Defaults of 1839-1843. 

Jackson left office on March 4, 1837, and was succeeded by his Vice President 
Martin Van Buren (1782 – 1862), who maintained Jackson’s policy of anti-Bank 
of the United States. He became the eighth President of the United States (1837–
1841).  
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Like most politicians, Van Buren refused to consider the crisis was created by 
Jackson’s policies. In the midst of this crisis, most states were willing to raise tax 
rates substantially and did so furthering the deflation and economic contraction. 
The relationship between land sales and land values explains much of the timing 
of state borrowing and the default experience of western and southern states. 

Nevertheless, Pennsylvania and Maryland also defaulted because they 
postponed the imposition of a state property until it was too late. The United 
States was the emerging market for Europe and these defaults ruined its credit 
for decades to come. The Bank of England still has some State debts that were 
never made good. It was Van Buren’s inability as president to deal with the 
economic chaos of the Panic of 1837 which led to his defeat in the election of 
1840.  

The economic chaos and hard times led to the split of the Democratic-
Republican Party of Jefferson, which at first became the Whig Party against the 
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Southern Democrats. The Whigs were fiscal conservatives who opposed 
Jackson’s policies. The Whigs surged in popularity due to the economic 
depression of the 1840s. The Whig Party won the election in 1840 and William 
Henry Harrison (1773–1841) became the ninth President of the United States 
(1841), who was an American military officer and the last President born as a 
British subject. Harrison died in office on the 32nd day and was thus succeeded 
by his Vice President John Tyler (1790-1862).  

In 1841 and 1842, eight states and the Territory of Florida all defaulted on their 
sovereign debts. Traditional histories of the default crisis have stressed the causal 

role of the depression that began with the Panic 
of 1837, unexpected revenue shortfalls from 
canal and bank investments as a result of the 
depression, and an unwillingness of states to 
raise tax rates. However, these stylized facts do 
not fit the experience of states at all very well. 
The majority of state debts in default in 1842 
were contracted after the Panic of 1837, and 
most states did not expect canal investments to 
return substantial revenues by 1841 and did not 
experience unexpected shortfalls in those 
revenues.  

The Panic of 1837, which had been caused by 
an overexpansion of banks, caused farmers, 
planters, and merchants to lose their enterprises. 
This led to an economic contraction that further 

reduced bank deposits causing bank failures as the depression then settled into 
the states from which it sprang. States issued bonds to try to bail out the banks 
and many states ended in default. 

During the period, U.S. states borrowed more than $200 million by selling long-
term bonds in domestic and international financial markets to finance 
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transportation and banking 
projects. They went nuts borrowing 
and spending money. Andrew 
Jackson’s bank war merely gave 
States credibility they did not 
deserve. The total borrowing by 
the states approached a level 
nearly twice as high as the debt of 
the federal government at its 
peak during the period 1790-1840. 
The federal debt was largely the 
costs of the American Revolution 
and the War of 1812. These two wars were less than half what the states had 
borrowed during their spending binge and fiscal mismanagement. 

In 1841, state debts outstanding totaled $198 million. Then the improvement era 
came to a screeching halt. In 1841 and 1842, eight states and the territory of 
Florida defaulted on their debts. Three other states narrowly avoided default. 
Five of the nine defaulting states repudiated all or part of their debts entirely 
– Arkansas, Florida, Louisiana, Michigan, and Mississippi. The credit of the U.S. 
federal government, which never defaulted after the debt restructuring of 1790, 
was tarnished for decades along with the states that did not default.  

Pictured here is a State of Louisiana bond issued in 
1842 and is hand signed by the State’s Governor, 
Andre Bienvenu Roman and its Treasurer, F. Gardner. 
This historical document states it was issued to 
“…revive the Charters of the several banks located 
in the City of New Orleans…” Louisiana experienced 
years of economic growth as the number of banks 
doubled and capital increased thanks to Jackson’s 
bank war. The state banking crisis that was instigated 
by the Panic of 1837 was relieved only by new 

banking laws. In the aftermath, instead of asking why some states borrowed so 
much, politicians at the time focused on the debt crisis itself and asked how 
states could have gotten into such an embarrassing mess.  
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Impeachment of Ulysses S. Grant & the Whiskey Ring 

 

President Ulysses S. Grant (1822-1885) (President 1869-1877) Administration was 
besieged with scandals. The Democrats sought to impeach Grant but solely for 
political gain in the 1876 election. Yet, Mark Twain wrote, “The Gilded Age” with 
Charles Dudley Warner which was first published in 1873 which exposed just how 
bad the corruption really was during the post-Civil War period because there 
were no real checks or balances. This novel was a tale of how career politicians 
are just hopelessly corrupt. The novel satirizes the greed and political corruption 

in America during this period that Twin dubbed the 
Gilded Age. This may not be one of Twain's best-
known works since it is a more political reality, 
nonetheless, it has appeared in more than one 
hundred editions ever since its original publication.  

The title of this book very quickly became synonymous 
with graft, materialism, and corruption in public life. The 
passage that said it all read: 

“The chances are that a man cannot get into congress 
now without resorting to arts and means that should 
render him unfit to go there.” 
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First there was the Crédit Mobilier scandal of 1867, which was not exposed until 
1872. This involved the Union Pacific Railroad and the Crédit Mobilier of America 
Construction Company. The Crédit Mobilier was supposed to be constructing the 
eastern portion of the First Transcontinental Railroad. The construction company 
charged the railroad sharply higher rates than normal and then some $9 million 
in discounted stock and cash were paid out in bribes to 15 powerful Washington 
politicians. This list included the Vice-President, the Secretary of the Treasury, four 
senators, and the Speaker of the House as well as additional Congressmen.  

It was Congressman Oakes Ames (1804-1873) of Massachusetts and Thomas C. 
Durant who were prominent stockholders in the Union Pacific Railroad. The two 
of them formed Crédit Mobilier, 
which was supposed to be 
responsible for completing the 
transcontinental railway`s last 
600 miles in the East. When it 
appeared that an investigation 
was going to be launched, 
Ames then bribed influential 
congressmen and was able to 
head off any scrutiny. 
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Nevertheless, the fraud was exposed in 1872. It was 
apparent that Vice President Schuyler Colfax (1823-
1885) had been bribed with stock. At sixteen, Colfax 
wrote to Horace Greeley, editor of the influential Whig 
newspaper, the New York Tribune, offering to send 
occasional articles. Greeley agreed and published the 
boy's writings on Indiana politics. He idolized Henry Clay 
and embraced all of the Whig reforms. He bought a 
newspaper and the writer Harriet Beecher Stowe later 
proclaimed his paper "a morally pure paper." Nevertheless, he too was involved 
in the corruption. 

House Speaker James A. Garfield (1831–1881) was also linked to the dealings as 
well, but his participation was never proven. When he became president in 1881, 
he was assassinated in about 6 months. No prosecutions ever occurred. 

 

Then there was the notorious “Black Friday” of 1869 with the gold manipulation 
orchestrates by Jim Fisk (1835–1872) and Jay Gould (1836-1892) who attempted 
to corner the nation’s gold market. They enlisted the help of Grant’s brother-in-
law, Abel Rathbone Corbin (1808–1881), who was a journalist and agreed to help 
prevent the president from acting to ruin the scheme. Fisk and Gould bought 
huge amounts of gold and gold futures, sending the price of the commodity 
spiraling upward $162. Troops had to be called out to suppress the mob in New 
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York. People who had deposited $20 in gold went to the bank to withdraw their 
gold and were handed paper currencies. They were hanging bankers on the 
street which gave the name “Black Friday” that had nothing to do with 
shopping. 

 

President Grant came to realize that his brother-in-law’s advice was harming 
public confidence in his Administration. The run on gold was halted toward the 
close of the business day on September 24th, 1869 only when US Secretary of 
the Treasury George Sewall Boutwell (1818–1905) announced that the federal 
government had made $4 million of its gold 
reserves available for trading. This was an 
excessive amount, which they did not actually 
have at the time. Nevertheless, the 
announcement broke the back of the gold ring 
and prices collapsed. Only later did the Treasury 
admit that they had made a “mistake” in the 
amount of gold that would be released in their 
press statement. Instead of $4 million, the 
amount was actually only $400,000. Real or not, 
the statement by the US Treasury caused gold 
to collapse abruptly bringing the price from 
$162 to $133 within 15 minutes. 
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The Whiskey Ring 

After the Civil War, federal liquor taxes were raised to extremely high rates to 
help pay off the cost of the war. In order to avoid the high tax, many of the 
nation’s distillers bribed officials in the Department of the Treasury, receiving tax 

stamps at a fraction of their face value. 
Treasury Secretary Benjamin H. Bristow (1832-
1896) eventually heard about the scheme and 
began to investigate the dishonesty within his 
department. He launched a massive 
investigation that ultimately resulted in more 
than 100 officials being convicted. His 
investigation began working without the 
knowledge of President Grant or the Attorney 
General, and the scandal broke in 1875 using 
secret agents from outside the Treasury 
department. The trials began at Jefferson City, 
Mo. in October 1875. Ultimately, 110 
convictions were made and over $3 million in 
taxes were recovered.  
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President Ulysses S. Grant (1822-1885) 
(President 1869-1877) who was the first to fire 
a Special Counsel investigating the Whiskey 
Ring scandal. He appointed General John 
Brooks Henderson (a former U.S. Senator from 
Missouri) to serve as special prosecutor in 
charge of the indictments and trials. During 
President Andrew Johnson's impeachment 
trial, Henderson broke party ranks, along with 
six other Republican senators and voted for 
acquittal. These seven Republican senators 
were disturbed by how the proceedings had 
been manipulated in order to give a one-
sided presentation of the evidence. This led to the decision of Grant to appoint 
Henderson as a special prosecutor.  

When the investigation implicated General 
Orville E. Babcock (1835–1884), the private 
secretary to the President, was indicted as a 
member of the Whiskey Ring, Grant became 
defended Babcock insisting he was innocent. 
Grant cleverly denied immunity to all minor 
Whiskey Ring conspirators, thereby denying 
special deals for testimony. In 1876, a jury 
acquitted Babcock at a trial influenced by 
Grant's deposition in Babcock's favor. After 
the trial, Grant dismissed Babcock from the 
White House. Grant freed some Ring members 
after a few months in prison and freed Ring 
founder John McDonald after 17 months in jail. 

Grant eventually fired Henderson for challenging his interference in the 
prosecutions. Grant, was not directly involved in the ring, yet still came to be 
seen as emblematic of Republican corruption, and yet later scandals continued 
which only confirmed that perception. 
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Grant attempted reform creating the Civil Service Commission, but this had 
limited success. Some cabinet members implemented a merit system that 
increased the number of qualified candidates and relied less on Congressional 
patronage. Columbus Delano, Secretary of the Interior, exempted his 
department from competitive examinations, and in 1875, the corruption and 
incompetence burst into the light. Delano was taking bribes for fraudulent land 

grants, and was forced to resign from office on 
October 15, 1875. Delano had been also given 
lucrative cartographical contracts to his son John 
Delano and Ulysses S. Grant's own brother, Orvil 
Grant, but neither were prosecuted.  

On October 19, 1875, Grant replaced Delano with 
Zachariah Chandler who immediately went and 
dismissed all the important clerks in the Patent 
Office. Chandler uncovered more corruption 
whereby money had been paid to fictitious clerks 
who never worked. Chandler next turned to the 
Department of Indian Affairs to reform another 
Delano fiefdom. President Grant ordered Chandler 

to just fire everyone, announcing: "Have those men dismissed by 3 o'clock this 
afternoon or shut down the bureau."  

Chandler also dismissed bogus agents, known as "Indian Attorneys," who had 
been paid $8.00 a day plus expenses for, 
ostensibly, providing tribes with representation in 
the nation's capital. These so-called agents 
were unqualified and just taking the money from 
the Native American tribes pretending to 
represent them on Capitol Hill. 

Grant then also fired Attorney General George 
Henry Williams (1823-1910) on April 25th, 1875 
after his wife was discovered to be involved in a 
bribery scandal. Williams then later became the 
mayor of Portland.  
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It was President Grant who first suggested other reforms as well, including a 
proposal that states should offer free public schooling to all children. Grant also 
endorsed the Blaine Amendment, which would have forbidden government aid 
to schools with religious affiliations. But Congress refused to enact permanent 

Civil Service reform probably because 
they too were deeply inside the 
corruption. 

When the Democrats took control of the 
House in December 1875, they 
launched a series of investigations into 
corruption in federal departments 
naturally pretending that this was unique 
to Republicans. The next scandal to 
surface was perhaps the most 
damaging of all since it involved 
Secretary of War William W. Belknap 
(1829-1890).  

On February 29th, 1876 rumors began to 
spread that Belknap was receiving 
profits from traderships and then 

Representative Hiester Clymer (1827–1884), Democratic chairman of the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Department of War. Clymer began an 
investigation into the War Department despite the fact that Clymer and Belknap 
had been college roommates. To Clymer, politics can first and he was staunchly 
opposed to the Republican Reconstruction.  

During Belknap's tenure, the Army was used in combination with the Justice 
Department to prosecute the Ku Klux Klan, a policy opposed by most Democrats. 
Caleb P. Marsh testified to the Clymer Committee that Belknap had personally 
taken Fort Sill tradership profit payments as part of the partnership agreement 
between Marsh and John S. Evans. 

On March 1st, 1875, Belknap and his counsel went before Clymer's committee, 
but Belknap invoked his Fifth Amendment declining to testify. On the morning of 
March 2nd, 1875, Treasury Secretary Benjamin Bristow told President Grant of 
Belknap's impending impeachment and Grant asked for his resignation.  



 

100 
 

On March 29th and April 4th, 1876, General 
George Armstrong Custer (1839-1876) testified 
before the Clymer Committee a few months 
before he died. Custer's testimony was a 
national media sensation because he 
accused both Grant's brother and the 
Secretary of War of corruption. Although 
Belknap had resigned, he had many political 
allies in Washington D.C., including Grant. 
Custer had previously arrested Grant's son 
Fred, an Army officer, on the charge of 
drunkenness. Nevertheless, Grant let him still 

return to duty after his testimony to the Clymer Committee. Custer would lead 
the expedition that culminated with the Battle of the Little Bighorn where he 
died. 

Starting on April 5th, 1876, Belknap was put on an unconstitutional trial by the 
Senate, which was presided over by Supreme Court Chief Justice Morrison Waite 
(1816-1888), who had been appointed by 
President Grant in 1874 to the bench. 
Nevertheless, he failed to stop an obviously 
unconstitutional impeachment trial of 
someone no longer in office. For several 
weeks Senators argued over whether the 
Senate even had jurisdiction to put Belknap 
on trial since he had already resigned office 
in March. 

Belknap's defense managers clearly argued 
that the Senate had no jurisdiction. But 
politics superseded the law and the Senate 
ruled by a vote of 37-29 that it had the right 
to stage an impeachment trial for the press even though he was no longer in 
office. 

With 40 votes needed for conviction, the Senate voted 35 to 25 to convict 
Belknap. The desperate political witch-hunt failed acquitting Belknap in the 
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process lacking the two-thirds majority. Those Senators who refused to convict 
did so constitutionally, disagreeing that the senate had any jurisdiction. The 
scandal was so fierce, that Belknap's wife and daughters fled the country and 
remained in Europe.  

The accumulation of all these 
scandals was seen by many as a 
sign of corruption under the 
Republican government that took 
power across the nation following 
the American Civil War. It was to a 
large extent due to the funds being 
spent on reconstruction much as 
the corruption following the Iraq 
War under Bush/Cheney. The 
abuses of power by the Republican 
Party, contributed to national 
weariness overall of Reconstruction 
Era. 

As House Speaker, Michael Kerr was 
a venomous politician. His goal was 
not Belknap, but Grant. He told the 
New York Graphic on June 1st, 1876: 
“We must have plenty of it 
[Corruption] to turn out this party.”  
The Democratic strategy included an attempt to impeach the president which 
was pushed by Kerr. At the same time that the Senate was deciding whether to 
try Belknap, Democrats went forward with their desire to impeach the president 
himself in the House under Kerr’s leadership.   

Grant’s personal secretary Orville Babcock had been forced to resign because 
of his role in the Whiskey Ring, and his wife’s relatives were implicated in the Navy 
Department scandal. Nevertheless, no evidence ever surfaced incriminating 
Grant. Kerr simply refused to accept that Grant was an island of innocence in a 
sea of corruption. 
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Just a sampling of the era’s major 
scandals gives you an idea of the 
corruption. The Star Route Postal 
Ring Scandal paid hundreds of 
thousands of dollars to “operators” 
of fictitious postal routes. The Gas 
Ring, centered in Philadelphia in 
1876, siphoned more than $8 
million from the city’s utilities.    

Kerr was absolutely desperate and 
he thus made allegations under 
the Democrat’s banner now 
publicizing charges hastily that 
Grant had illegally used public 
monies for his reelection campaign 
in 1872. The allegations were 
quickly exposed as false when their 
source was revealed to have 
escaped from an insane asylum.  
Thus, on the right side of the 
cartoon from Harper’s Weekly we see a book which is labeled “Bill to Let the 
Insane Asylum Loose to Catch Grant.” The title of which also refers to a previous 
hoax perpetrated by the Democratic New York Herald.  

Nast ridicules the Democratic tactic on the front cover of Harper’s Weekly by 
displaying piles of fictional impeachment documents against previous presidents. 
The character upfront is reading a lengthy list of absences on the desk of the 
House Speaker.  The artist further emphasizes the silliness of the ploy by calling 
his cartoon, “Why We Laugh,” the title of a humorous book written by S. S. Cox, 
the Speaker Pro Tempore pictured here.  The impeachment resolution against 
Grant never gained sufficient support to start proceedings, and the Democrats 
finally tabled it when Congress reconvened in December 1876 after the fall 
elections. 

Cartoonist Thomas Nast was committed to both black civil rights and President 
Grant’s reconstruction agenda. He pictures the press as wild animals, blinded by 
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bayonets on their heads, who have escaped from the Central Park zoo.  The 
latter is a reference to a hoax perpetrated by 
James Gordon Bennett Jr., publisher of the New 
York Herald.  Bennett reported in bold headlines 
that wild animals had broken loose in Central 
Park, causing "Terrible Scenes of Mutilation" in 
late 1874.  Many readers were taken in by the 
sensational hoax so Nast used that image to 
mock Bennett and his journalistic 
colleagues. Nast’s message is clear:  charges 
against the Grant administration of military 
despotism are the equivalent of a public hoax, 
and the offending journalists are blinded by their 
own prejudiced rhetoric. Sounds familiar with their 
persistent attempt to turn every little thing about 
Trump or comments by staff as a new scandal.  

The Democrats, lacking any evidence against Grant for anything, then turned to 
argue the number of days that Grant had been absent from the White House 
implying that is why the corruption took place.  The Democratic Congressman, 
Joseph Clay Stiles Blackburn (1838-1918), was just elected and took office on 

March 4th, 1875. He served until 1885. 
Blackburn served on the Belknap 
impeachment committee. Now 
Blackburn introduced the Grant 
impeachment resolution in the House, 
and in the cartoon, reads Grant’s 
response.   

 

Grant's presidency came to an end but 
the election of 1876 was one of the 
most controversial presidential elections 
in American history. Samuel J. Tilden of 
New York, beat the Republican from 
Ohio Rutherford B. Hayes in the popular 
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vote. However, while Tilden won 184 electoral votes to Hayes's 165, there were 
20 electoral votes unresolved composed of Florida, Louisiana, and South 
Carolina. Each party claimed their candidate had won the state. A fourth state, 
Oregon, had one elector who was replaced after 
being declared illegal for being an "elected or 
appointed official."  

 The election was settled by a back-room deal 
known as the Compromise of 1877, which settled 
with the Republican candidate Rutherford B. 
Hayes being declared the President. The deal was 
that Hayes would remove the federal troops 
whose support was essential for the survival of 
Republican state governments in the South. 
Therefore, Florida, South Carolina, and Louisiana 
gave all electoral votes to the Republican on the 
basis that the federal government would pull the 
last troops out of the South ending the 
occupation and thus formally ending the Reconstruction Era. 

President Grant removed the soldiers 
from Florida. As president, Hayes 
removed the remaining troops from 
South Carolina and Louisiana. The 
Democrats then took control of the 
South. The corruption during the Grant 
Administration was truly unprecedented. 

 

 

 

The Impeachment of John Tyler 

 

Confrontational matches between the 
president and Congress have been the 

basis for attempts to invoke the impeachment process. There was a reasonably 
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serious attempt to impeach President John Tyler (1790-1862) over his use of 
presidential vetoes. Like Andrew Johnson, Tyler became president after Harrison's 
death in April 1841. Harrison died on the 32nd day in office after complications 
from pneumonia. Thus, Tyler became the tenth President of the United States 
between 1841 and 1845 who had been the Vice President.  

Tyler assumed the presidency in the middle of the Sovereign Debt Crisis of the 
States created by Andrew Jackson’s Bank War in the aftermath of the Great 
Depression. By mid-1841, the economic depression reduced tax revenue and 
the federal government faced a projected budget deficit of $11 million. Tyler 
recognized the need for higher tariffs under the theory that deficits were bad 
and austerity was the correct monetary policy.  

Nonetheless, Tyler wanted to restrain any tariff within the 20% rate, which had 
been created by the 1833 Compromise Tariff. Tyler also supported a plan to 
distribute to the states any revenue from the sales of public land, as an 
emergency measure to bailout the states' growing debt, despite the fact that 
this measure would clearly further reduce federal revenue increasing the deficit, 
which obviously was counter-austerity.  

The Whigs wanted high tariffs taking a protectionist view to protect domestic 
jobs. They also wanted the typical national funding of state infrastructure, like 
Trump today, and therefore enough overlap existed to forge a compromise with 
Tyler. The Distribution Act of 1841 created a distribution program, with a ceiling 
on tariffs at 20%. However, a second bill increased tariffs to that figure on 
previously low-tax goods. Despite these measures, by March 1842 it was 
becoming obvious that a severe depression was in motion and the fiscal budget 
was moving deeper into deficit. 

Henry Clay sat down with President Tyler to work out a plan for a new kind of 
bank – The Third Bank of the United States. Tyler vetoed the bill. Henry Clay was 
a determined politician to force upon the country only his vision of how the 
nation should function. Clay would not really tolerate opposition and would view 
it more as winning a war. 

Clay’s confrontation with Jackson led the President to the use of the powers of 
the Executive Branch never before exercised. The Whigs wanted the president 
to be dominated by Congress, and as such, Henry Clay treated Tyler as a 
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subordinate to be dictated to. Tyler deeply resented this position of Clay, who 
was perhaps resentful in never becoming president. It appears that this was the 
core of the conflict between the branches that dominated his presidency at the 
instigation of Henry Clay.  

 

When Tyler vetoed the Third Bank supported by Clay, this began the all-out war 
of Clay against Tyler as he began to make increasing political threats against 
the president. With the veto came the most violent protest on the grounds of the 
White House in American history.  
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On August 26th, 1841, President Tyler vetoed a second attempt by Congress to 
re-establish the Bank of the United States. In response, Clay organized supporters 
of the bank to gather outside the White House and burned an effigy of Tyler on 
the lawn. The protestors were comprised primarily of members of Tyler’s own 
political party, the Whigs, who dominated Congress at the time and basically 
late renounced him as one of their members – something that is happening with 
Trump and the elite Republicans. They treated Tyler as a traitor.  

The rioters hurled stones at the White House, shot guns into the air and hung an 
effigy of the president that they then set on fire. It was this violent protest that 
resulted in the District of Columbia deciding to create its own police force. They 
could have dragged Tyler out of the White House and hung him on the lawn 
and there was nobody to really deal with such a riot. 
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During the period following Jackson’s Bank War, about one third of the currency 
in circulation was counterfeit lacking and centralized federal notes. The Secret 
Service was created on July 5, 1865 in Washington, D.C., to suppress counterfeit 
currency, not to protect the President. The legislation creating the agency was 
actually on Abraham Lincoln's desk the night he was assassinated. It was only 
after the assassination of President William McKinley in 1901, that this act finally 
caused Congress to informally request that 
the Secret Service provide presidential 
protection. A year later, the Secret Service 
assumed full-time responsibility for 
presidential protection. So, there was 
nobody there to protect Tyler from the 
mob in 1841.  

After a second veto in September, Clay led 
the Whigs in resigning from the cabinet, 
which would cause Tyler great difficulty in 
replacing his cabinet over the rest of his 
administration and the illegal laws that Clay had crafted. Almost all of President 
Tyler's cabinet had resigned in September 1841, after he vetoed two successive 
attempts to re-establish a central bank for the United States. Clay even pushed 

http://s3.amazonaws.com/armstrongeconomics-wp/2013/01/brokenbanknote-1.jpg
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the Whigs to remove Tyler from their ranks 
formally expelling him from the Whig Party, and 
today it seems that McCain and Graham are 
our modern-day version of Clay. Tyler 
continued to hold his ground and although he 
had the law on his side, it did not matter much 
without a means to enforce the law. 

Henry Clay was determined to realize the 
vision he had for America. He ran for President 
three times and lost 1824, 1832, and 1844. Clay 
would not tolerate opposition. In the aftermath 
of Jackson's determined use of the powers of 
the Executive Branch, the Whigs wanted the 
president to be dominated by Congress, and 
Clay treated Tyler as a subordinate. Tyler 
resented this deliberate subordination by Clay, 
which was the primary issue leading to the 
conflict between the branches that dominated his presidency. 

Economic conditions continued to decline in early 1842. Now the deadline was 
approaching where Congress had promised Southern states that there would 
be a reduction in hated federal tariffs. Northern states welcomed tariffs to 
protect their industries. However, the South was agriculture and had no industrial 
base. Therefore, the South depended upon free trade and open access to British 
markets for their cotton production. Tyler warned that it would be necessary to 
override the Compromise Tariff of 1833 and raise rates beyond the 20% limit. 
Under the previous deal, this would suspend the distribution program, with all 
revenues going to the federal government. 

The tariff confrontation now exploded with a defiant Whig Congress led by Clay 
being obstinate and refused to raise tariffs in a way that would affect the 
distribution of funds to states. Then in June 1842, Congress passed two bills that 
would finally raise tariffs and unconditionally extend the distribution program. 
Congress took the position that it was improper to continue distribution to the 
States at the same time when federal revenue shortage necessitated increasing 
the tariff.  
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Congress attempted once more to 
combine the two bills into one. Tyler once 
more vetoed the bill and the outrage of 
many in Congress exploded. Congress 
could not override the veto. This is when the 
Whigs in Congress, led by the House Ways 
and Means chairman, Millard Fillmore, who 
would later become a President, attempted 
to restore the tariffs to 1832 levels and end 
the distribution program. Tyler signed the 
Tariff of 1842 on August 30th, but used a 
pocket veto of the separate bill to restore 
distribution. Tyler’s veto was the final straw 
that broke any hope of reconciliation 

between Congress and Tyler.  

In the aftermath of the tariff vetoes, the Whigs in the House of Representatives 
initiated American history's first impeachment proceedings against a president. 
To keep this in context, prior to the presidency of Andrew Jackson, the man the 
Whigs considered their enemy, presidents rarely vetoed bills typically only on the 
grounds of whether or not something was unconstitutional. In this case, Tyler's 
actions opposing the Whigs was the confrontation. 
It was Clay’s position that the President should 
rubber stamp Congress allowing it to make 
decisions regarding policy. 

It was Congressman John Minor Botts (1802-1869), 
who was a planter and lawyer from Virginia as well 
as a very prominent Unionist in Richmond during 
the American Civil War, who introduced a 
resolution on July 10th, 1842 to impeach President 
Tyler. The resolution provided for a nine-member 
committee to investigate Tyler’s behavior that would be of course rigged to 
provide the foundation for an impeachment recommendation. Clay was clever 
and he did not support this measure and still believed that Tyler’s impeachment 
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would be a forgone conclusion. The Botts’ resolution was tabled until the 
following January, when it was rejected, 127−83 with the help of Clay. 

Meanwhile, Tyler could not replace his cabinet as Clay blocked anyone Tyler 
presented. To reject a president's nominees for his Cabinet was unprecedented 
up to this point in history. We see the same tactics today used back then have 
been deployed by the Democrats to deliberately prevent the Trump 
Administration from proceeding on its agenda and to keep Obama’s 

appointees in place to sabotage Trump. This 
was the same tactics taken by the Whigs 
against Tyler who held the record for the 
most rejected cabinet members of any 
president. 

President Tyler was frustrated and 
repeatedly nominated Caleb Cushing 
(1800–1879), who was rejected three times in 
one single day, March 3rd, 1843. We have to 
go back to 1809 to find the nomination for 
Treasury Secretary Albert Gallatin as 
Secretary of State because of opposition in 
the Senate. When John Tyler became 
president, and was expelled from the Whig 
party by Clay, Cushing had voted for the 

tariff bill, but Cushing first defended the vetoes and then voted again for the 
bills. Cushing had served in Congress from 1835 until 1843 representing 
Massachusetts and was chairman of the U.S. House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
at the time of his nomination by Tyler. Cushing later became and Attorney 
General under President Franklin Pierce. 

Cushing was, however, appointed by President Tyler, later in the same year, to 
be commissioner and United States Ambassador to China, holding this position 
until March 4, 1845. In 1844, he negotiated the Treaty of Wang Hiya, the first 
treaty between China and the United States. While serving as commissioner to 
China he was also empowered to negotiate a treaty of navigation and 
commerce with Japan. 
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A House select committee, headed by John 
Quincy Adams (1767–1848), who was the 6th 
President of the United States (1825-1829), was 
elected as U.S. Representative from Massachusetts 
in 1830. He then served in the House for the last 17 
years of his life. He was a leading opponent of the 
Slave Power and predicted the Union's dissolution 
over slavery. He felt that the President could 
invoke the war powers to abolish slavery.  

Adams condemned Tyler’s use of the veto and did 
not like the fact that Tyler had been a slaveholder. 
While the committee's report did not formally 
recommend impeachment, it clearly established the possibility. In August 1842, 
by a vote of 98–90, the House endorsed the committee's report. Adams 
sponsored a constitutional amendment to change both houses' two-thirds 
requirement to override Presidential vetoes to a simple majority. However, the 
House of Representatives would not pass such a measure. 

The Whigs were unable to pursue further impeachment proceedings in the 
subsequent 28th Congress, as in the elections of 1842 they retained a majority 
in the Senate but lost control of the House. 

In 1842, Americans were still recovering from the financial hardships caused by 
the Panic of 1837 and in the midst of State level Sovereign Defaults. One of the 
central issues at stake in this election was bank reform. Whigs and Democrats 
were fiercely divided on the question: the former favored a more powerful 
centralized banking system while the latter preferred the establishment of local 
banks with limited abilities still following the Andrew Jackson policies. The 
Democratic plan was supported by many who felt that banks had contributed 
to their difficult circumstances over the previous five years failing to distinguish 
between a central bank and wildcat banking. During the summer of 1842, 
however, this issue became less important as Whigs and Democrats found 
something else to argue about. 

On June 25th, 1842, the United States Congress had passed the Apportionment 
Act of 1842. Here in Section 2 of the law, it was dictated that, for states with 
more than one Representative, the Representatives must be elected from 
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districts of contiguous territory and that there will be no more than one 
Representative per district. In response to this law, the Ohio General Assembly 
convened a special session to reapportion the state’s districts. Whigs vehemently 
denounced the bill proposed by the Democrats, claiming their plan was an 
attempt to “gerrymander” the state in favor of the Democratic Party, leaving 
only six out of the state’s 21 districts with high Whig majorities. Gerrymandering is 
a practice intended to establish a political advantage for a particular party or 
group by manipulating district boundaries. It became a means to usurp power 
dating back to 1812. 

 

The Democratic Party accused the Whigs of “absquatulation” or running away 
from the banking issue. Absquatulation is a strange Mid-Western term meaning 
to depart in a hurry; abscond as in: "Your horse has absquatulated!" The 
Democrats denounced the Whigs’ actions in the press and turned the emphasis 
of that year’s election campaigns from banking reform. Though the Whigs had 
already prevented the Democratic Party from gerrymandering, it was the 
banking issue that saw mass resignations from their party back to what they 
considered the Democratic Party’s corrupt actions. In the end, it didn’t matter 
because the Democrats were overwhelmingly successful in the 1842 elections, 
winning the majority in House of Representatives and in many of the State 
elections. Consequently, it was now near the end of Tyler's term in office, when 
on March 3rd, 1845, Congress finally overrode his veto of a minor bill relating to 
revenue cuts. This was the first overriding of any presidential veto in US history. 



 

114 
 

The Impeachment of George Walker Bush 

 

During the presidency of George W. Bush (born 
1946), two Democrats sought to either investigate 
Bush for possibly impeachable offenses, or to 
bring actual impeachment charges on the floor 
of the United States House of Representatives 
Judiciary Committee. The most significant of 
these efforts occurred on June 10th, 2008, when 
Democratic Congressman Dennis Kucinich, along 
with co-sponsor Robert Wexler, introduced 35 
articles of impeachment against Bush to the U.S. 
House of Representatives. The House voted 251 
to 166 to refer the impeachment resolution to the 
Judiciary Committee on June 11th, 2008, where 
no further action was taken on it. 

 

Nevertheless, the Kucinich–Wexler impeachment resolution contained 35 articles 
covering the Iraq war, the Valerie Plame affair, creating a case for war with Iran, 
capture and treatment of prisoners of war, spying and or wiretapping inside the 
United States, use of signing statements carried on by Obama, failing to comply 
with Congressional subpoenas, the 2004 elections, Medicare, Hurricane Katrina, 
global warming, and 9/11. The first four impeachment articles charge the 
president with illegally creating a case for war with Iraq, including charges of a 
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propaganda campaign, falsely representing Iraq as responsible for 9/11, and 
falsely representing Iraq as an imminent danger to the United States. 
Impeachment has ALWAYS been a political confrontation and the hatred of 
Trump daring to cut off the money faucet for those in power is reason enough 
to get rid of him.  

The Impeachment of President Harry Truman 

 

President Harry Truman (1884-1972), drew 
serious calls for impeachment after dismissing 
General Douglas MacArthur (1880–1964) in 
1951, high-profile firings have sometimes 
prompted members of Congress to ask for 
the president’s head.  

General McArthur was a bit of a showboat 
who liked things his way. Within weeks of the 
Chinese attack in Korea, MacArthur was 
forced to retreat from North Korea. Seoul fell 
in January 1951, and both Truman and 
MacArthur were then forced to contemplate 
the possibility of actually abandoning Korea 
completely. The Europeans view MacArthur's world view with great skepticism. 

Quite frankly, the Europeans did not trust 
MacArthur’s judgment. The concern was that 
the Europeans were afraid that MacArthur 
would use his public stature and influence with 
the American public to re-focus American 
policy away from Europe and towards Asia. This 
was the big concern. 

The Europeans were also concerned that 
MacArthur would lead the world into a major 
war with China, and after possibly the nuclear 
weapons dropped in Japan, the fear was 
MacArthur would create a nuclear war. 



 

116 
 

The Europeans were also concerned that MacArthur could launch another world 
war since February 1950, the Soviet Union and China had signed a defensive 
alliance committing each to go to war if the other party was attacked. The mere 
possibility that MacArthur would launch an American attack upon China would 
draw Europe into yet another war and this would be World War III. The Europeans 
distrusted MacArthur with a passion. Then in December 1950, the British Prime 
Minister, Clement Attlee, raised these European fears of European governments 
that "General MacArthur was running the show." 

Under the command of General Matthew Bunker Ridgway (1895–1993), the 
Eighth Army pressed north once again in January 1951 and managed to retake 
Seoul in March 1951. He then pushed on to the 38th Parallel, which to this date 

created South Korea. With Seoul retaken, Truman 
now saw the opportunity to offer a negotiated 
peace. Then on March 24th, 1951, MacArthur 
called upon China to admit that it had been 
defeated, simultaneously challenging both the 
Chinese and his own superiors. Truman's 
proposed announcement was circumvented by 
MacArthur. 

Quite frankly, MacArthur was indeed out of 
control. Representative Joseph William Martin, Jr., 
the Republican leader in the House of 

Representatives, on April 5th, 1951 read aloud on the floor of the House a letter 
from MacArthur critical of Truman's Europe-first policy and limited-war strategy. 
The letter concluded with: 

It seems strangely difficult for some to realize that here in Asia is where the 
communist conspirators have elected to make their play for global 
conquest, and that we have joined the issue thus raised on the battlefield; 
that here we fight Europe's war with arms while the diplomats there still 
fight it with words; that if we lose the war to communism in Asia the fall of 
Europe is inevitable, win it and Europe most probably would avoid war and 
yet preserve freedom. As you pointed out, we must win. There is no 
substitute for victory. 



 

117 
 

Then it was during March 1951 when secret United States intercepts of diplomatic 
dispatches disclosed clandestine conversations in which General MacArthur 
expressed confidence to the Tokyo embassies of Spain and Portugal that he 
would succeed in expanding the Korean War into a full-scale conflict with the 
Chinese Communists. That was over the top. When the intercepts came to the 
attention of President Truman, he was enraged to learn that MacArthur was 
trying to increase public support for war against China, but he had secretly 
informed foreign governments that he planned to initiate actions that were 
counter to United States policy.  

The President was unable to act immediately since he could not afford to reveal 
the existence of the intercepts and because of MacArthur's popularity with the 
public and political support in Congress. However, following the release on April 
5th by Representative Martin of MacArthur's letter, Truman concluded he could 
relieve MacArthur of his commands 
without incurring unacceptable 
political damage. 

Truman’s back was up against the 
wall. He had the intercepts but 
could not reveal the 
communications for their 
clandestine nature. Truman then 
called a secret meeting summoning 
Secretary of Defense George 
Marshall, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs Omar Bradley, Secretary of 
State Dean Acheson and Averell 
Harriman to discuss what to do 
about MacArthur. They all 
concurred that MacArthur should 
be relieved of his command. They 
knew that it was the correct decision "from a purely military point of view," but 
were also very much aware that MacArthur was playing a political game against 
the President.  
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Truman and Acheson agreed that MacArthur was insubordinate, but the Joint 
Chiefs avoided any suggestion of this formally. Insubordination was in fact a 
military offense and they were reluctant to charge MacArthur with such a crime 
whereby he would probably request a public court martial. That would be a 
major risk, for if held not guilty and ordered his reinstatement, Truman would be 
held responsible. 

Bradley insisted, "MacArthur had stretched but not legally violated any JCS 
directives.” Truman ordered MacArthur to be replaced immediately with General 
Ridgway, and so ordered on April 10th with Bradley's signature. Truman would 
later say in an interview with Time Magazine on December 3rd, 1973:  

I fired him because he wouldn't respect the authority of the President. I 
didn't fire him because he was a dumb son of a bitch, although he was, 
but that's not against the law for generals. If it was, half to three-quarters 
of them would be in jail. 

The firing of MacArthur for communicating with Congress, which was all that 
could be publicly stated, led to a constitutional crisis. MacArthur had indeed 
cultivated his support to rival that of Truman. The polls at the time revealed that 

the majority of the public disapproved of 
the decision to relieve MacArthur. This 
only demonstrated just how much 
MacArthur had used his military position 
to gain support, but the people were 
clueless as to his objective to create war 
with China. 

Gallup Poll conducted put Truman at an 
approval rating of just 22%, which 
remains the lowest for any American 
president in history. As the Korea 
dragged on, it became extremely 
unpopular Truman's administration was 
beset with a series of corruption 
scandals. They were driving him out of 
office when he actually stood up and 
save the world from World War III. 
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Truman’s unpopularity led him to announce that he decided not to run for re-
election. 

Now Congress, going with the polls, began an impeachment investigation on 
May 3rd, 1951. This was a Joint Senate Committee, which was chaired by 
Democrat from Georgia Richard Brevard Russell Jr. (1897–1971) charged with 
investigating MacArthur's dismissal. Congressional Republicans responded with 
numerous calls for Truman's head. The Senate held hearings, and a year later, 
Congressmen George H. Bender and Paul W. Shafer separately introduced 
House bills 607 and 614 against President Truman. The resolutions were referred 
to the Judiciary Committee which, being run by Democrats, sat on them. 
However, the US Senate held extensive hearings on the matter. The conclusion 
was simply that "the removal of General MacArthur was within the constitutional 
powers of the President but the circumstances were a shock to national pride." 
Russell could not reveal the intercepts that Truman had received for national 
security purposes. Nonetheless, this demonstrates that the popularity of a 
president plays a major role in launching an investigation. 

On February 1, 1952, Newbold Morris (1902-
1966), who was a New York City politician and 
lawyer and two-time candidate for mayor of 
New York City, was appointed Special Assistant 
Attorney General by Attorney General J. 
Howard McGrath to investigate possible 
corruption in the Department of Justice. After 
Morris distributed a questionnaire to senior justice 
officials and called for unlimited access to all of 
McGrath’s personal records, McGrath fired 
Morris on April 3, 1952. Morris had spent a mere 
63 days in the job. This was the second Special 
Counsel to be fired with President Grant holding 
that distinction. 



 

120 
 

The Impeachment of Richard Nixon 

In the case of Richard Nixon (1913–1994), 
refusing to comply with a command of 
Congress was one of the articles for 
impeachment. Contempt of Congress was 
cited by the House Judiciary Committee 
against Nixon after he failed to cooperate 
with congressional subpoenas during the 
Watergate investigation. This was at least a 
direct confrontation between the President 
and Congress, unlike the impeachment of 
Bill Clinton. 

In May 1973, Richard Nixon's attorney general, Elliott Richardson (1920–1999), 
appointed Archibald Cox (1912-2004) Special Counsel to investigate the 
Watergate scandal after Richardson had agreed in his senate confirmation 

hearing to appoint a Watergate Special 
Counsel. As part of his investigation, in July 
of that year, Cox first requested and then 
subpoenaed the Nixon White House tapes, 
secret recordings Nixon had made of 
conversations in the Oval Office and 
elsewhere. 

The Nixon administration refused to 
produce the tapes citing executive 
privilege, and the dispute was fought in 
court until October. After a Court of 
Appeals instructed the president to comply 
with the Special Counsel's subpoena, Nixon 
ordered the Special Counsel fired. In what 
became known as the Saturday Night 
Massacre, both the attorney general and 
deputy attorney general (who had both 
made promises regarding the Special 
Counsel in their Senate confirmation 
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hearings) resigned rather 
than carry out the order to 
fire Cox. Solicitor General 
Robert Bork (1927-2012), who 
was third in line at the 
Department of Justice, then 
fired Cox. 

Initially, the Nixon White 
House announced that the 
office of the Special Counsel 
had been abolished, but 
after public outcry Nixon instead had Solicitor General Robert Heron Bork (1927-
2012) as acting Attorney General terminate Cox and appoint Leonidas "Leon" 
Jaworski (1905–1982) as the second Watergate Special Counsel, less than two 
weeks after the Saturday Night Massacre. Bork remained Acting Attorney 
General until the appointment of William B. Saxbe (1916-2010) on January 4, 
1974. In his posthumously published memoirs, Bork stated that following the firings, 

Nixon promised him the next seat on the 
Supreme Court. In 1987, President Ronald 
Reagan (1911-2004) nominated Bork for the 
Supreme Court, but he was rejected.  

President Nixon’s firing of Special Counsel 
Archibald Cox after Cox subpoenaed the White 
House tapes became the big issue for 
impeachment. Under the Ethics in Government 
Act, it did not allow for the firing of independent 
counsels appointed under the law except with 
specific circumstances such as wrongdoing or 
incapacitation.  

The Special Counsel may be disciplined or 
removed from office only by the personal action of the Attorney General. The 
Attorney General may remove a Special Counsel for misconduct, dereliction of 
duty, incapacity, conflict of interest, or for other good cause, including violation 
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of Departmental policies. The Attorney General shall inform the Special Counsel 
in writing of the specific reason for his or her removal. 

Today, unlike the independent counsel law, however, the current Special 
Counsel regulations were promulgated by the Justice Department and have no 
underlying statutory basis. Thus, their force to constrain the attorney general 
would not be a violation of statutory law. Clearly, the decision to appoint a 
Special Counsel is made by the executive branch by the president or attorney 
general (or acting attorney general in the case of recusal). The only exception 
to this was the Teapot Dome Special Counsels, whose appointment was 
mandated by a joint resolution of Congress. That in itself remains an open 
question as to its validity. 

Under the independent counsel statute, 
majorities of either party within the House 
or Senate Judiciary Committee could 
formally request the attorney general to 
appoint an independent counsel on a 
particular matter, but the decision of 
whether or not to appoint the 
independent counsel remained with the 
attorney general and was not reviewable 
in any court. If the attorney general 
decided not to appoint an independent 
counsel in response to such a request, they 
were only required to respond in writing 
with the reasons.  

Although under the statute the attorney 
general made the decision of whether or 
not to appoint an independent counsel, 
the actual selection of the individual to 

serve in this role was made by a three-judge panel of the US Court of Appeals 
and therein was the objection by Justice Scalia as to violating the Separation of 
Powers rendering it unconstitutional.  

Since the expiration of the independent counsel statute, neither Congress nor 
the courts have any official role in the appointment of a Special Counsel. 
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Congress, nonetheless, also has independent authority to investigate the 
president and their close associates through Congressional hearings as part of 
its government oversight role. Therefore, Congress has subpoena powers as well 
as the contempt power along with the power to impeach a president. This is 
what was used to bring down Nixon. 

Richard Nixon argued that he could not be compelled by a subpoena issued 
by his own subordinate.  He lost that claim of Executive Privilege in United States 
v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683 (1974), which became the landmark decision that resulted 
in a unanimous 8–0 ruling ordering him to 
deliver presidential tape recordings and 
other subpoenaed materials to the District 
Court. It was the Special Counsel who 
issued the subpoena and not Congress.  

Nevertheless, it was Congress that 
ultimately brought impeachment 
proceedings against Nixon. Chairman of 
the House Judiciary Committee was 
Representative Peter W. Rodino (1909-
2005) of New Jersey, a Democrat. 
Nevertheless, in a 1989 interview on 
National Public Radio, Rodino recalled that 
after the vote to Impeach he went to a 
room in back of the committee chambers, 
called his wife and cried. He told NPR: 

 "Notwithstanding the fact that I was Democrat, … [Nixon] was our 
president. … And you're bringing down the presidency of the United States, 
and it was a sad, sad commentary on our whole history and, of course, on 
Richard Nixon."  

 

Such a feeling of duty rather than partisan politics is simply void today. Congress 
and the media have become a deplorable entanglement of absolute anti-
democratic posturing that has revealed the collapse of government is at hand. 
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In the matter of Richard Nixon, 
it was on July 27, 1974, when 
the Committee voted 27–11 to 
recommend the first article of 
impeachment against the 
president for obstruction of 
justice. The Committee then 
recommended the second 
article of impeachment for 
abuse of power, on July 29, 
1974. The following day, on July 30, 1974, the Committee recommended the third 
article of impeachment for contempt of Congress.  

Article I alleged in part: 

On June 17, 1972, and prior thereto, agents of the Committee for the Re-
election of the President committed unlawful entry of the headquarters of 
the Democratic National Committee in Washington, District of Columbia, 
for the purpose of securing political intelligence. Subsequent thereto, 
Richard M. Nixon, using the powers of his high office, engaged personally 
and through his close subordinates and agents, in a course of conduct or 
plan designed to delay, impede, and obstruct the investigation of such 
illegal entry; to cover up, conceal and protect those responsible; and to 
conceal the existence and scope of other unlawful covert activities. 

Article II alleged in part that Nixon: 

repeatedly engaged in conduct violating the constitutional rights of 
citizens, impairing the due and proper administration of justice and the 
conduct of lawful inquiries, or contravening the laws governing agencies 
of the executive branch and the purposed of these agencies. 

Article III alleged in part that Nixon: 

failed without lawful cause or excuse to produce papers and things as 
directed by duly authorized subpoenas issued by the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the House of Representatives on April 11, 1974, May 15, 1974, 
May 30, 1974, and June 24, 1974, and willfully disobeyed such subpoenas 
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Leon Jaworski continued Cox's pursuit of the White House tapes, which were 
ultimately released following the Supreme Court decision in United States v. 
Nixon. Jaworski resigned after just under a year as Special Counsel, about two 
and a half months after Nixon's own resignation, to be replaced by his (and 
Cox's) deputy, Henry Ruth Jr. Ruth in turn resigned in 1975, leaving Charles Ruff 
the fourth and final Watergate Special Counsel. Acting under his existing 
appointment as Watergate Special Counsel, Ruff conducted an unrelated 
investigation into whether Gerald Ford had misused campaign funds while a 
congressman, clearing the president of any wrongdoing. 

 

The Impeachment of Bill Clinton 

 

Bill Clinton was impeached on two charges, one of perjury and one of 
obstruction of justice. These charges stemmed entirely from Clinton's extramarital 
affair with former White House Intern Monica Lewinsky. Clearly, his testimony 
about the affair during a sexual harassment lawsuit filed against him by Paula 
Jones was also part of it. Clinton was subsequently acquitted of these charges 
by the Senate on February 12th, 1999. Fifty senators voted to remove Clinton on 
the obstruction of justice charge while 45 had voted to remove him on the 
perjury charge. It was a political exercise of power and no member of his own 
Democratic Party voted guilty on either charge. Therefore, Clinton, like Andrew 
Johnson, was acquitted on all charges. Two other impeachment articles – a 
second perjury charge and a charge of abuse of power – failed in the House. 
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The Myers Case & Comey 
 

Myers v. United States, 272 U.S. 52 (1926) 

 

here is a substantial difference between Nixon’s firing of a Special 
Counsel and Trump’s firing of James Comey who was head of the FBI as 
a pure executive appointment. The Myers v. United States, 272 U.S. 52 

(1926) Supreme Court decision in 1926, ruled that the President has the absolute 
exclusive power to remove executive branch 
officials, and does not need the approval of the 
Senate or any other legislative body. This decision 
holds that Trump could dismiss Comey and 
actually had a constitutional duty to do so. 

Chief Justice Taft (1857–1930), who was the only 
Justice to previously been President of the United 
States. He was not made Chief Justice because 
of his legal mind. This was a political 
compensation for he lost reelection against 
President Wilson. 

Nonetheless, Taft held the order of removal in the 
Myers case was valid and the statutory provision 
just quoted void. The Chief Justice's main reliance was on the so-called 
''decision of 1789,'' the reference being to Congress' course that year in inserting 
in the act establishing the Department of State a proviso which was meant to 
imply recognition that the Secretary would be removable by the President at 
will. The proviso was especially urged by Madison, who invoked in support of it 
the opening words of Article II and the President's duty to ''take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed.''  

Succeeding passages of the Chief Justice's opinion erected on this basis a highly 
selective account of doctrine and practice regarding the removal power down 
to the Civil War, which was held to yield the following results:  

T 
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''That article II grants to the President the executive power of the Government, i.e., 

the general administrative control of those executing the laws, including the power of 

appointment and removal of executive officers--a conclusion confirmed by his 

obligation to take care that the laws be faithfully executed; that article II excludes the 

exercise of legislative power by Congress to provide for appointments and removals, 

except only as granted therein to Congress in the matter of inferior offices; that 

Congress is only given power to provide for appointments and removals of inferior 

officers after it has vested, and on condition that it does vest, their appointment in 

other authority than the President with the Senate's consent; that the provisions of the 

second section of Article II, which blend action by the legislative branch, or by part of 

it, in the work of the executive, are limitations to be strictly construed and not to be 

extended by implication; that the President's power of removal is further established 

as an incident to his specifically enumerated function of appointment by and with the 

advice of the Senate, but that such incident does not by implication extend to removals 

the Senate's power of checking appointments; and finally that to hold otherwise would 

make it impossible for the President, in case of political or other differences with the 

Senate or Congress, to take care that the laws be faithfully executed.''  
Id/165   

 

The holding in the Myers case stands for the proposition that the Constitution 
endows the President with an unlimited power to remove all officers in whose 
appointment he has participated with the exception of judges of the United 
States. The motivation of the holding was the concern that he voiced in the 
following passage in his opinion: 

 ''There is nothing in the Constitution which permits a distinction between the 

removal of the head of a department or a bureau, when he discharges a political duty 

of the President or exercises his discretion, and the removal of executive officers 

engaged in the discharge of their other normal duties. The imperative reasons 

requiring an unrestricted power to remove the most important of his subordinates in 

their most important duties must, therefore, control the interpretation of the 

Constitution as to all appointed by him.''  

Id/135  

Some have criticized the Myers decision claiming it destroys ''independent 
agencies,'' such as the Interstate Commerce Commission and the Federal Trade 
Commission, subjecting them to presidential domination. These are not elected 
positions and Congress is not a proper oversight lacking consistency. It is true 
that James Madison looked at the role of the position. Madison, with respect to 
his view with regard to the Comptroller of the Treasury, said that the position was 



 

128 
 

a hybrid possessing both judiciary and executive powers. The part of a judiciary 
aspect Madison viewed was different for the whole position as to why judges 
were given tenure for life was that the king would control judges and dismiss 
them if they did not rule in his favor. Therefore, the distinction that Madison made 
with respect to the Comptroller of the Treasury would certain not apply to more 
executive appoints and certainly not James Comey.  

In Humphrey's Executor v. United States, 295 U.S. 602 (1935), the Supreme Court 
relied upon ''the nature of the office'' concept and applied it as a corrective to 
the Myers holding. The Humphrey's Executor decision held that the Federal Trade 
Commission Act fixes the terms of the Commissioners and provides that any 
Commissioner may be removed by the President for inefficiency, neglect of duty, 
or malfeasance in office. Humphrey's Executor decision held that Congress 
intended to restrict the power of removal to one or more of those causes. The 
government opposition argued the precedent in Shrutleff v. United States, 189 
U.S. 311 (1903). However, in that case, the power of the President to remove a 
general appraiser of merchandise appointed under the Act of June 10, 1890, 26 
Stat. 131. Section 12 provided for the appointment by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, of nine general appraisers of 
merchandise, who "may be removed from office at any time by the President 
for inefficiency, neglect of duty, or malfeasance in office." The President 
removed Shurtleff without assigning any cause therefor.  

In legal interpretation, there is the maxim expressio unius est exclusio alterius, 
which means when one or more things of a class are expressly mentioned others 
of the same class are excluded. This is where judges vary and make law 
interpreting things that are not expressly there as being included.  

Therefore, the Myers case, which involved a postmaster 
who was removed from office 3 months before his term 
ended, does not appear to be in the class ''the nature 
of the office'' possessing no judicial quality. Therefore, 
in the case of Comey, his firing still appears to be proper 
and certainly does not rise to the level of a Special 
Counsel as was the case with Richard Nixon nor does it 
possess any judicial quality to set it apart as did 
Madison with respect to the Comptroller of the Treasury. 
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The Deep State Fighting 

Back 

 

he Daily Caller is now reporting that former U.S. Attorney Joseph 
diGenova was saying that Susan Rice ordered 
the spy agencies to produce “detailed 

spreadsheets” of all legal phone calls involving Donald 
Trump and his aides when he was running for president. 
This should have created Obamagate, for it was 
obviously the same as Watergate, which took down 
Nixon. But of course, the mainstream media would 
never run with that story because it was against their 
agenda. They will only bash Trump and defend any 
leftist agenda. Where is McCarthy and his red scare 
when we really need him? 

T 
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The Democratic Party appears to have 
reached the tipping point. They lost more than 
1,000 seats nationwide and the Deep State is 
not happy. They knew they were in serious 
trouble and thus unleashed the NSA head to go 
after Trump pretending this had to do with 
Russians. This may have been the reason James 
R. Clapper Jr. (born March 14, 1941) resigned 
rather than work for Trump. Capper is a retired 
lieutenant general in the United States Air Force 
and is the former director of national 
intelligence who constantly comes out against 
Trump which seems to be his retirement goal. 
Trump did not fire him, he quit and it appears 
that he has joined the extreme left to do everything possible to overthrow Trump. 

Joseph diGenova told the Daily Caller: “What was produced by the intelligence 
community at the request of Ms. Rice were detailed spreadsheets of intercepted 
phone calls with unmasked Trump associates in perfectly legal conversations 
with individuals.” 

Why is nobody prosecuting Clapper? He is not merely a traitor who has violated 
the Constitution and was instrumental in spying on all Americans that made 
Edward Snowden come out against him, but he is clearly trying to ensure there 
is war against Russia. 

While digital encryption is nothing new, Mr. Clapper said during a security event 
in Washington, D.C., that Mr. Snowden’s decision to leak documents detailing 
the NSA’s surveillance operations — including the agency’s ability to eavesdrop 
on insecure communications — caused companies to embrace encryption 
earlier than expected. 

It was also exposed that it was Clapper who was monitoring the phone calls of 
allies. He was tapping even Angela Merkel’s cell phone and just about every 
other leader within Europe. He accused Russia of meddling in the US 2016 
election when the NSA is tracking and interfering everywhere around the world. 
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Then we have the brainwashed Democrats totally unaware that the Democrats 
are themselves experiencing an internal civil war and it is the state level 

Democrats that are starting to 
revolt against the Washington 
elite and that includes 
Obama’s covert machine 
behind creating civil unrest 
called Organizing for Action 
(OFA). I have reported that 
normally a President’s fund is 
shut down after they leave 
office. Here, Obama has taken 
a house in Washington, built a 
wall around it at taxpayer’s 
expense, and turned it into his 
bunker to obstruct anything 

that Trump tries to do. Obama’s OFA troops are especially trying to protect 
Obamacare, which he regards as his “legacy” even though it is falling apart. 

There is brewing an internal civil war within the Democratic Party who are getting 
very angry at Obama and his OFA some have called “The Devil.” Stephen 
Handwerk, executive director of the Louisiana Democratic Party, wrote in a 
private email to fellow party leaders, “This is some GRADE A Bulls–t right here.” 
Indeed, Handwerk has come out and said that declaring yourself a Democrat 
in Louisiana is more difficult than coming out as gay. In a leaked email the Daily 
Beast has published, Handwerk added: “It also to me seems TONE DEAF—we 
have lost over 1,000 seats in the past 8 years … all because of this crap.” 

The email was obtained and published by the Daily Beast, reported the thread 
of other Democrats at the state level. “Yes, it sure is,” Katie Mae Simpson, 
executive director for the Maine Democratic Party, replied. “OFA showed up in 
Maine, organized a press conference on saving [Obamacare], with one of our 
Dem legislative leaders speaking, all without ever mentioning that they were in 
state and organizing. They hired someone I know, which is somewhat helpful, 
but my god, they don’t have a very good alliance-building process.” 
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They continued: “[With] all due respect to President Obama, OFA was created 
as a shadow party because Obama operatives had no faith in state parties.”  

I have reported that the OFA has over 250 offices set up around the country 
circumventing the Democratic Party with over 30,000 operatives. This is the same 
OFA that accepted money from Soros who is trying to create a socialist 
revolution worldwide. The New York Post wrote: Obama’s “army of agitators — 

numbering more than 30,000 — who 
will fight his Republican successor at 
every turn of his historic presidency. 
And Obama will command them 
from less than two miles from the 
White House.” 

Obama is behind the effort to derail 
and block the Trump Administration 
on everything along with George 

Soros. However, Obama may be sowing the seeds of the destruction of the 
Democratic Party altogether or at least the civility of the United States. Those 
who think Obama is not behind this coup are blinded by their bias and fail to 
understand this is no longer a partisan dispute, this is a war to take control of the 
future in the vision of Soros. 

There are so many leaks coming out of the CIA/NSA and the FBI, these agencies 
are rapidly fulfilling the words of Nikita Khrushchyov: 

“We will take America without firing a shot ... we 
will bury you! … We can’t expect the American 
people to jump from capitalism to communism, 
but we can assist their elected leaders in giving 
them small doses of socialism, until they awaken 
one day to find that they have communism. … 
We do not have to invade the United States, we 
will destroy you from within.” 

Between Capper & Soros, they make 
Khrushchyov look like Nostradamus.  
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Conclusion 

 

hat is strikingly a repeat of history is how Trump is being attacked by 
members of the Republican Party. You would assume that John 
McCain, Lindsey Graham, and John Boehner, just to name three 

prominent Republicans, would support their Party head, yet they constantly bash 
Trump to keep the money flowing and maintain the system of them against us. 

As demonstrated, this power of impeachment 
has been merely a political tool to overrule the 
people and support political self-interests. It 
really has less to do with the rule of law than 
most people would think. When it comes of 
Congress wielding its power to impeach, they 
are about as dishonest as can be. The fate of 
Trump is far more in doubt than perhaps anyone 
in history. His own Party is divided and do not 
see Trump as a true member. It is the 
Republicans like McCain, Graham, and Boehner 
that are inviting not just impeachment, but the 
complete destruction of the Republican Party. 

W 
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Boehner was drummed out of Congress because he acted like a dictator. He 
fought against changing the system with Ron Paul and would not allow his name 
to be even placed into nomination for President at the Convention. That was 
unethical and illegal. But law means absolutely nothing to these people. Anyone 
who supported Ron Paul he kicked off of all financial committees. Back in 2012, 
when Boehner was Speaker of the House, the he quietly retaliated against 
everyone who was on crucial House committees and were strong fiscal 
conservatives. When more than 80 new members were elected to Congress from 
the Tea Party, Boehner had his welcoming meeting and told them they will vote 
as he directed. They rebelled and even back in 2012 Boehner was within 17 
seats of losing the position of the Speaker of the House.  

Boehner removed Walter Jones from the House 
Banking Committee for his support of Ron Paul and 
moved him to the House Arm Services Committee. 
He also directed others to challenge him to remove 
him from Congress but failed. This is the type of 
person Boehner was – his way or no way. Finally, the 
anti-Boehner movement won enough support to 
oust him. This is the guy now trying to get rid of Trump. 
Anyone who upset the money flow he wants out. 
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The arrogance of McCain, Graham and Boehner know no bounds. They actually 
believe that after the French election and defeat of Le Pen, that this “populist” 
movement is over. What they fail to look at is that Le Pen beat all the mainstream 
parties and Macron had just began his party in August 2016. The election did 
not prove that the “populist” movement failed; it demonstrated that it won. 

McCain, Graham and Boehner think they can protect the elite in Washington by 
drumming Trump out of office. What they fail to comprehend is removing Trump 
will only lead to rising civil unrest because the people are fed up with the people 
like McCain, Graham and Boehner who have acted like dictators. Rep. Adam 
Schiff, D-Calif., shared high praise for his Republican colleague Sen. John 
McCain, who said his anti-Trump position demonstrates his "finest hour" in politics. 
When the opposite speaks so highly of you, there is something very wrong. 

Indeed, McCain, Graham and Boehner are 
risking the entire GOP moving forward and in 
fact are opening the door to the destruction 
of the Party itself. Removing Trump will seriously 
hurt any major legislation for tax-reform. If they 
want to see a revolution, that is the way to 
create it. From Tyler to Trump, cyclically Trump 
makes the 13th president against whom there 
would be an impeachment action filed. 

Only Andrew Johnson and Bill Clinton were 
actually impeached. Everyone else had the 
motions die in the Judiciary or House of 
Representatives. Trump is the 13th such 
president. That is clearly not a good number or 
time for him. The hatred against Trump is far 
greater than anyone since Tyler and it comes 
from his own Party. 

Impeachment Actions 
against Presidents 
John Tyler 
James Buchanan 
Andrew Johnson 
Ulysses S. Grant 
Herbert Hoover 
Harry S. Truman 
Richard M. Nixon 
Ronald Reagan 
George H. W. Bush 
Bill Clinton 
George W. Bush 
Barack Obama 
Donald Trump 



 

136 
 

 

In the weeks and months to come, we are going to be reading more and more 
speculation about President Donald Trump’s possible impeachment. Much of it 
will boil down to the observation that ultimately, impeachment is a political 
decision. Republicans hold the power in Congress. If they decide they’d rather 
have Mike Pence as president, they can surely cobble together enough to 
initiate impeachment proceedings against Trump. The persistent question will be: 
Are the benefits worth the costs to them? 

An increasing percentage of voters want Congress to impeach President Donald 
Trump even if they don't think Trump has committed the “high crimes and 
misdemeanors.” The latest poll puts it at 43% of voters want Congress to begin 
impeachment proceedings, according to a new POLITICO/Morning Consult poll. 
Of course, these are the leftists who voted for Hillary. We have people like Kathy 
Griffin posing with a bloody head of Trump. We can see in this poll that the 
people do not care about the rule of law. This is very alarming for we are looking 
at the seeds of the collapse of the government. 

The entire reason Trump won was because of 
Obama. Everyone expected real change being 
the first black president and only got the same 
policies as Bush. When they saw there was no 
change, people gave up on career politicians 
and we got Trump. To remove him and return to 
politics as usual will destroy the system. 
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Far too many Republicans and certainly the elites cannot see that they are the 
problem. If they FAIL to bring real change, then the people will give up on 
organized civilization. That is when everything starts to come apart at the seams. 
The career politicians refuse to confront some of the deeper problems within the 
political system as a whole.  

Impeaching Trump could solve some problems congressional Republicans face 
in the self-interest of the elite, however, they remain seriously out of touch with 
the people and the changing mood. They could not see Trump coming because 
it is always preaching some slogan to win and then do as you like. 

Ultimately, impeaching Trump will force the GOP to confront some internal party 
divisions that Trump’s election allowed the party to put off. Ironically though, 

these very divisions probably make it 
more likely that Republicans will delay 
impeaching Trump unless the elite can 
join forces with the Democrats to get rid 
of Trump. For now, they still need a 2/3rds 
majority. They have no respect for the 
law so they may pass a bill and allow just 
a majority vote to kick out a president. 
That would really destroy the political 
system going forward. 

The Elite Congressional Republicans perceive they would gain by impeaching 
Trump for they think having a very unpopular president in office will hurt their 
election in 2018. They are talking about big losses in the midterms, perhaps 
enough to flip the House of Representatives. 

They see the mainstream media is conspiring with the Democrats to stop Trump 
and his legislative agenda. They are literally paralyzing the country and stopping 
any hopes of reform. The mainstream media and the Democrats are in total all-
out war against Trump to maintain the status quo. Trump’s ongoing mess of 
never-ending scandals is blocking any reform. On the one hand, the Democrats 
prefer to keep Trump there and win back both houses in 2018. On the other 
hand, they see a Trump impeachment dragged out into 2018 as the best 
possible way to retake the Congress. 
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The growing “impeach Trump” movement is energizing the Democratic base. If 
Democrats get to run a 2018 midterm election as a referendum on Trump, with 
the promise of impeaching him if they win control of the House, this helps them 
tremendously, so that leaves Trump in office for now, but a lame duck unable to 
move forward thanks to the corruption of mainstream media. 

There are discussions among Republicans that to solve these problems they need 
to impeach Trump this summer. That assumes he will go into the light with only a 
minimal fight, and allow the corrupt forces within politics to return to business as 
usual and make sure the swamp is not drained but filled. Afterwards, they see 
Pence as the knight on the white house.  

The real possibility that Trump fights back, and hard may create a nightmare for 
Republicans. If confronted with impeachment from his own party, Trump might 
react like an injured animal cornered and ready to take as many people down 
with him as possible. Trump would be entitled to a trial in the Senate and since 
they sell tickets, why not televise it. With no legal foundation to actually impeach 
Trump on the facts so far, he can easily expose that this is the swamp defending 
itself in the ultimate conflict of good v evil. 

Then there is still the risk that the fight over Trump’s impeachment splits the 
Republican Party, which seems to be taking place anyway. Trump still has his 
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supporters, and many of them will stick with him because they see the 
establishment is just corrupt. Therefore, with this perception that the swamp is 
corrupt at the core in Washington, Trump’s impeachment would actually prove 
this entire point. 

Trump’s argument would be he tried to “drain the swamp” and “they” came 
after him with phony charges and stabbed him in the back like Caesar in his 
own Party. Democrats will see this as a win-win if they impeach Trump in 2018 or 
run against Trump in 2018. Either way it will be a vote for them for “change” 
once again. 

If the Democrats vote along with many Republicans to impeach Trump, this too 
will serve as “proof” that Republican insiders colluded with Democrats to get rid 
of Trump also proving the corruption in the swamp. This could be used to then 
vote out every Republican who colluded 
with the Democrats. 

The pro-Trump remnant may run third-
party candidacies just to sink 
establishment Republicans. Or they may 
just become demoralized and stop 
voting altogether. A seething resentment 
and deep frustration powered Trump. 
Those feelings are still present in many 
places. 

The elites are so fixed on preserving the 
swamp that they are blind to the reality that a Trump impeachment will tarnish 
the Republican brand for several elections moving forward if not into 2032. The 
elites are already arguing that they can get rid of Trump and it will enhance the 
GOP brand. They are seriously delusional in this regard. 
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The damage to the party brand question arose with Herbert Hoover and again 
with the impeachment of Richard Nixon. In 1974, after Richard Nixon’s 
resignation, Republicans lost 48 House seats and four Senate seats. But in 1980, 
Ronald Reagan won the White House, and Republicans won control of the 
Senate. The party had been revitalized with a new force in town, but there too 
the elites were against Reagan and portrayed him also as an outsider. Back 
then, they huddled together in silence saying they would have to train Reagan 
as to how they ran things in town. 

It was the 1976 election when Gerald Ford first faced serious opposition from 
within his own party, former California governor Ronald Reagan. Reagan 
benefited from his highly committed reform delegates back then known as 
"Reagan's Raiders" who were conservative Western and Southern delegates. 
Reagan represented change and the elites did not like outsiders. The race was 
so close that Ford was unable to secure the nomination until the Party 
Convention. Carter, who was less well known than other Democratic hopefuls, 
ran as a Washington outsider and reformer. He narrowly won the election, 
becoming the only president to date ever elected from Georgia and the first 
from the Deep South since Zachary Taylor in 1848. During the election, one lone 
delegate to the Electoral College cast his vote for Reagan even after Ford was 
the Party candidate. 

Consequently, the argument running around Washington behind closed doors is 
that the sooner Republicans impeach Trump, the sooner they can get on with 
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attempting to rebuild the party brand. They fail to comprehend that the country 
is deeply divided and they may spark civil unrest and the rise of a third party. 
This logic appeals to the Elite Republicans who fear they may lose their seats in 
the 2018 and 2020 elections. Then there are some among the Republican ranks 
who see the nation is divided and believe that if Democrats ever get back into 
power, it will be the end of the republic completely. 

Congressional Republicans 
initially hoped that they could 
train Trump as they tried with 
Reagan to get on board with 
the team how things are run in 
Washington. They could care 
less about campaign promises 
because they view nobody 
does what they preach and the 
press is on their side so nobody 
exposes their contradictions 
and lies. The mainstream media 
is part of the establishment. The 
press is no longer the check 
and balance Thomas Jefferson 
thought to protect. 

But to assume that impeaching 
Trump could end the distraction and let Republicans get back to legislating 
ignores the inconvenient truth that the people are upset with the status quo. 

Gallup Poll showed that at the start of 2017, Congress' Job Approval stood at 
just 19%. Going into the 2016 Presidential Election, Americans' trust and 
confidence in the mass media "to report the news fully, accurately and fairly" 
had dropped to its lowest level in Gallup polling history, with 32% saying they 
have a great deal or fair amount of trust in the media. This is down eight 
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percentage points from last year. Now in 2017, that trust level is collapsing rapidly.

 

The lack of mirrors in Washington results in politicians always blaming someone 
other than themselves. The latest Gallup Poll confirms that the congressional 
Republicans’ legislative problems are not really Trump’s fault. The party itself is 
internally divided, and does not have a clear vision of what policies it wants to 
even enact. Different factions within the party have completely different vague 
ideas with absolutely no unifying consensus. This is highlighting the clash of titans 
– the elite who want to keep things as is (McCain/Graham) and the newly 
elected who know there must be change. There is a complete void within the 
Republicans on the Hill with any ability to unite and work out compromises 
among the competing instincts. The role of the Democrats is far easier since all 
they have to do is object to whatever Trump says; No plans are necessary!  

The Republicans lack the 60-vote threshold in the Senate to enact any legislation 
so they require cooperation from Democrats. If the Republican Party brand is 
taking a hit from the Trump impeachment, why would Democrats cooperate at 
all in advance of the 2018 election? All they have to do is block the Republicans 
and blame them for it.  
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Then there is the agenda that put Trump in office: cut taxes, repeal Obamacare, 
and roll back entitlements. These are the core issues of Democrats and the press 
champions them. Republicans might have been able to get away with these 
under the guise of Trump’s anti-establishment, faux-populist bluster. But with the 
Republican brand already receding in popularity, more Republican members 
will find themselves skittish in voting for unpopular policies. 

 

Then we have Republicans claiming that President Mike Pence would save the 
day because he is one of them, being formerly in the House leadership. This is 
more like Gerald Ford who lost to Carter. Pence lacks the charismatic leadership 
to inspire people. Those who say Pence would be better demonstrates that they 
still do not get what the vote was all 
about. They refuse to look in the mirror. 
They are not as pretty as they think they 
are. 

The Trump backlash is something they are 
misjudging. They are dismissing this as a 
viable issue listening to the press 
themselves that Trump is just hated by 
everyone. He may not rob the White 
House taking furniture with him on the way 
out as the Clintons did, but he may indeed 
take a lot more Republican and 
Democrat heads with him. The public may end up putting those heads on spikes. 
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There is no overwhelming 
evidence against him to 
support impeachment. The 
entire Russian play is way 
overdone and will require 
manufacturing evidence and 
at the same time put the world 
at risk of a real World War III just 
to get rid of Trump by falsely 
accusing Russia of something 
that cannot be proven.  

They clearly run the risk of 
Trump fighting back and that 
could expose just how corrupt 
and deep the swamp really is 
demonstrating to the world it’s 

an ocean. This storm could engulf the entire political system. This could unleash 
the biggest waves of political chaos in a century. 

Of course, there are some who are betting on Trump resigning and running away 
with his tail between his legs. Mark Singer in the late 1990s wrote a profile of 
Trump for The New Yorker. Singer concluded that Trump had managed to 
achieve something remarkable: “an existence unmolested by the rumbling of a 
soul.” That assessment is rather harsh and probably missed the entire point. Trump 
is very cognizant of the fact that he is always acting on the stage of life. You do 
not rise to this position with no understanding 
of the game. Trump moves through life like 
knowing he is always being observed on this 
stage. His taking on the press may seem to 
be a futile effort, but Trump has been 
winning. CNN has fallen from the top ranking 
mainstream media to the last. 

The very nature of Trump seems that he may 
indeed enjoy the challenge. Donald Trump 
certainly appears to be more superhuman, in 
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this one primal sense. Those who think he may run with his tail between his legs 
could be in for a very stormy confrontation. 

 

 

Trump in his battle against mainstream media is actually winning no matter how 
loud they get. CNN is the extreme left-wing network that dug its heels in even 
when it became stripped naked exposing that it was no longer reporting the 
news, it was trying to make it. 
CNN was exposed for the world 
to see as its transparent 
crusade to personally destroy 
Donald Trump in an all-out 
effort to make Hillary Clinton 
president. CNN's ratings 
crashed and burned and its fall 
from being a once respected news organization occupying first place to last 
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place, reveal to the world that CNN crossed that line into propaganda. Trump 
took CNN down so we should not assume Trump will go quietly. 

 

Will the elite Republicans risk impeching Trump to save the status quo? This is all 
they know. The likelihood of Trump actually getting term limits is zero. The only 
way these people would dare vote for something like that would be if it applied 
in 10 year’s time when they are gone. People like McCain and Graham wouldn’t 
know what to do with themselves if the limelight was turned off on them.  

The pro-Trump remnant may lack a leader right now, which is what they are 
counting on. If someone surfaced, lacking money, they would be less of a threat 
than Trump from their perspective. The fact that Fox News soared and CNN 
crashed and burned, is a warning as to what is going on out in America and 
mainstream media refuses to show. After all, the 2016 Republican primary did 
reveal plenty of internal party resentment toward Trump. McCain hated Trump 
from the beginning and will never stop until he is thrown out of the Senate. 

If the Republicans really impeach Trump, they are underestimating just how 
angry the public will become. The game is over. They do not get it. Neither do 
the Democrats. The Diane Feinstein, Nancy Pelosi, Barack Obama, and the 
Clintons can all bash the rich all they want, but they are the rich with their lavish 
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lifestyles they count of the press not to 
publicize. The people are tired of being 
taxed and abused, no less lied to year 
after year. 

Will Republicans impeach Trump? 

 

For congressional Republicans, there are 
a lot of very uncertain calculations to try 
to make. The greatest problem are 
people like John McCain who simply 
hate Donald Trump personally. He was claiming he might lose his seat during the 
election and was blaming Trump. He doesn’t get that his antics and political 
dishonesty are catching up to him. He can point to Trump, but it is him. He wants 
Trump gone with a passion. He is likely to push the Republican over the cliff 
because of his personal bias. 

Proceeding to impeachment has very big risks, with extremely limited upside 
benefits other than maintaining the status quo for people like McCain. It seems 
more likely congressional Republicans will wait and see, but the heat is being 
turned up from every angle. With McCain, Graham, Boehner joining the ranks of 
Hillary Clinton blaming Trump in league with Russians, this lethal combination 
takes their support from mainstream media and are not listening to what they 
are saying themselves. 

Cyclically, Trump will be the 13th president Congress has filed impeachment 
charges against. The Elite Republicans and Democrats want Trump’s head 
bloody and on a spike. They are likely to be cheered on by CNN and the top 
mainstream TV organization and certainly the New York Times and Washington 
Post. Will they succeed? Filing for impeachment is highly probable. There are no 
legal grounds unless they manufacture charges with false testimony from 
Comey, but Comey is not a Special Counsel. They will take whatever Comey 
says and run with it. This is like the attempt to use an insane witness against Grant 
with no supporting evidence. 

Naturally, the political calculus will change as the facts change. Trump has to 
be on point to survive. He is underestimating how low these people will stoop to 
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save the corruption in the swamp. Investigations will never turn on Comey and 
his revealed motives. The Republicans could expose Comey and use it to really 
sink the Democratic ship, but their own greed stands in the way.  

 

CNN and the other mainstream outlets will call for Trump’s head on anything. 
They will cheer impeachment proceedings and will attempt to create them if 
they can. The Deep State is also out for Trump’s head. The CIA is leaking like a 
sieve every possible thing they can to the Washington Post. The moment when 
impeachment becomes a reality is the moment that the nation will move over 
the cliff.  

The likelihood of reaching a 2/3rd majority to actually remove Trump from office 
is not very high at this stage. Merely impeaching Trump, as was done to Bill 
Clinton, is more likely to happen, but bad for the Republican brand come 2018. 
So, we have the blind (McCain) trying to lead the stupid over the cliff all to 
protect the swamp. 

Either way, Republicans believe they are in a terrible situation. They lack the 
belief in the people for reform and their self-interest in maintaining the swamp 
stands in the way. They should use the contempt power and hunt out the leaks 



 

149 
 

from the CIA and put them on display publicly. Then they might see more support 
for 2018 than they imaged. 

 

The Model 

 

he historical track record of impeachments against presidents makes 
Trump the 13th President to have such a filing against since 1789. Of 
course, that is one on average every 17.5 years, very close to a double 

8.6-year cycle. But there is something else lurking behind the data. Note that 
there are effective two clusters. The first runs from 1843 to 1876 straddling the 
Civil War when the nation was deeply divided. Then we have two filings, the first 
against Hoover in 1932 and then the one against Truman in 1951, which 
interestingly enough was 19 years apart. That was almost three 19 year cycles 
from the last one filed in 1876 against President Grant. 

Now focus on the second cluster which begins with Nixon, but intensifies with the 
motion filed against Reagan. It was a partisan battle with Henry B. Gonzalez, 

T 
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Democrat of Texas, who filed against Reagan and got a Special Prosecutor that 
turned up nothing, and then he again filed against George Bush, Sr. twice for 
starting the Gulf War, which again wasted the taxpayer’s money. 

Then Republican Congressman Robert Barr filed against Bill Clinton, which was 
illegal seeking impeachment for merely lying in a private suit, which was unheard 
of and pure politics. This was followed by Democratic Congressman Dennis 
Kucinich, who was even trying to run for president himself. That was just a partisan 
issue again. 

There was an impeachment filing against Obama by Republican Congressman 
Walter B. Jones who introduced H. Con. Res. 107, calling for Congress to hold the 
sentiment that certain actions of President 
Barack Obama be considered as impeachable 
offenses, including the CIA's drone program. He 
was at least actually upset over the expansion 
of drones. 

Within weeks of taking office, members of 
Congress had declared that President Trump 
may have committed impeachable offenses in 
relation with Executive Order 13769 blocking 
people from six Muslim countries. This was really 
absurd for the president has precisely that 
authority, even if the courts are also playing 
politics. Then on the 17th of May 2017, Democratic Congressman Al Green of 
Texas called for impeachment of President Trump on the House floor, which was 
again partisan. 

It has become painfully obvious that impeachment filings are on the rise with 
every president in a row since Ronald Reagan. Ever since Nixon, the Democrats 
tasted blood and have pursued investigations. The Republicans did the same 
with Bill Clinton, but could not boot him out of office when the alleged offense 
was in a private suit. 

The 224 Year Cycle Wave & the United States  
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The United States has also hit its target in 
1999 on the 224-year cycle from 1775. This 
was that point where one must say; "It's just 
time." In Hegelian terms, we reached the 
point in time that political change and 
upheaval was just plain and simply stated 
as "necessary” as we move forward in this 
journey through civilization. Of course, a lot 
has happened. There was even the 911 
attack and there was the controversial 
Bush-Gore Election followed by Obama 
being elected promising “change you can 
believe in” that proved to be just a slogan. 
There would be hardly anyone who can 
deny that the nation has begun a spiral downward in politics and where it will 
lead is a cliff of uncertainty.  

I warned in It’s Just Time that it “does not appear that the 1999 target on the 
224 Year Cycle is the end of American Civilization.” But it may very well be that 

point in time that historians in the future will look 
back upon and draw the line in 1999 when 
Bush was elected but Dick Cheney was really 
President. I feel sorry for Bush for he will be the 
one blamed for Iraq. Even in the trial of Scooter 
Libby, Cheney’s chief of staff leaking info, Bush 
refused to pardon him for at the end, Bush 
realized what Cheney had done. 

I used to meet people who wanted to run for 
president for the Republican Party. They told 
them I was there to advise them on the world 

economy when I was to assess if they could handle the job. Then I got the call 
and was asked to run down to Texas to meet with Bush, Jr. I was told “this is 
different. He really is stupid.” I was shocked at those words. After everything I had 
been doing for years, it had always been about intelligence. I asked; “Why would 
you make someone stupid president?” The response was: “He has the name.” 
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That is when I was asked if I would be the Chief Economic adviser in the White 
House. I declined. I was told they needed to surround him with competent 
people and that is how Cheney became the de facto president moving his 
office next to the Oval Office, the first VP to ever do that. 

From Behind the Curtain, 1999 was the watershed change. Obama was just 
another Bush. Perhaps not as “stupid” as they put it, but totally unqualified. The 
bureaucrats seized the power and the president became just a figure head 
much as the Japanese Emperor during World War II that was controlled by the 
military. 

 

Therefore, 1999 was clearly the 
turning point. However, that was 
the Behind the Curtain change. 
The perception of the public with 
“confidence” in government 
would not peak until 2015.75. I 
warned back in 1985, that it would 
be the 2016 Presidential Election 
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where a third-party candidate could win. Trump was that candidate, but he did 
it from inside the Republican Party making defeating all the mainstream 
candidates and inspiring the hatred of people like John McCain. 

The major changes in the political economy of humankind have followed the 
wave length of 224 years. The rise and fall of various governments and systems 
have unfolded with the 224 year intervals, including Democracy in ancient times. 
We cannot forget, that economic stress causes the core element of significant 
change that appears volatile and can humble the biggest empires. Undermine 
the economy, and the political state falls. During the Great Depression, a 
member of Congress stood on the floor and openly said a dictatorship was 
preferable to the economic crisis. Take away that security blanket, and you will 
see total chaos erupt among the masses. 

The "Great Convergence" that we now face is one of those moments in time 
that Georg Hegel (1770–1831) viewed as "necessary" and Thomas Jefferson 
(1743-1826) perhaps viewed as a natural event where the blood of patriots is 
needed to feed the Tree of Liberty. While the clear high in the political state of 
the United States took place in 1999, and the peak in public confidence took 
place on the 2015.75 turning point that was followed by the 2016 Presidential 
Election, the economic high came precisely to the day on February 27th, 2007. 
That produced the precise day of the high in the Shiller Real Estate Index. The 
economic decline thereafter fell into 2009 and has been the most profound 
drop since the Great Depression. Liquidity has still remained at 50% of 2007 levels 
and Europe as well as Asia remain is deep trouble. Economic growth at 2% is 
now consider a boom. 

We have witnessed a steady 
economic decline much for the same 
reasons as the decline of the Roman 
Empire - excessive leverage, 
corruption of the rule of law, and the 
collapse of confidence in investing. 
The Great Convergence has been 
the three aspects of who Empires, 
Nations, and City States have 
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collapsed throughout history.  We have thus achieved each and every effect. 

(1) 1999 the political peak  
(2) 2007 the Economic Peak 
(3) 2015 the Peak in Public Confidence 

 
 

 

I have written many times that I discovered this 8.6 year business cycle frequency 
by coming across a list of international financial panics in a newspaper while 
doing research in the Princeton University library. There were 26 panics within the 
span of 224 years. The simple average was 8.6 years. Never in my wildest 
imagination did I expect this cycle to be far more precise than anyone could 
possibly imagine. 

Being a lover of history, I put it to the test. I was shocked to see how the business 
cycle has existed for thousands of years.  I began to come to grips with its 
precision discovering that there were 3,145 days in 8.6 years which turned out to 
be Pi. Suddenly it made sense that Pi was the perfect cycle. Even the precession 
of the Equinox was 25,800 years which is (8.6 x 3) x 1000. Nature complied with 
this frequency and hat began to make sense. We are just creatures who think 
we are far more powerful than we are, subject to the whims of nature. 
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If we calculate the 224 year Cycle of Political Change, we know that dividing 
this by 26 produces the 8.615 year cycle - the base core of the Economic 
Confidence Model, which is the business cycle. However, there are 37.33 weeks 
within an 8.6 month cycle. If we now take the volatility dimension with its base 
unit of 6 and divide that also into the 224 year cycle, again we end up with 
37.33. This produces the following sequence of years.  

1775 - 1812 - 1849 - 1887 - 1924 - 1961 - 1999 

Of course, 1775 marked the beginning of the Revolutionary War that has been 
attributed to April 19, 1775 when the British tried to seize the military supplies of 
the Massachusetts militia. The Declaration of Independence was announced on 
the 4th of July, 1776. King George had officially declared America in rebellion 
on August, 23, 1777. The peak of this cycle would 1999.27, of April 8/9th, 1999. 
Well, yes, that exact date produced a very strange natural event known as the 
April 8–9, 1999 tornado outbreak which was a widespread tornado outbreak in 
the USA producing even an F4 tornado. Believe it or not, it was exactly Friday, 
April 9th, 1999 when I was asked to fly down to Texas to meet George W Bush. 
He announced his candidacy on June 12th, 1999. 
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Perhaps it is inherent in human nature that one generation tends to move in the 
opposite direction of ideas from the previous. The 1960s was such a rebellion. 
Many shifts in political theory take place over time. For example, Democrats were 
during the Civil War the slave-owners intent upon maintaining labor force. 
Lincoln was the more "liberal Republican” following in the spirit of Jefferson & 
Madison. We must realize that during the War of 1812, the Republicans fought 
against even maintaining any standing Army. They looked back and saw the 
previous 224 years of Europe as creating the very institute of a self-perpetuating 
government against the interests of the people. The noted researcher, Gordon 
S. Wood, commented on this trait.  

“From the sixteenth century through the eighteenth century the European 
monarchies had been busy consolidating their power and making out 
their authority within clearly designated boundaries and military forces in 
order to wage war, and that was what they did through most decades of 
three centuries. This meant the building of ever more centralized 
governments and the creation of ever more elaborate means for 
extracting money and men from their subjects. These efforts in turn led to 
the growth of armies the increase in public debts, the raising of taxes, and 
the strengthening of executive power.” 

Revolutionary Characters, What made the FOUNDERS Different, Gordon S. Wood  
The Penguin Press 2006  
 

Even the Second Amendment reasoning has changed over time. The right to 
retain a gun was insisted upon by the "liberal" Republicans like Thomas Jefferson 
who were deeply concerned about the evil of allowing standing armies. Even 
James Madison shared this deep concern. A standing army was power that fed 
the king or the executive that they viewed as a threat against the liberty of the 
people. They also opposed any form of direct taxation (Income Tax) because it 
would infringe upon the people by fostering greater governmental powers to 
keep track of everyone and what they earned. The Constitution, before the ideas 
of Karl Marx took hold in 1909, forbid any such direct taxation relegating such 
revenue to indirect taxation. Both of these liberties that Jefferson and Madison 
advocated, are eliminated.  
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The Patriot Act eliminates any such claims that the government is liberal anymore 
for it has converted the nation into exactly what the Revolution was all about. 
What standing armies could not accomplish by invasion, terrorism has been used 
by those in power to accomplish the self-interest of the Executive to expand its 
powers. It was Thomas Paine's Common Sense that captured the spirit of the 
times and illustrates how the governments of today are a hybrid of what they 
once opposed.  

War "from its productiveness, as it easily furnishes the pretense necessity 
for taxes and appointments to places and offices, become a principal 
part of the system of old governments, and to establish any mode to 
abolish war, however advantageous it might to be nations, would be to 
take from government the most lucrative of its branches."  

Paine Collected Writings  

 

 

There is a cycle to this whole mess for what was the solution against oppressed 
becomes the next crisis in need of a solution. We have conquered the enemy. 
We occupy their hill. We then become the new enemy. This, unfortunately, is the 
cycle of history. We are our own worst enemy because our complacency always 
leads to dependency and then when government cannot keep its promises and 
the masses begin to complain, then comes the tyranny. The oppression of 
tyranny then sparks the revolution with the goal of liberty, and then we once 
again falsely believe it will all be better and a complacency then once again 
breeds corruption. An so it goes, and goes, and goes. 
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The introduction of Socialism during the Great Depression altered the family 
structure creating the new age of dependency. Children once saved to take 
care of their parents and not that is government’s job. The taxation has risen 
consistently so now almost 40% of young adults lived with their parents, step-
parents, grandparents and other relatives last year, or the highest point in 75 
years, according to the latest census data. Now the parents have to take care 
of the children into their 30’s. Socialism 
altered the family structure and 
divorce soared along with it. We have 
already entered the tyranny phase 
with greater regulation, taxation, and 
we have lost our freedom of 
movement without photo-ID. The next 
phase we enter will be revolution, 
which is born out of civil unrest. 

This is going to get real nasty going 
forward. You can easily see that the 
combined Senate-House seats as a percentage of total combined power reflect 
that the Democrats (blue line) are in a serious downward spiral what we would 
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call a long-term bear market. Since the Great 
Depression, the Democrats have been making 
lower highs and lower lows. That is the definition of 
a bear market.  

When we look at the data, the Democratic Party, 
which was the Party of Slavery to start with led by 
Andrew Jackson (1767-1845), crashed and 
bottomed during the Civil War as Abraham 
Lincoln became the first Republican President. 

From that low during the 1860s, the Democratic 
Party transformed itself initially as a labor type of 

Party championing the silver miners. They adopted Marxism during the 1890s and 
reached a peak with Roosevelt during the Great Depression under Socialism. 

Look closely at this chart which takes the total seats of each party combined for 
the Senate & House as a percent of the total combined available seats. Take 
note that the Democrats have been in a bear market with lower and lower highs 
since that major high with FDR during the Great Depression. It was during the 
1937 period that the Democrats held 76.8362% of the total seats in the Senate 
and House of Representatives.  

It appears that the Democratic Party may fall apart and splinter in 2023. Keep 
in mind that the Republican elites like John McCain are opposed to Trump who 
may have ran within the Republican Party, but he has been really a third party 
candidate. McCain has come out and said Russia is a bigger threat than ISIS. He 
seems hell-bent I believe on creating 
war to get even with someone for 
imprisoning him and turning him into 
Tokyo Rose reading propaganda 
against America on the radio for the 
Vietnamese.  

The Republican elite vehemently hate 
Trump as led by John McCain. So as we 
look ahead, government is going to 
change completely. This does not look 
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very good for Western Culture post-2032. Just as Communism fell and collapsed 
because central planning does not work, this is merely our turn in the West for 
the very same reason under the Banner of Socialism and its faulty centralized 
planning. We have reached a very critical point in the history of the business 
cycle. 

 

This is the Sixth Wave and that is where major changes in society take place. The 
impeachment of Trump is this tyranny phase where the elites try desperately to 
cling to power and do not want any outsider coming in and playing in their 
sandbox. When this final Sixth Wave peaks, we end up with a new era. Yes, that 
can be a Dark Age. The power is destined to migrate to Asia. It has been 
migrating for eternity. As they 
say, the Romans were still 
laughing when Rome fell 
watching their sports. We may 
suffer the same fate. The peak 
of Rome took place with the 
reign of Marcus Aurelius who 
died in 180AD. Rome had 
sent ambassadors to China. 
After Marcus’ death, that all 
ended. 
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Therefore, the impeachment of Trump is far more important than most suspect. 
This is the epic battle between the elites and reform. While Trump made man of 
the year, they also noted that he was the President of the Divided States of 
America – not United. The clash between the left and the right is very much a 
part of moving into the end of this cycle where we will be faced with a major 
political choice – More Tyranny or Liberty. 
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The Washington Post, New 
York Times, and CNN, 
among others, are 
desperately trying to get 
rid of Trump to support the 
status quo, the deep state, 
and prevent any 
economic reform 
whatsoever. The real 
question mainstream 
media will not dare answer 
is how does a private 

meeting between Trump and Russia end up with leaks to the Washington Post 
and New York Times because Trump informed the CIA and NSA about the 
meeting. This leak PROVES beyond a shadow of doubt that the collusion 
between the Deep State and mainstream media is in full swing. 

They are comparing how the stock market performed during the Nixon 
Watergate scandal in hopes of stopping the Trump Rally. They believed if they 
can create a stock market crash 
that will get rid of Trump. However, 
the market kept declining for four 
months after Nixon resigned. Once 
again, they fail to explain the true 
story. 

The culprits in the press 
immediately, with the help of John 
McCain, jumped and called the 
firing of Comey Watergate level. 
Even Yahoo ran a story implying 
the stock market should drop 50% 
showing charts of what happened 
when they impeached Nixon. The problem with all of this is the firing of Comey 
is not at Watergate level and the charts showing a 50% drop in the stock market 
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attributing this all to Watergate and Nixon is totally a complete fraud. The decline 
in the market had to do with the collapse of the dollar in the aftermath of 
abandoning the gold standard on August 15th, 1971. The market kept declining 
well after Nixon even resigned. So why are they trying to create a bear market 
so desperately? They have to get rid of Trump to preserve the status quo and 
stop the tax cuts. 

As long as there is a progressive tax system, then the big corps and rich donors 
get to lobby for loopholes to avoid taxes all behind closed doors. Why would the 
“rich” donate to any Democrat to pay more taxes? They don’t. They donate to 
the Democrats to tax anyone aggressively trying to complete with them and to 
ensure they have their loopholes. A flat tax does more that lower taxes for the 

rich, it eliminates the corruption of loopholes. 

One must question if these news stories are not being used 
to further short positions by journalists. For anyone who thinks 
this is just speculation probably has never heard of the 
Federal appeals court decision that upheld the securities 
fraud conviction of R. Foster Winans, who was a former 
reporter for the Wall Street Journal. He was found guilty 

trading on the basis of his advance knowledge of what was to appear in the 
”Heard on the Street” column. All mainstream press do is publish bearish stories 
why the stock market should crash. You have to wonder between the owners of 
these media companies and journalists with editors, what they have in their 
personal accounts for they have been above the law for way too long when it 
comes to insider trader. 

We are in an all-out civil war in 
the newspapers and TV to get rid 
of Trump to protect the status 
quo. CNN broadcasts virtually 
nothing but Trump impeachment 
constantly. This is the agenda. 
They are trying so hard to create a serious bear market to blame Trump and 
force him out of office. We have CNN hosts on Twitter calling Trump a “piece of 
shit” and this is a real news source? We are dealing simply with propaganda 
intent upon brainwashing people to keep the elite in power. 
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So What Do We Know? 

What we know is that Trump is a reaction within a progressive declining trend. 
Politically, this is like a short-cover rally in market terms. Can Trump win and 
reverse the direction of the cycle? Sorry, but no way. So does Impeachment 
become a reality? Oh yes, but there is no legal basis to impeach Trump. As we 
have reviewed, most impeachments are political and Congress does not obey 
the rule of law no less the Constitution.  

We are at a 5,000 year low in interest rates and there is nowhere to go but up. 
The dollar remains the only game in town because Europe is far too politically 
corrupt to get the euro off the ground and China is still not a market where one 
can park billions of dollars in pension funds. Sure, there is some investment by 
pension funds in emerging markets buying bonds because they are desperately 
in search of yield. So Trump will also lose on the trade war. His attempts to secure 
the border against drug dealers crossing the border from Mexico to Islamic 
terrorists trying to get in via Europe to wreak havoc, the elite prefer to turn this 
issue into painting Trump as a racist rather than deal with the real security issues. 

The likelihood of civil war is running very high (see 2017 Cycle of War Report). If 
Trump is put on trial by the Senate, they will only further erode the public 
confidence no matter how distorted CNN plays the event. They are now in last 
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place for news dropping to the level of the grocery store tabloid level of fake 
news. 

Personally, I wish Trump all the best. I would really like to see his reforms be 
implemented right down to term limits. But this is a declining cycle and ever since 
2015.75, it seems more like a free-fall. Even if they do not impeach Trump, and it 
would have to come from his own pretend party, the interference to prevent 
and reforms is running very high. 

 

It is unlikely that there would be enough votes to actually boot Trump out of 
office without changing the vote requirement from two-thirds to just a majority. 
The Supreme Court has already held that the Senate can make its own 
procedural rules and the court has no say; see US v Nixon. 

So can the Senate rig the game? Absolutely. If they change the rules, then they 
can impeach Trump. Both sides want him gone to save their corrupt ways. We 
have the CIA, NSA, and FBI all out to leak him out of office. So the Deep State is 
against Trump in a very big way. If he is assassinated by some terrorists or a 
Mexican, it will be a stage plant as was done to get rid of JFK. 

Our model shows that Trump will fail and this is just a short-cover rally within a 
very protracted decline in Western politics. That will result in confidence 
collapsing in government and a major shift in assets to the private sector. 

 


