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President’s Day - February 18, 2019

FLAG DAY - June 14 - Old Glory will be 242 Years Old!

MONDAY, June 3, 2019
11:30 A.M. ~ 1:00 p.m.
MCM ELEGANTE’ HOTEL
ballRoom
Port of Beaumont Manager of Corporate Affairs

Sadé Chick will address
“Propelling Growth in
Southeast Texas”
Our mee'ng begins promptly at 11:30, so
please check in and be seated at your table by that 'me
Mee'ng fee is $20

Personal Checks or Exact Cash Preferred

2019 GTRW BOARD
Allison Nathan Getz, President
Cindy Dishman, 1st Vice President-Programs
Linda Brown, 2nd Vice President-Membership
Janet Brown, Recording Secretary
Geraldine Lapham, Corresponding Secretary
Mary Wickland, PAC Treasurer
Sherilyn Goodman, Chaplain
Kim Dunaway, Campaign AcKviKes
Evangeline George, Bylaws/Parliamentarian
Louise Williams, LegislaKve
Linda Nicholas, Hospitality
Marie Maggio, Awards
Linda Sparkman, CommunicaKons
Carol Hearn, Special Projects
Ann Jones, Special Events
Susan Welsh, Historian
Theone Bradley, NewsleQer
Martha Pate, Member-at-Large
Lajaunda Williams, ReservaKons - 409-748-0013
(Please Text or Call
and leave a message)

CALENDAR
May 28 - June 4 - Early Vo'ng - Beaumont City
Council, Ward 1 Runoﬀ Elec'on
Republican Taylor Neild
June 3 - GTRW Luncheon Mee'ng
June 8 - Beaumont City Council Runoﬀ Elec'on
June 14 - Flag Day - Fly Your U.S. Flags!!!
June 16 - Father’s Day - Fly U.S. Flag
June 17 - GTRW Execu've Board Mee'ng

Reserva'ons are REQUIRED as well as necessary
for there to be adequate sea'ng and food

RSVP by 5 pm, Thursday, May 30
Text or call 409-748-0013
GTRW Members may RSVP on our website
gtrepublicanwomen.org

PLEASE PROVIDE NAMES OF ANY
GUESTS YOU PLAN TO BRING
AND ENCOURAGE THEM TO JOIN GTRW!

NOTE: NO LUNCHEON MEETING IN JULY
July 4 - Independence Day - Fly U.S. Flag!
July 15 - GTRW Execu've Board Mee'ng
August 5 - GTRW Luncheon Mee'ng
Speaker: Dr. Maf Robinson
State Board of Educa'on Member, District 7

WE ARE ALMOST
HALFWAY THRU 2019 -

GEAR UP FOR THE
2020 PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION!

DON’T BE
COMPLACENT!
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PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE

GTRW Gazette

I want to thank all of the members of GTRW for parLcipaLng in our local municipal elecLons and bond
proposals. We are deﬁnitely an organizaLon dedicated to making a diﬀerence and jumping in to help when
asked. One of our most important objecLves is to work hard to ensure that those who serve in elected posiLons
reﬂect our beliefs and conservaLve values.
Our organizaLon has been very busy with (1) an informaLve candidate forum that led to the re-elecLon of Mike
Getz, W.L. Pate, Becky Ames and the elecLon of Randy Feldschau; (2) an inspiraLonal visit from Former Navy
Seal and U.S. RepresentaAve Dan Crenshaw (R-CD2); and (3) a safety check and presentaLon from former BPD
Oﬃcer Al Johnson. Beaumont has a runoﬀ elecLon scheduled for June 8th, where Taylor Neild is vying to
unseat the liberal incumbent. Historically, voter turnout for runoﬀs are very low, so PLEASE encourage likeminded residents of Ward 1 to get out and make their voices heard.
“GTRW Goes to . . .” under the leadership of Special Events Chair Ann Jones, has been very busy! We
appreciate Ann seeking out opportuniLes for us to help in the community. Our superstar Membership VP Linda
Brown, along with Theone Bradley, our retail guru, have ordered GTRW shirts for us to wear and to idenLfy us
at area events. Please see Linda Brown to order yours today!
We also are thrilled to have had such great acendance at our two CHATS this past month. Again, thanks go to
Linda Brown and her commicee for organizing these fun occasions for us to get together, visit, and learn more
about the importance of Republican Women in our state and local municipaliLes. I was parLcularly excited to
see that travel does not inhibit Republican Women in Hardin, Orange and Jasper CounLes from coming together
to make things happen. We hope to acend future meeLngs with women in neighboring areas interested in
joining us and idenLfying speciﬁc spheres where we can make a diﬀerence in those geographic regions.
I want to thank 1st VP Cindy Dishman in advance for presiding at our June luncheon meeLng, as I will be
acending a cerLﬁcaLon class to prepare for the upcoming hurricane season. Hopefully, we won’t have any
storms and I won’t have to put any of this knowledge to use — right? Please make an eﬀort to acend the June
meeLng to hear Sadé Chick, who will giveNominating
an informaLve Committee
presentaLon about the Port of Beaumont – one of our
greatest assets in Southeast Texas. With no
meeLng
in
July,
we will meet
to be elected August
5 again on August 5, when our new
District 7 State Board of EducaLon Member, Dr. Mac Robinson, will address us!

Stay cool over the summer!
PLEASE KEEP THESE FELLOW MEMBERS
AND THEIR FAMILIES IN YOUR PRAYERS:
The Family of Naomi Lanier in the loss of her son, Jerry
The Family of Linda Brown in the loss of her niece, Carolyn Hayes
The Family of Sherrie Branick in the loss of her mother, Merle
Booker
Antoinette Mabe has moved to Calder Woods following her injuries
HEALTH:

Nina Adams
Renee Barnes
Theone Bradley
Janet Brown
Linda Brown
Cindy Dishman
Ida Duplechin
Van George

DAMAGE OR DISPLACED:

Billie Sue Johnson
Naomi Lanier
Antoinette Mabe
Jenny McArthur
Norma Murphy
Gail Shook
Betty Storms
Nell Wiggins

Sandra Borne
Janet Brown
Alicia Daleo
Ida Duplechin
Cindy Woodland

Allison Nathan Getz
President

Through Unity
of Purpose,
there is no limit
to what we
can achieve!
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MINUTES OF THE MAY 6, 2019 LUNCHEON MEETING

GTRW President Allison Getz called the meeLng to order.
Sherilynn Goodman led the prayer and pledges.
Mary Wickland gave the Treasurer’s report.
President Getz released the gathering to have lunch and
later resumed the meeLng.
Elaine Henderson sang the NaLonal Anthem.
Recording Secretary Janet Brown introduced the public
oﬃcials and special guests. She also gave a membership
count and touched on the upcoming CHAT.
Steven Doc Watson introduced the guest speaker, Al
Johnson, reLred 38-year law enforcement oﬃcer with the
Beaumont Police Department, and his assistant, Crime
Stopper Volunteer Michelle Belloc. Mr. Johnson gave a
presentaLon on personal safety (see Page 8).
Allison expressed how much Al Johnson and his work
with Crime Stoppers is appreciated. The meeLng then
proceeded with commicee reports.
Carol Hearn, Special Projects, expressed appreciaLon for
all the donaLons made to Harvest House.
Judy Nichols, JCRP Chairman, reminded everyone the
JCRP meeLng is tomorrow night at JCRP Headquarters in
Mid-County. She also reminded everyone about the
runoﬀ elecLon in Beaumont’s Ward 1, where a
conservaLve candidate is running against a not very
conservaLve incumbent.
Louise Williams, LegislaLve Chair, pointed out the Texas
Legislature is in session and meets every other year. By
the end of May, there is usually a thousand bills for the
Governor to sign, but currently only 29 per Senator
Brandon Creighton’s oﬃce: (1) four diﬀerent bills on
River AuthoriLes; (2) creaLon of a medical school at the
University of Houston; (3) some bills relaLng to hurricane
disaster addressing (a) pay for employees involved in
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search and rescue; (b) beverages and food for volunteers;
and (c) if your home has been damaged and/or replaced,
they will view your property appraisal diﬀerently than if
you simply improved your home. (4) What has NOT YET
arrived on the Governor’s desk is the property tax relief
bill. (5) Prepare for a 1% sales tax increase.
Allison then thanked Linda Nicholas, Hospitality Chair,
and her commicee for the beauLful decoraLons.
The runoﬀ between Taylor Nield (Republican) and
incumbent Virginia Jordan will be held May 28 through
June 4, with the excepLon of Sunday, June 2. Early voLng
locaLons are Rogers Park and the Jeﬀerson County
Courthouse. ElecLon Day is June 8 and voLng locaLons
will be the BISD AdministraLon Building, Mike Taylor
Career Center, Rogers Park and Roy Guess Elementary
School.
Discussion ensued regarding some issues that occurred
during the recent elecLon, e.g. people not receiving the
correct ballot for their ward. In the future, one should call
to report it. The key is DO NOT VOTE with the wrong
ballot, because once you vote, your vote has been cast.
Juliann Lighpoot reported other voLng irregulariLes at
the voter barn for which we should be on the lookout and
address in future elecLons.
InformaLon was given again pertaining to the CHAT being
held at Bruno’s on Dowlen.

Respecpully submiced,

Janet J. Brown

GTRW Recording Secretary

Please contact GTRW’s Corresponding Secretary,
Geraldine Lapham, to let her know when a GTRW
family member would benefit from a congratulatory
“at-a-boy” (anniversary, birth of a child,
promotion, etc.), get-well wishes or condolences.
gregory@gt.rr.com or text/call
409-656-9607
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Sadé Chick is the Corporate Aﬀairs Manager for the Port of
Beaumont where she is on the path to mastering grant
wriLng, government and public relaLons, and mariLme
logisLcs. She has 12 years of experience in markeLng,
communicaLons and public relaLons and a passion for
economic development.

Visit us on the Web:
gtrepublicanwomen.org
& www.facebook.com/
GTRW1989/

Prior to joining the Port of Beaumont team, she received her
MBA from Johnson & Wales University in Providence, Rhode
Island and began her career in markeLng and
communicaLons. Her early eﬀorts included the
development of a “Buy Local” campaign that spanned three
ciLes in southern Maine, which incorporated educaLonal
experiences for youth into the development of the
campaign.
Upon moving to Texas in 2013, Sade began working for the
Greater Beaumont Chamber of Commerce as the Director of
Government Aﬀairs & CommunicaLons and was soon
promoted to Vice President of Economic Development for
the Southeast Texas Economic Development FoundaLon,
where she was instrumental in project lead management for
Hardin, Jeﬀerson and Orange CounLes.

INVITE YOUR LIKE-MINDED FRIENDS
to our next luncheon mee'ngS
Monday, AUGUST 5
Monday, SEPTEMBER 9
at the Elegante’ Hotel BALLROOM
— NO MEETING IN JULY —

Sadé serves as a Board Director for United Way of Beaumont
and North Jeﬀerson County, advisory board member of the
Greater Beaumont Chamber of Commerce and the ReLred &
Senior Volunteer Program, steering commicee member for
the Southeast Texas Young Professionals OrganizaLon,
treasurer for Slow Food Beaumont and co-chair of the
Southeast Texas Waterway Advisory Council EducaLon,
Research and Workforce Development subcommicee.
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SGT. AL JOHNSON ON SAFETY

GTRW Gazette

We thank our May speaker, Sergeant Al Johnson, for the leadership and
dedicated service he provided the Beaumont Police Department and our
community during his distinguished 38-year career. Sgt. Johnson retired
honorably from the Department on December 31, 2017, having served in
SWAT and the K-9 Unit.
Sgt. Johnson is now a frequent participant at many Neighborhood
Association meetings, always answering questions posed by constituents
about their personal safety.
Upon retirement, Sgt. Johnson joined forces with Crime Stoppers of
Southeast Texas and is now spending his time touring the area, giving tips
on safety and how to be aware of one’s surroundings.
Crime Stoppers of Southeast Texas was established November 1, 1981.
Since its inception, the program has received over 14,000 tips — resulting
in over 3,000 arrests, nearly 6,000 cases cleared, and over 7 million
dollars in property recoveries and drug seizures. Crime Stoppers of
Southeast Texas is a 501(c)(3) non-profit corporation that is funded by
private donations and fundraising. NO TAX DOLLARS are involved.
We were fortunate to have Sgt. Johnson address GTRW at our May
luncheon meeting, where he began by discussing the fact that a lot of
elderly people who live alone are often fearful because they do not feel
safe.
He then highlighted numerous items that can help make people’s homes
safer. Available in a wide range of prices, they can be purchased at local
stores or via the Internet. These items include alarms, lights, motion
detectors, and cameras — real and fake.

There were nearly 2000 burglaries in Beaumont last year!
Sgt. Johnson highlighted numerous items that can help
make people’s homes safer. Available in a wide range
of prices, they can be purchased at local stores or via
the Internet. These items include alarms, lights, motion
detectors, and cameras — real and fake.
Sgt. Johnson recommended four steps to making
your home safe:
1 - Lights (LED): Put them everywhere around the
outside of the house and inside the house. Most
burglars go to the backdoor where it is dark, so light it
up. Place motion detector lights in rooms you rarely
enter.
2 - House Numbers: Display large reflective numbers
to assist emergency responders in locating your home.
Otherwise, emergency personnel may drive numerous
times up and down the street trying to find your house.
3 - Signs: Post “No Trespassing” signs, “Crime
Watching” signs and “Beware of Dog” signs. Without a
sign, burglars can say they are looking for their dog,
etc.
The first thing the court will ask is if a sign was
posted, warning the intruder not to be there.

4 - Cameras: Murderers have been caught because
of cameras in the neighborhood; plus cameras are a
natural deterrent to bad guys. Cameras come in all
price ranges. Ring Video Doorbell sells for $99 — $79
during the holidays. Sgt. Johnson suggested putting
one at both the front and back doors.
On display were numerous alarms, lights, motion
detectors, cameras, locks, and signs that will deter
burglars. He pointed out, “If you see something, say
something,” and gave examples of people seeing and
hearing burglaries, but failing to contact their neighbors
or the police. He emphasized that we are not
“bothering” the police: Call the police if you think
someone is lurking around your house. Call Dispatch
or 311 — and save 911 for life-threatening situations.
Sgt. Johnson also suggested placing contact forms in
your home — especially for the elderly living alone —
to let emergency personnel know who to contact, what
medications are being taken, and the name of the
doctor, etc.
Respectfully submitted,

Janet J. Brown
GTRW Recording Secretary

INVITE YOUR LIKE-MINDED FRIENDS to our next luncheon mee'ngs at the Elegante’ Hotel BALLROOM

Monday, AUGUST 5 and Monday, SEPTEMBER 9 — NO MEETING IN JULY
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GTRW’s Special Project

A HUGE WELCOME:

RECENT ADDITIONS TO

GTRW
MEMBERSHIP!

Thank you to everyone
who generously donated
to Harvest House.
Your donations will help
the victims of
sex trafficking.

Carol Hearn

Special Projects

Barbara Beard
Kristen Bradley
Lisa Braneff
Anna Christian
Patricia Christopher
Leila Cleveland
Nancy Cook
Sherrene Cook
Kate Davis
Sandra Erickson
Dee Farnie
Laurie Flurry
Liz Fredrichs
Alice Gipson
Allison Gilbert
Michele Hall
Lynda Hammond
Aspen Hebert
Roxanne Hellberg
Jackie Huckabay
Julia (Judy) Jolly
April Kagle
Lee Mann
Pat Mayes
Anne McClellan
Barbara McNeill
Debbie Miller
Peggy Nash
Dorothy Norris
Laurie Patrick
Rhonda Peavey
Wanda Phelan
Connie Philmon
Shelley Plunkett
Shannon Rand
Libby Richardson
Elizabeth Robinson
Karen Schexnayder
Amy Schulze
Debbie Smith
Echo Sullivan
Judy Waldrep
Carolyn Wiedenfeld
Paige Windham
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MUELLER’S REPORT PRESUMES GUILT

Department. There’s some measure of
due process, and this is important so
innocent people aren't accused of
crimes without being charged and
having an opportunity to defend
themselves. So this report is really a
bunch of crap, isn't it?

LIFE, LIBERTY & LEVIN
May 12, 2019
MARK LEVIN: Hello, America.
Welcome to "Life, Liberty &
Levin." We have a great
constitutional scholar tonight.
John Eastman, how are you?

JOHN EASTMAN: Well, it is. And you
know, even the bottom line refusal to
draw a conclusion gets the
presumption of innocence wrong. He
said, "I couldn't find enough evidence
to exonerate President Trump from the
obstruction of justice allegations."
That's NOT his job as a prosecutor.

DR. JOHN EASTMAN: I'm well,
Mark.
MARK LEVIN: Dr. John
Eastman. You’re the Professor of
Law at Chapman University.
JOHN EASTMAN: I am.
MARK LEVIN: I've known you a very long time. You're brilliant.
You've litigated up and down the federal chain on a whole bunch of
constitutional issues here. So I wanted to talk to about several of
them.
We had some, earlier this week, 375 or 400, whatever, former
federal prosecutors write a letter — It’s a contrivance. They've put
together a letter — they manufactured a news story, saying that if
they had been prosecutors still and the President was President,
they would have charged him with obstruction.
Now, this is very odd, I think, because if Trump wasn't President,
this wouldn't be an issue at all to begin with, right?
JOHN EASTMAN: Right.
MARK LEVIN: Secondly, people think that's a lot of formal federal
prosecutors. There's about 350 federal prosecutors in the Southern
District of New York, alone. You're talking about former federal
prosecutors — there must be thousands and thousands of them.
JOHN EASTMAN: Tens of thousands of them.
MARK LEVIN: Tens of thousands of them. So they put this letter
together, and everybody is very excited about it, and I read this
letter. There’s not a whit of information or substance in this letter
that makes a difference.
Robert Mueller puts together this report, and here we are focused
on Volume 2 because Volume 1 does the President's enemies no
good. There's no collusion. There's no collaboration. There's no
conspiracy. That should've been the end of it.
Robert Mueller puts together this 400-and-some-odd-page report.
Was he required under the regulations to put together a 400-andsome-page report?
JOHN EASTMAN: No. In fact what the regulations do require is
that he report to the Attorney General on his conclusion on whether
there is an indictable offense or not, and the evidence supporting
an indictable offense or the reasons why he didn’t — decided not
to bring or seek an indictment. That's it. That's all the regulations
require.
And, in fact, the normal Justice Department practice is to not let
anything beyond that go out, because the Justice Department
speaks against individuals by way of its indicting documents, not
by leaks to the press, not by innuendo and reports that don't lead
to indictments, because people’s reputations are at stake, as well.
MARK LEVIN: So we have a very important process in place. It
was given a lot of thought. It’s a regulation that was adopted and
honored by Democrats and Republicans in and out of the Justice
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The only job is to decide whether
there's enough evidence to bring about
an indictment with a likelihood of conviction beyond a reasonable
doubt. We presume innocence unless we can prove otherwise. His
report presumes guilt — unless Trump can prove otherwise. And it
is a fundamental altering of our very basic conceptions of justice.
MARK LEVIN: Now, let's play along. Let's dig into this “obstruction
of justice.” The media is very excited about this, by the way — all
of their legal scholars who are nothing of the sort. I have an
opinion in front of me — 2005, by the
United States Supreme Court. This is
the key opinion when it comes to
obstruction.
It's Arthur Andersen, Petitioner, versus
United States. At the District Court
level, Arthur Andersen lost; at the
Circuit Court level, the Fifth Circuit,
they lost. What did they lose? They
were accused of obstruction, of
destroying documents by — among
others — Andrew Weissmann —
JOHN EASTMAN: Right.
MARK LEVIN: — the deputy to Mr.
Mueller, and he led this effort. Arthur
Andersen went broke, 80,000 people
lost their jobs, and the Supreme Court reversed the lower courts in
a 9-to-Zero opinion. What is this, six or seven or eight pages long?
It's almost perfunctory. And what they say in here is, “Wait a
minute, guys. You can't just accuse someone of obstruction
because you don't like what they said or even that they tried to
impede. There are elements to this crime and they’re not so easy
to prove. Knowingly dishonest and a corrupt intent.”
JOHN EASTMAN: Yes.
MARK LEVIN: The President of the United States says to his
White House counsel, “If, in fact, this is true, the President denies
it.” He says to his White House counsel, "Look, I want you to get
ahold of the Justice Department. I want us to get rid of Mueller
because he’s conflicted."
JOHN EASTMAN: Right.
MARK LEVIN: "And he’s got a whole bunch of people who are
conflicted." Now, how is that obstruction of justice if the President
is saying — not because he wants to kill an investigation. Clearly,
everything else he did demonstrates he doesn't want to kill an
investigation. "Here's my notes. Here's my staff. Here's my lawyer.
No attorney-client privilege. No executive privilege. Talk to
whomever you want. I’m an innocent man.” (Cont’d. on Page 13)
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who were bent on getting this
particular President, no matter what —
that just stinks of an appearance of
conflict of interest, if not an actual
conflict of interest.

(Cont’d. from Page 12)
MARK LEVIN: But this guy, he’s
conflicted. So let's say he did fire that
guy. How is that obstruction of justice?

JOHN EASTMAN: Well, it's not
obstruction under the statute. But one
of the things that everybody’s
forgetting, as well as the basic
separation of powers — the Special
Prosecutor, the Department of Justice
itself, the Attorney General have no
powers under our Constitution that
aren't derived from the President. The notion that the President can't
determine the course of an investigation is the most basic violation of
separation. We have a unitary Executive. The entire Executive Branch
is headed by one guy, and the only constitutional check on that is
through an impeachment power, not through statutes and not through
regulations internal to the Department of Justice, because the
President has the authority to change those whenever he wants.
The notion that the President can be charged, therefore, for directing
the conduct of the Executive Branch, which he’s the only guy elected
to run that branch — really misunderstands the Constitution from a
very basic level.
MARK LEVIN: I have never understood, to be honest with you —
whether it was Watergate or before, — this idea that you could have
an Independent Counsel or Special Counsel, independent of the
Executive Branch, investigating the head of the Executive Branch. It
has never made sense to me. But apparently you and I are in the
minority. Let's go on with this though. Did the President cover up
anything?
JOHN EASTMAN: No.
MARK LEVIN: Did the President impede anything?
JOHN EASTMAN: No.
MARK LEVIN: Did the President obstruct anything?
JOHN EASTMAN: He did not try and alter witness testimony like
President Clinton did during his scandal. None of that occurred here.
MARK LEVIN: And yet, these prosecutors sound just like Jerry
Nadler and the other Democrats on the House Judiciary Committee
who are driven by an obsession to take out this President, but he
[Clinton] wanted to and he tried to.
Let me ask you this: You’re President of the United States. If you
want to fire Robert Mueller, pick up your phone, you call Robert
Mueller, and you say, "You're fired."
JOHN EASTMAN: Right.
MARK LEVIN: President Trump has done that a thousand times
before he became President of the United States. He knows how to
tell somebody, "You're fired." So he wasn't obstructing anything, was
he?
JOHN EASTMAN: No. Even if — directing McGann to fire him is no
different than him picking up the phone, himself, and even that would
not have been obstruction, as you pointed out. The likely result of that
would have been somebody else replaced to conduct the investigation
who was free of any potential or actual conflicts of interest.
And on a high profile investigation like that, even if there's not actual
conflicts, you want Caesar's wife to be pure. You want there not even
to be the appearance of conflict of interest. And what we've seen in
the media, the email exchanges between people on Mueller's team
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And what we're looking for here is: It
was an investigation, if there was
going to be one at all — and I don't
think there should've been. We will get
to that in a minute — that is above
reproach so that the country can come
back around on what's become a real
political divide and, quite frankly,
threatening our ability to govern ourselves.
MARK LEVIN: Are prosecutors judges?
JOHN EASTMAN: No.
MARK LEVIN: Are they jurors?
JOHN EASTMAN: No.
MARK LEVIN: Are they advocates?
JOHN EASTMAN: Well, they’re advocates, yes.
MARK LEVIN: Okay, they’re advocates. So when a prosecutor puts
out a report, why is it assumed that everything in the report is accurate
or everything in the report is the end-all and be-all — is the final word?
JOHN EASTMAN: Well, this goes back to the conflict thing and why
having somebody do this who was free of conflicts was absolutely
essential and what we didn't get in the Mueller report. Because if
people have a partisan political bias that comes out and — you know,
there have been wonderful digests of — dissecting of the report to
show how biased and skewed certain evidence was and how it was
portrayed; and it’s almost like it was set up to create a media frenzy
rather than giving an honest, neutral assessment of what went on
here.
MARK LEVIN: The reason he didn't subpoena the President, among
many, is because of this.
JOHN EASTMAN: Yes.
MARK LEVIN: The United States Supreme Court decision.
JOHN EASTMAN: Unanimous, by Chief Justice Rehnquist, but this is
2005. The Court was highly divided — partisan ideologically. And to
get a Nine-Zero decision on something as high profile as the Arthur
Andersen and the Enron case just demonstrates how clearcut the law
is and how the prosecutors abused the law in order to try and bring
the prosecution —
MARK LEVIN: So the Attorney General is aware of this case.
JOHN EASTMAN: Yes.
MARK LEVIN: The Office of Legal Counsel, the constitutional office
— they’re aware of this case. The Deputy Attorney General is aware
of this case. The career prosecutors — senior career prosecutors who
worked their way up the Civil Service, not Mueller appointees who
contributed to Obama and Hillary and was that the Hillary Clinton
Victory Party — they look at this; they know the law; they know the
Supreme Court decision. They know there's no obstruction case here,
and yet Mr. Mueller writes this. Now, here’s the thing. As you point out,
Mr. Mueller was supposed to write this report for the Attorney General.
Nobody would write a report like this to their boss.
(Cont’d. on Page 16)
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GTRW’S MAY CHAT **
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**CHAT = Chicks Having an Awesome Time!
REMEMBER — NO GTRW LUNCHEON IN JULY!

VOLUME 11, ISSUE 6

GTRW’S MAY CHAT

Page 15

NOW TAKING ORDERS FOR GTRW SHIRTS
EMBROIDERED WITH OUR EMBLEM—AT COST $40.59
Membership Chair Linda Brown rolled out the brand new design at our “Back to the 60’s” CHAT
on April 30: Port Authority buYon-down shirts in an ultramarine blue, 45 poly/55 coYon blend.
Cash or checks made out to “CoYon Cargo.”
LINDA will have Port Authority shirts in this style available at the JUNE 3 meeAng for you
to try on before you order. AND WE INVITE MEMBERS WHO ALREADY HAVE THEIRS TO
DON THEM FOR MONDAY’S MEETING!
Let’s wear our GTRW shirts to more than just poliAcal rallies, especially now that Summer Is Here!

WE’RE PROUD OF OUR
ORGANIZATION AND PROUD
TO BE REPUBLICANS!
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(Cont’d. from Page 13)
JOHN EASTMAN: No.
MARK LEVIN: So, this was written for Congress. He knew the
Democrats took the House. He knew that Barr said he would
release most of this report. And this is what has instigated and
triggered all this tumult, isn't it, in the media, in these 400 former
prosecutors? Prosecutors — are prosecutors perfect?
JOHN EASTMAN: No.
MARK LEVIN: What happened in the Ted Stevens case? Senator
Stevens of Alaska?
JOHN EASTMAN: Well, you know — you had a bunch of
prosecutors that bring a false charge against him. They hide
exonerating evidence that would have immediately ended the case
in a heartbeat, but they play this out during the course of his
reelection campaign to the extent that it cost him his reelection.
And then, after the fact, they are caught with the exonerating
evidence, and many of them are removed from office, but by then
it's too late. The damage had been done, and that's what they
wanted to accomplish.
MARK LEVIN: So when you interviewed the President's White
House counsel for 30 hours, and you have two paragraphs in a
report about what he said, somehow that makes me very, very
suspicious. What happened to the other 29 hours and 59 minutes?
JOHN EASTMAN: Well, it was all exonerating evidence. It was
perfectly reasonable stuff, and even the two hours that they
included in the summary was distorted in order to try and make it
appear that something nefarious had gone on when there was
nothing. But let's back up one step, because this whole Special
Prosecutor should never have been appointed in the first place.
MARK LEVIN: I want to get to that. This is very, very important.
The entire exercise was fundamentally illegal, wasn't it?
JOHN EASTMAN: Well, it was. There's a very
specific Justice Department guideline. We
recognize that, on occasion, prosecutors will
be so conflicted because the target of the
criminal investigation is their boss or their
ultimate boss, the President of the United
States. And so there’s very specific Justice
Department policy when that's the case —
when there is credible evidence of a crime
having been committed by somebody at the
top of the food chain over here, we’re going to
appoint a Special Prosecutor to give some
arms' length from the chain of command.
MARK LEVIN: And what was the crime that
was alleged that was violated here?
JOHN EASTMAN: Well, there wasn't one.
MARK LEVIN: There wasn't one.
JOHN EASTMAN: And what we had was an intelligence gathering
operation which was not a criminal investigation at all. So, on two
fronts, it was intelligence gathering where there are no limits
because we're trying to defend our national security and, therefore,
not a crime. And nobody in the Administration, itself, accused with
any evidence of a crime. So those two components, which are
essential criteria for the appointment of a Special Prosecutor, did
not exist and they knew it didn't exist.
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JOHN EASTMAN: Yes.
MARK LEVIN: A report is produced
that really violates the regulations, too,
because it’s intended to go to the
Attorney General. It’s intended to be
confidential. They know he’s going to
make it public, so they write a different
kind of report. Two regulations, really,
are violated. The appointment of the
Special Counsel; the conduct of the
Special Counsel with respect to his
report. . . . Dr. John Eastman, you're a
constitutional expert. This is really a
rejection by the Democrat Party and
the media and the rest of them —
rejection of the 2016 election, isn't it?
JOHN EASTMAN: I think so. They still
can't believe that they lost that election
and they're trying to rationalize that
there must've been something
nefarious in order to produce it. But
let's put it in historical context. I think
we've confronted a situation like this
three times in our nation's history —
1800, first time there was a change of
power, one party to another: Jefferson
defeated Adams, It took him a while,
but Adams finally handed the baton
over peaceably.
MARK LEVIN: But that was brutal, and
there were multiple votes in the House of Representatives; and
finally, Hamilton throws his support to Jefferson, who he cannot
stand, but he can't stand John Adams even more.
JOHN EASTMAN: Right, right. The second time in our history this
happened, that was not the result — 1860, and it led to the
bloodiest military conflict in our nation's history.
MARK LEVIN: And then, by the way, Lincoln — did Lincoln win a
majority of the popular vote?
JOHN EASTMAN: No, he didn't.
MARK LEVIN: He got like 38 percent — 35 percent off the top of
my head, but he won a majority of the Electoral College.
JOHN EASTMAN: Right.
MARK LEVIN: So, if we didn't have an Electoral College, he may
not have been President of the United States, depending on how
that popular vote would have worked.
JOHN EASTMAN: And we would’ve still had slavery in all
likelihood, yes. And in this election, and what we're seeing here —
not just with this investigation, but with the broader investigation
and the use of subpoenas and Federal judges that had been
nominated and confirmed by President Obama and appointed by
President Obama, blocking this President's actions — perfectly
legitimate actions. One court actually said, "Well, it's constitutional
if it had been done by any other President, but not by this
President," in the travel ban case. Others are saying, “The
President has no delegated authority to build a wall,” when the
statutes are clear, and they're reviving a non-delegation doctrine.
But the underlying presumption is, “Well, when we delegated
power to a President, we didn't mean this President.”
MARK LEVIN: Right.

MARK LEVIN: They knew it didn't exist. They appointed the
Special Prosecutor under the regulations anyway.

(Cont’d. on Page 17)
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JOHN EASTMAN: Any other President, fine, but not this
President. So this is really a challenge to the results of the last
election, which means it's a challenge to the American people and
the very notion that we govern ourselves.
MARK LEVIN: I mentioned this a couple of weeks ago on this is
program. Is this not also the biggest effort in American history to
disenfranchise voters — 63 million of them who voted for this
President?
JOHN EASTMAN: It is by far the largest and — but it's more than
just that. It's a challenge to the very legitimacy of the system. You
see a national popular vote effort going on to get rid of the
Electoral College, one of the most crucial structural components of
our Constitution, and it’s designed to make sure that we're not a
raw democracy that just acts like a mob, but in fact, channels our
democratic instincts into an enlightened popular rule.
MARK LEVIN: Why did the framers of the Constitution say, “Look,
we're not going to just vote on stuff all the time. As a matter of fact,
we're going to set this government up kind of complicated —
different branches, two bodies within one body — Congress. We’re
going to have judges that serve for life, but they have to be
confirmed this way, and then we’re going to have an executive”?
They spent a lot of time trying to figure out how to organize this
government. Why didn't they just say, “You know what? There are
states, we’ll have votes and you'll vote for the President”? Why
didn't they do that?
JOHN EASTMAN: And if we figured out that some year down the
road we’d have Twitter — we’ll just subject everything to a Twitter
plebiscite — Because they understood that you can have tyranny
of one or tyranny of a few. We call tyranny of one a “despot.” We
call tyranny of few an “oligarchy.” We can also have tyranny of a
majority. Raw democracy is tyranny of a majority.
MARK LEVIN: A mob.
JOHN EASTMAN: A mob.
MARK LEVIN: And our Constitution is based on two things. One:
Ultimately, the people are sovereign, but the people have no just
authority to deprive others of their individual rights. And so all of
these structures are here in order to confine majority so that it'd be
governing, but that it not trample the rights of any minority, whether
a religious minority, a racial minority or just an electoral minority —
that every individual human being has rights that the majority must
respect if it's going to be a just majority. And the structural
components of our Constitution are designed
to confine, to constrain, to direct that
majority so it’d be a just majority rather than
a mob majority.
MARK LEVIN: What is the Declaration of
Independence, sir?
JOHN EASTMAN: Well, it says all men are
created equal, all human beings are created
equal, and that we are endowed by our
Creator with unalienable rights. Those
preexist government.
MARK LEVIN: So the point is you can have
a vote, but I have unalienable rights.
JOHN EASTMAN: That's right.
MARK LEVIN: You don't get to vote on my
unalienable rights.
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JOHN EASTMAN: That's right, I can't — if I get 51 percent, I can't
take the property of the other 49 percent. That's what it means.
MARK LEVIN: And yet —
JOHN EASTMAN: We're doing that.
MARK LEVIN: — Progressives keep pushing us in this direction.
JOHN EASTMAN: Exactly.
MARK LEVIN: And so they set up the system to protect the
individual, to protect life and liberty and the pursuit of happiness,
which in many ways was meant so you could live your life as an
individual as you wish to live your life — as long as it's moral and
you're not committing crimes or damaging someone else's
property. This is really unique in human history to set up a
government this way. This is our founding document, and the
Constitution is the governing document intended to basically
implement those principles, to try and figure out how to set up a
government. So I often put it this way: My neighbors don't get to
vote on my property rights, right?
JOHN EASTMAN: Right.
MARK LEVIN: I heard Joe Biden say the
other day, “The greatest right you have is to
vote.” The greatest right you have is your
life!
JOHN EASTMAN: Yes.
MARK LEVIN: And liberty, right?
JOHN EASTMAN: Life, liberty and property. And Madison defined
property as a property in our rights and this is key. This was
understood by everybody at the time. The purpose of government
is to secure those rights against any tyranny that would take them
away, whether — again, of one or many or what have you.
We've now got a significant portion of our population that thinks the
purpose of government is otherwise — to redistribute rights, to
take from some and give to others. They understood that to be the
very definition of injustice or an unjust law to do that, and yet, this
is what the bi-politic is leading toward now.
MARK LEVIN: It seems, though, the same political forces that
wish to oust this President — which deny 63 million people their
vote and wave around the Constitution — are the same political
forces that disdain the Constitution. I want to explore that with you
when we come back. . . . You know, Dr.
Eastman, I see a basic thread here. Look at
the Democrats on the House Judiciary
Committee and on the Oversight Committee. I
look at the media in this country that thinks the
Constitution consists of one phrase that
protects them. There is a disregard, if not a
repudiation of our constitutional order. The
same people who are attacking this President,
saying, “He’s violating the Constitution” —
although, for the life of me, I can't figure out
how — that “He wants to be a dictator” — for
the life of me, I can't figure out how. I mean,
he’s not FDR, after all. I look at this and then I
say to myself, “But look at how they attack the
elements of it. Let's take the Electoral College.
There would be no country but for the
compromise on the Electoral College. There
would be no United States Senate if we just
had a popular vote like a Parliament or
something of that sort.
(Cont’d. on Page 19)
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MARK LEVIN: And the Bill of Rights,
there’d probably be no Bill of Rights
because the Bill of Rights protects the
individual rights. But if we can vote — I
mean, they don't have the Bill of Rights
in the U.K. or most of these
parliamentary systems. We have a
constitutional system.
How do you think and why do you think
the Progressive Left, whether in the
media or the Democrat Party, are so —
they’re able to get away with waving around the Constitution while
trying to destroy it?
JOHN EASTMAN: Well, part of it turns into the notion of what the
Constitution is. And there has been a sustained effort over the last
half century — actually going back a full century when the
Constitution is the supreme law of the land. But one of the judges
once — or Justices once said, “But it is only what the justices say it
is.”
And they like that because it’s kind of an elite Progressive move in
the courts to redefine the Constitution that then becomes the
Constitution in their view. And the reason that was important for this
Progressive Movement, this anti-American Progressive Movement,
was the Constitution's constraints on government serve to limit the
good that they thought they could do with government.
And, therefore, you had to get rid of the constraints, which means
you had to get rid of the Constitution structure, the notion of
enumerated powers, that the Federal Government can only
exercise those powers that are delegated to it. All of these
structural constraints stood in the way of the best and the brightest
experts doing the right thing. The political science was going to
solve all problems, create utopias for us, if we would just get these
constraints on government out of the way. And so there’s been a
sustained century-long effort to remove the impediments that the
Constitution imposes on government.
MARK LEVIN: To create this centralized government, this massive
army of bureaucrats, the fourth branch of government, the
administrative state — where no matter the election, it's largely
unaffected — although this President has affected it like few others,
to his credit. And you're right: This is part of the Progressive
Movement. They attack the constitutional structures: “Too
confining.” Separation of powers: “Too confining.” And yet they use
it as a cudgel when they can, like they are against this President.
But they also attack the Declaration of Independence, don't they?
JOHN EASTMAN: They do.
MARK LEVIN: Because that kind of undergirds the ideas that are
in the Constitution, right?
JOHN EASTMAN: There was a Supreme Court decision out of
Kansas just last week. Kansas has a very explicit protection of life
in their State Constitution; others, more broadly, and the Court said,
“Well, that says life. But the life of the unborn — we’re not going to
cover that. We are going to impute to the Constitution," that they
really meant privacy, and then that prevailed over life. So the actual
language of the Constitution is discarded in order to advance a
Progressive agenda, a Progressive idea on a particular issue. And
that's what we've had courts doing for way too long.
President Trump did something very bold in his campaign. He
announced the kind of people that he would be picking for
Supreme Court vacancies or the lower courts. And I think that issue
more than any other is what won him the election, because people
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quite frankly are tired of their lives and basic
policy decisions being handled and made by
unelected judges.
I mean, it goes back to Lincoln. You know, in
his very first Inaugural Address, he was
confronted with Dred Scott. You remember he
said, "You can't do anything about the slavery
question. The Supreme Court’s already ruled."
And he said, "If we’re to let that ruling on a
particular case settle this contested policy
issue forevermore, we will have ceased to that
extent to be governing ourselves."
MARK LEVIN: Is this not another reason why they hate Trump?
Because he’s trying to put people on all the courts — all the courts
— who have fidelity to the original intention of the framers of the
Constitution?
JOHN EASTMAN: Well, it is. And I want to emphasize this. He’s
not trying to put people on the courts who are the counterbalance
of the leftist ideologues that have been put on the courts. He’s
trying to put people on the courts that will follow the law wherever it
leads, and that's what you want. That’s what you must have in
judges for the judiciary to have any sustained respect from the
people.
MARK LEVIN: So we're not talking about putting conservatives on
the court from a political point of view. Originalists we call them,
people who will look at the Constitution like what was intended
when it was adopted, try to discern that, and they can come up with
different results.
I mean, a Scalia and a Thomas would from time to time come up
with different results, but it's the process — it’s the integrity of the
process, the thinking process you're supposed to use, right?
JOHN EASTMAN: Well, and it's also the thing that gives the court
legitimacy. If what we're not interpreting is a higher law that's
binding, then why would we have given the decision to nine
unelected judges rather than just having a plebiscite, right? The
entire legitimacy of the judicial enterprise turns on the fact that we
have a higher law that they are supposed to enforce.
MARK LEVIN: It's an important footnote to this plebiscite stuff and
this popular vote stuff. The Left
only supports the popular vote
when they win.
JOHN EASTMAN: That's right.
MARK LEVIN: When they lose,
then they turn to the courts and
the bureaucracy. . . . You know,
Professor, I see the Democrats
would like to throw the Attorney
General in prison for following the
law. That is, he says, "I can't give
you all of this report. First of all, I
don't have to give you any of it,
but I can't give it all to you
because there's another federal
statute you knuckleheads passed
that's called, in our Code 6E, ‘Secret Grand Jury Information,’ and I
couldn't give it to you if I wanted to give it to you.” And they say,
"Well, you give it to us; otherwise” — and you have people talking
about sending the Sergeant-at-Arms to get him. I would
recommend to the House that they reconsider that because I think
the Justice Department is better armed than the House of
Representatives. But that said, let's take a look at the Constitution
a second.
(Cont’d. on Page 20)
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MARK LEVIN: These committees with all the subpoenas they are
throwing around for the President's personal bank records, his
personal financial records, for his private income taxes, this sort of
thing, I mean — it is enormously outrageous. It’s harassment and
it's an attack at a personal level. What's wrong with that?
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the House has a lot of power over what kind of
legislation comes to the floor — appropriation.
Nothing happens without her say-so, even
before it gets to the President, correct?
JOHN EASTMAN: That's right.
MARK LEVIN: So what about her tax return?

JOHN EASTMAN: Well, a couple of things. One, they’re trying to
undermine the result of the last election. That’s first and foremost.
Second, what they're doing amounts to something that our own
Declaration of Independence had accused the King of doing, which
is issuing general warrants.
When you suspect that a crime has occurred, we go to the judge
and we ask for a warrant to inspect certain things that we think will
help us prove the crime. What the King of England was doing to
the colonists was issuing general warrants that meant that the
King's tariff officers could go not where they suspected a crime, but
where they had an individual that they wanted to investigate to see
if any crime had been committed.
And one of the reasons we have a Fourth Amendment is to prevent
the notion of general warrant, that we target an individual we don't
like and then turn his life upside down until we can try and find
some evidence of a crime. What we see happening here with the
investigation, with the subpoenas — “Let’s go through the financial
records for 10 years. If that doesn't produce anything, let's go back
20 years. If that doesn’t produce anything, let's go back — We
know this guy must have done some crime; otherwise he couldn't
have gotten elected. So let's just scour the earth until we find it.”
That's like a general warrant and there's a good reason why we
have a constitutional prohibition against those things.

JOHN EASTMAN: Well, her tax returns, the
business interests of her family, all of those things would be fair
game under this rule. Let's look at Dianne Feinstein's tax returns
and particularly her husband's business relationships with China
and her votes on particular things.
Let's look at the Clinton Foundation tax returns
and specific actions Secretary Hillary Clinton
took when she was Secretary of State that can
be directly tied to financial contributions to her
Clinton Family Foundation.
MARK LEVIN: Is this what Congress is
supposed to be doing?
JOHN EASTMAN: No, it's not. When the IRS is abusing things,
Congress is supposed to be looking into the IRS.
MARK LEVIN: Did the Democrats want to look into the IRS abuse
of the Tea Party groups?

MARK LEVIN: And he is, in addition to being President, a citizen.

JOHN EASTMAN: No, they did not, and I was one of those — you
may recall, I actually testified in Congress over that issue and the
abuse of the IRS — of the ideological abuse, slow-walking
conservative organizations from getting the normal preclearance
for nonprofit status that everybody else gets.

JOHN EASTMAN: That's right.

MARK LEVIN: And that's the purpose of the statute.

MARK LEVIN: So the Bill of Rights applies to Citizen Trump, too.

JOHN EASTMAN: That's right.

JOHN EASTMAN: Well, it does, as does the Tax Code that says
your private tax return is confidential. Now the Congress has, in
the statutes, the authority — for the Ways and Means Committee
in the House and a similar committee in the Senate — to request
tax returns generally, on a broad basis, to make sure that there's
not any monkey business going on in how the IRS selects people
for audit. If any individual tax return information is disclosed to
those committees in that process, it absolutely has to be kept
confidential.

MARK LEVIN: So Congress can look into abuse by the IRS, not
so Congress can use the IRS in order to abuse a President or an
individual citizen, correct?

MARK LEVIN: Let me emphasize this: That was intended to
protect taxpayers from the IRS.

JOHN EASTMAN: Right. Now, that's right.
MARK LEVIN: The oversight responsibility of Congress is
supposed to relate to what?
JOHN EASTMAN: Well, to make sure that the Department of
Justice and the Executive Branch agencies are doing their job and
staying within the lines that the Constitution sets out for their
authority.

JOHN EASTMAN: Right.
MARK LEVIN: And perhaps pass legislation.
MARK LEVIN: In other words, so the IRS isn't targeting certain
groups based on their religion, certain groups based on their race
or certain — so Congress would have oversight. It wasn't intended
to violate separation of powers, to use it as a tool against an
American citizen and so forth. And if Congress, in the end, has the
power to do this to the President, I suppose they have the power to
do this to the Chief Justice.
JOHN EASTMAN: Well, they do. But, also, they should be very
careful because the same statute that gives them the power to ask
the IRS for individual tax returns — to look at whether the IRS is
abusing its power — also allows the President to ask for individual
tax returns. So, he could ask for Chairman Nadler's tax returns.
MARK LEVIN: Yes, but Nadler would say, "That's impeachable,"
whereas he’s trying to look at — and Nancy Pelosi, the Speaker of

JOHN EASTMAN: And perhaps legislation, that's right.
MARK LEVIN: But they're not sort of a shadow criminal
investigative operation, are they?
JOHN EASTMAN: No, they’re not.
MARK LEVIN: What about the states —
JOHN EASTMAN: By the way, and they can't be. They're not
structurally set up to be that way. It becomes a circus, a show trial
as we've seen in several of these hearings, yes.
(Cont’d. on Page 22)
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MARK LEVIN: As it is right now. What about the states like
California and others who think they're very clever and they’re
trying to pass statutes that say, "You don't qualify to run for a
primary in the general election in our state unless you reveal your
tax returns." Is that constitutional?
JOHN EASTMAN: No, it's blatantly unconstitutional. It’s patently
unconstitutional. The Supreme Court decided this issue a long time
ago, back in the early 1800s on a member of Congress, when a
state tried to impose an additional restriction on its members. And
they said the Constitution sets out the requirements for federal
office, and the states can't add to those requirements. Well, saying
somebody has to disclose their tax returns is adding a requirement
to running for federal office, and the states have no power to do
that.
MARK LEVIN: So these states want to violate the Federal
Constitution.
JOHN EASTMAN: Yes.
MARK LEVIN: While waving it around.

GTRW Gazette

JOHN EASTMAN: Well, you know, I want to segue back to the
travel ban cases, because something very similar happened there.
The judges that blocked President Trump's Executive Order on the
travel ban, which was not a ban — it was a temporary suspension
— didn’t even cite the statute that clearly gave him the authority to
do what he had done and that had been used by every President
from Jimmy Carter forward. And it was only this President that
somehow ran afoul of it.
These judges have become part of a Resistance Movement to
undo the results of the 2016 election, and it really is a travesty. I
think that's a greater threat to our constitutional system and the
rule of law than any of the particular incidents — the embracing of
the judiciary of this Resistance Movement.
MARK LEVIN: Didn't we also have a judge who said that when
Obama put in place certain environmental regulations through
Executive Order, that this President can't reverse them through
Executive Order? Haven't they also said — some of these judges
— that DACA was put in place basically that was written out of the
White House, a piece of legislation that was adopted through
Executive Order — that this President can't reverse that? So a
President can't reverse the executive decisions of the President
who preceded him?

JOHN EASTMAN: Right.
MARK LEVIN: Professor Eastman, I want to tackle what,
unfortunately, is one of the most boring issues in America, but the
Left keep bringing it up — the Emoluments Clause. Now, I have to
tell, you and I have been around the Constitution for many, many
decades, and I've never heard it really brought up in the way it's
being brought up today as they scour the Constitution looking for
things to destroy.
The Emoluments Clause basically says, "Look, you're a President
or a senior official in the administration in the government. You’re
not allowed to have foreign titles, foreign appointments.” Okay,
great. “And you're not allowed to receive emoluments, payments
and so forth from foreign governments.”
And so they say, “Well, here we have a President, and he owns a
lot of things, a lot of real estate. But this hotel in Washington D.C.,
in particular” — a beautiful hotel, I recommend it to anybody who
would like to go here — “the Trump Hotel. When these foreign
heads of state and other diplomats stay at that hotel and pay for
the hotel rooms and pay for their meals, that is an unconstitutional
benefit to the President of the United States.” Is that right?
JOHN EASTMAN: [Chuckles.] There’s so far a single court that
has said that's right, and it's laughable. I mean, look, if that were
the case, then President Obama accepting the Noble Peace Prize
would have been an unconstitutional emolument. Any President
that owns stock in any foreign corporation that had ties to a foreign
government — when that stock price goes up because of some
action of the foreign government, that would be an unconstitutional
emolument. That’s never the way we've looked at it through 200
years of our history.

JOHN EASTMAN: Decisions that were, themselves,
unconstitutional. My favorite is the DACA and DAPA case, the
immigration deferred action. President Obama, after 22 different
times saying he had no legal authority to do it, went ahead and did
it anyway — or rather his Secretary of Homeland Security did it
with a memo, not even an Executive Order.
It was held to be unconstitutional because it didn't go through the
regular requirements for adding a new regulation. The same Janet
Napolitano, who did that illegal act, then sued Trump for reversing
it without going through the notice and comment process that she
hadn't gone through. I mean, it was laughable. And yet you get a
judge that says, “Napolitano's suit wins; Trump has to stop the
revocation of this illegal action.” It is really unbelievable.
MARK LEVIN: When we come back, impeachment.
JOHN EASTMAN: Okay.
MARK LEVIN: Professor, the framers spent a lot of time on this
issue of impeachment. They looked at Parliament; they looked at
English common law; they looked at definitions; they rejected
some, like maladministration was considered too low a bar.
“Treason, bribery, high crimes, misdemeanors.” I keep hearing it
said, "Well, it's a political act. It's a political act. It's whatever the
House of Representatives said.” Is that the way it's supposed to
work?
JOHN EASTMAN: No, I mean, in practice, whatever the House of
Representatives wants is going to play out. They’re going to get to
vote.
MARK LEVIN: And how are they supposed to conduct it?

MARK LEVIN: And yet we have a judge — I believe he’s in
Maryland, and maybe it’s D.C. — who has ruled that Maryland and
Washington, D.C. has standing to bring the suit. And I am thinking,
"How the hell do they have standing?" Because they get tax
proceeds from the hotel. So, in other words, they get a benefit from
the hotel so they could sue under the Emoluments Clause that
they shouldn't get a benefit from the hotel?
JOHN EASTMAN: Yes, yes. It’s —
MARK LEVIN: Is this not the problem when you have a judiciary
that has become in some — in many respects, despite what the
Chief Justice said, so thoroughly activist and partisan?

JOHN EASTMAN: Well, you know, “treason, bribery and other
high crimes and misdemeanors” had a very specific understanding.
“High crimes and misdemeanors” were not the ordinary crime.
“High crimes and misdemeanors” was a term of art, a fundamental
abuse of the office that would undermine the legitimacy of
government, itself. Those were the kinds of things they were
talking about. They did not want a king who was above the law,
who could do whatever he wanted.
MARK LEVIN: Has that happened here?
(Cont’d. on Page 23)

VOLUME 11, ISSUE 6

TRUMP SCRUPULOUS ABOUT LEGAL LINES

l

(Cont’d. from Page 22)

JOHN EASTMAN: Well, no, he’s — I mean, I've been stunned at
how scrupulous Trump and his team have been in staying within
the legal lines that they had. They could have done it otherwise.
His immediate predecessor, you know, blew through the lines on
executive power and constitutional authority on numerous
occasions, and they could have said, “We are going to take what
Obama did as precedent and we're going to do the same thing in
the other direction.” But they haven't done that.
MARK LEVIN: And here's the problem: The President doesn't
serve at the pleasure of the House of Representatives.
JOHN EASTMAN: Now, that’s right. This is not a Parliamentary
system.
MARK LEVIN: And if they get their way, that’s what’s going to
happen. And it’s going to be done to the next Democrat president.
John Eastman, it's been a great honor.
JOHN EASTMAN: Thank you very much for having me.
https://video.foxnews.com/v/6035865237001/#sp=show-clips

Early Voting - May 30, 31, June 1, 3, 4
Rogers Park & Jefferson County Courthouse
Election Day - Saturday, June 8
BISD Administration Building, Rogers Park.
Roy Guess Elementary and Taylor Career
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LIKE US ON FACEBOOK

https://www.facebook.com/GTRW1989/
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We meet the First Monday of each month from August to June
11:30 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. at the MCM Eleganté Hotel
2355 IH-10 South - Beaumont, TX
Cost to attend is $20 whether the buffet meal is eaten or not.
No corporate checks ~ Exact cash preferred ~ Bills no larger than $20, please

Ronald Reagan: ENCROACHING CONTROL
Phoenix Chamber of Commerce — March 30, 1961

Today, with no one using the term socialism to describe
encroaching control, we find one out of seven of the workforce
on the public payroll. In 15 years, a 50% increase in public
employees has been matched by a 170% increase in their
payroll. One-fourth of our people now entitled to governmentpaid medical care, socialized medicine if you please. One-fifth of
our industry owned and operated by government. Senator Byrd
has estimated that today 40 million American citizens receive
some form of direct cash payment from the federal government.
We have a tax system that in direct contravention to the
Constitution is not designed solely to raise revenue, but is openly
and admittedly used to regulate and control the economy and to
level the earnings of our citizens, aiming again at that mediocrity
which is the utopian dream of the socialists. Here is where we
must expend the main effort. Don't forsake the other issues that I
have mentioned, but as Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes said,
"Strike for the jugular. Reduce taxes and spending. Keep
government poor, and remain free." Write to your Congressman
and demand a tax reform immediately which will reduce the
percentage of the national income the government is taking in
taxes. Write to your Congressman and tell him you want an end
to deficit spending, that you want the same control of the federal
government's right to borrow that we exert here at the local
community and at the state level. Tell him further, with an eye on
our children, that you want, as part of the annual budget a
regular payment on that national debt. And if your Congressman
is one who writes back and says he, too, is for economy, but we

must reduce government spending before we reduce taxes, you
write back and tell him this is a dishonest theory. Because no
government in history has ever voluntarily reduced itself in size.
Government doesn't tax to get the money it needs; government
will always find a need for the money it gets. There can be only
one end to the war we are in. We can't just out-wait it and hope
by not looking, that it will go away. Wars like this one end in
victory or defeat. . . .
Our Founding Fathers, here in this country, brought about the
only true revolution that has ever taken place in man's history.
Every other revolution simply exchanged one set of rulers for
another set of rulers. But only here did that little band of men, so
advanced beyond their time that the world has never seen their
like since, evolve the idea that you and I have within ourselves
the God-given right and the ability to determine our own destiny.
But freedom is never more than one generation away from
extinction. We didn't pass it on to our children in the bloodstream. The only way they can inherit the freedom we have
known is if we fight for it, protect it, defend it and then hand it to
them with the well thought lessons of how they in their lifetime
must do the same. And if you and I don't do this, then you and I
may well spend our sunset years telling our children and our
children's children what it once was like in America when men
were free.

40th President of
the United States
1981 ~ 1989

MEMBERSHIP UPDATE!
GOLDEN TRIANGLE
REPUBLICAN WOMEN
P.O. Box 12902
Beaumont, TX 77726
POLITICAL ADVERTISING PAID FOR BY
GOLDEN TRIANGLE REPUBLICAN WOMEN PAC
Mary Wickland, Treasurer
Contributions are not federal tax deductible as
charitable contributions.
Corporate Contributions Are Not Permitted.

98 Members Renewed
103 New Members
30 Associate Members
CONGRATULATIONS, LADIES!
And thanks go to Linda Brown!
GTRW Membership Chair

