
On February 10, President 
Donald Trump took to Twitter 
in order to strike back against 
the #MeToo movement. He con-
demned the ever-increasing pow-
er of mere allegations, as well as to 
underscore the importance of due 
process, and assessing the avail-
able evidence before assuming 
an individual’s guilt. To nobody’s 
surprise, leftists responded with 
their usual displays of righteous 
indignation and tired accusations 
of bigotry. While a potentially 
powerful vehicle for beneficial 
social change, the #MeToo cam-
paign has introduced some dicey 
ideas into the realm of legitimate 
political and social discourse, 
which threaten to subvert our 
core legal principles.

The presumption of innocence 
exists as one of the fundamental 
principles upon which our justice 
system lies. The notion suggests 
that the burden to prove the guilt 
of an individual lies on his or her 
accuser. To guarantee this pre-
sumption, due process ensures 
that all individuals against whom 
allegations have been levied are 

treated with regard for their ba-
sic rights, and cannot be assumed 
guilty in the absence of a fair trial. 
#MeToo has utterly done away 
with both of these ideals, with 
counterproductive consequenc-
es, which undermine the valiant 
efforts of those who genuinely 
strive to prevent sexual violence, 
rather than simply advance a left-
ist agenda. 

To a certain degree, men should 
be sympathetic to women’s claims 
of the legal system’s inadequacies. 

Sexual harassment is currently 
illegal, but has not been crimi-
nalized. There are a number of 
cases of reportedly extreme sex-
ual harassment, which, even had 
they been handled by the courts, 
would only have carried a fine as 
punishment. We are in agreement 
that change is necessary. How-
ever, rather than proposing and 
fighting for sensible legislation 
to address the problem, #MeToo 
has resorted to vigilante justice 

and kangaroo courts, and a smear 
campaign on men nationwide. 

Proponents of the #MeToo cru-
sade suggest that due process and 
the presumption of innocence 
can be more loosely applied, or 
not applied at all, when extricat-
ed from a legal context. However, 
the problem is that #MeToo does 
not supplement, or strive to rep-
licate the legal process in any way; 
rather, it bypasses it entirely.

Having grown up in a demo-
cratic society, which inculcated in 

us the value of trials by jury, and 
the right of the accused and their 
accusers to present their cases, it’s 
infuriating to witness Twitter’s 
ascent as the de facto courtroom 
for tenuous allegations. Even 
more disconcerting is this notion, 
which has been parroted by every 
leftist up to and including Hillary 
Clinton, that women are to be be-
lieved at the outset. Rather than 
permitting the accused to formal-
ly defend themselves in a court 

of law, we’re supposed to simply 
believe these sucker-punch alle-
gations, no questions asked. To 
make matters worse, within this 
sham court of public opinion, 
there is no mechanism by which 
to winnow out credible allega-
tions from the lies, and frankly, 
#MeToo doesn’t seem interested 
in making such a distinction. 

This fact, combined with the 
lack of explicitly defined stan-
dards of sexual harassment, 
produces cases like that of Aziz 
Ansari. In January, the feminist 
blog babe posted a three thousand 
word account of what can only 
be described as an awkward, re-
gret-laden sexual encounter, in 
which consent was received, but 
“nonverbal cues” were not suc-
cessfully read. By no definition 
does Ansari’s case qualify as sex-
ual harassment or sexual assault. 
Yet he has been left with an undu-
ly tarnished reputation, because 
#MeToo is more concerned with 
the advancement of a left-wing 
agenda of oppression and sys-
temic misogyny, rather than true 
justice. 
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COUNTERWEIGHT EDITORIAL:  
PARKLAND, THE SECOND AMENDMENT, 

AND AMERICAN POLITICS
Another mass shooting re-

cently took place, this one on 
February 14 at a high school in 
Parkland, Florida.  The lives 
of seventeen students and staff 
members were brutally ended 
by a mentally deranged individ-
ual with a history of sociopathy.  
All Americans are staggered by 
the senselessness of this act and 
others like it and grieve for the 
victims and their families.

Beyond that shared sentiment, 
though, the thing that seems to 
most mark such awful events in 
American society these days is 
that they are immediately turned 
by the Left and their media allies 
into propaganda opportunities 
for advocating for their pet caus-
es.  It is bad enough that they 
do this political work while the 
emotional wounds for the fami-
lies and friends of the lost are still 
so fresh.  What makes it worse 
is that they refuse even to have 
the political discussion in terms 
of reason, evidence, and reali-
ty.  The Left simply vampirically 
attaches itself to the emotion of 
the survivors and shrieks, as a 
histrionic Jimmy Kimmel did on 
his television program, that we 
must “do something now, not 
later...something has to be done, 
something.”  

Mr. Kimmel produced tears 
for his viewers, but he did not 
have a single suggestion as to the 
“something” that needed to be 
done beyond this obscurity:  “We 
need laws, real laws, that do ev-
erything possible to keep assault 
rifles out of the hands of people 
that are gonna shoot our kids.”  

What “real laws” can he mean?  
Does Mr. Kimmel know that we 
had a national ban on assault ri-
fles for a decade beginning in the 
mid-1990s, and that studies on 
the consequences of that ban, in-
cluding one by the National Re-
search Council, show no signifi-
cant effects on gun violence rates?  
Does he know how infrequently 
the weapons he is describing are 
used to commit crimes?  (Around 
3% of all gun homicides involve 
rifles of any kind).  Does he even 
know how to distinguish such 
a weapon from other firearms?  
Does he know nearly half of 
the twenty most deadly mass 
shootings have been carried out 
with weapons that would not be 
classed as assault rifles?  Does he 
imagine that mentally deranged 
monsters like the Parkland killer, 
if they were denied access to as-
sault rifles, would abandon their 
demented, sociopathic plans to 
harm others, and not simply use 
other firearms instead?  Does he 
think that in such a case it is an 
obvious given, rather than a con-

jecture, that the loss of life would 
be significantly less?

We suspect Mr. Kimmel 
knows none of these things.  
More, we believe that very many 
of the others in the media and 
in political circles (and, yes, in 
educational institutions) who 
are emotionally proclaiming the 
same things are equally ignorant 
of these answers.  

American democracy can-
not but decay in an atmosphere 
wherein reasoned discussion is 
displaced by emotional bullying 
and rhetorical excess fueled by 
mercenary exploitation of the 
suffering of victims and their 
families.  Yet this is the Left’s 
constant posture in the wake of 
mass shootings.  The embarrass-
ing CNN Town Hall on this re-
minded us of a scene out of the 
Chinese Cultural Revolution, or 
a show trial in the former Soviet 
Union.  

Dana Loesch acted the role of 
the enemy of the people, whose 
guilt was decided in advance, 
and who was there not to be 

heard and to present her case 
on the issue at hand, but to be 
denounced and shouted down.  
She was called a “murderer,” and 
others yelled “burn her.”  She 
was asked by a student whether 
she thought it should be harder 
to obtain semi-automatic weap-
ons and bump stocks to modify 
their fire rate, and she responded 
that we already have laws that 
would have prevented the Park-
land shooter from obtaining the 
weapon he used but for the fact 
that we do not sufficiently track 
and share information between 
agencies on individuals like that 
killer who have demonstrated 
psychological conditions that 
prohibit the purchase and own-
ership of firearms.  This response 
was greeted with derisive hoots 
by the crowd.  Loesch calmly re-
minded a teacher who asked her 
to define a “well-regulated mili-
tia” that Second Amendment law 
is well-established at this point, 
and it is widely accepted as legal 
doctrine that this Amendment 
speaks to an individual and not 
a collective right to self-defense.  
More boos.  

The student and the high 
school teacher simply had not 

done their homework.  This 
didn’t matter, and the crowd 
cheered them lustily and jeered 
Loesch’s reasoned, calm respons-
es.  Again, we understand and 
empathize with the emotional 
reactions of those who knew the 
victims, and we certainly do not 
blame them for those natural re-
actions.  We do hold responsible 
cynical and irresponsible media 
and political figures who parasit-
ically attach themselves to those 
emotional responses and distort 
and manipulate them in an effort 
to rhetorically delude the Amer-
ican public.  

Listening to those on the Left 
talk about how to stop mass 
shootings can only be a frustrat-
ing experience for anyone who 
has thought carefully about the 
facts.  Some of their outrage is 
undoubtedly heartfelt, but none 
of it stands up to dispassionate 
examination.  

We hear that we need more 
background checks for more pur-
chases of more firearms, but it is 
never noted that the overwhelm-

ing majority of mass shootings 
over the past several decades in-
volved weapons acquired legally 
with appropriate background 
checks, although often with 
omissions in the availability of 
mental health information on 
buyers that have to do at least as 
much with the efforts of organi-
zations like the ACLU to make 
that information harder to share 
and access as with those of the 
gun lobby.  

We hear that surveys show 
that large majorities of Ameri-
cans tell researchers they would 
support increased restrictions 
for gun ownership, but it is never 
noted that responses to surveys 
are perhaps not the most accu-
rate indicator of precisely how 
important a given issue is to the 
people who say they support it. 
It is almost certainly the case 
that a very large percentage of 
those who respond to surveys 
on this question by saying e.g., 
that they support universal back-
ground checks do not feel strong-
ly enough about it to contribute 
to lobbying organizations that 
try to influence politicians, or 
to vote only for candidates who 
support their position on this is-

sue and vote against those who 
do not. A minority of Americans 
who feel strongly about keeping 
the federal government out of 
private transactions between pri-
vate individuals are contributing 
money to such efforts and vot-
ing in ways consistent with such 
beliefs, and this is what allows 
them to achieve their political 
goals despite the fact that the sur-
veys show that their position is 
not the majority position.  This 
is how things work in a represen-
tative democracy.

The grieving students at Park-
land chant “No more!” and Left 
ideologues in the mass media 
take this as a serious policy po-
sition rather than as the emo-
tional hyperbole it obviously is.  
France, Germany and other Eu-
ropean societies with exception-
ally stringent laws restricting 
gun ownership and no Second 
Amendment to reckon with in 
the legal domain nonetheless 
have had mass shootings in re-
cent years despite such restric-
tions.  

The conservative perspective 
on violent crime takes it as ax-
iomatic that it is not possible to 
completely eliminate it.  The 
causes are too deeply rooted in 
our natures.  This is not a hope-
less position that just accepts 
there’s nothing to be done in 
the face of horror, but it does 
recognize significant limits as to 
what’s possible. Conservatives 
often express frustration in the 
aftermath of events like this, 
not because families of victims 
are understandably outraged, 
but because people who should 
know better cynically latch on 
to these legitimate emotions and 
irresponsibly raise the hopes of a 
grieving public.

What reasonable measures 
might lead to reductions of gun 
homicides?  Here’s our sugges-
tion as to what might be done 
to reduce the mass shooter phe-
nomenon: give medical and 
police authorities more lever-
age and informational access to 
track those with indications of 
severe mental health issues, so 
that they can be effectively mon-
itored by law enforcement even 
if they have as yet committed no 
crimes, and rigorously enforce 

the already existing restrictions 
we have for prohibiting firearms 
sales to such people. We fear 
however it is exceedingly un-
likely that this can be achieved. 
Why? Because it tends to be mas-
sively opposed by the political 
Left, in many cases precisely the 
same folks who think you can 
solve the problem with assault 
weapons bans and other demon-
strably ineffectual methods such 
as those described above.  

And if we wanted to really cut 
back on gun homicides general-
ly, not simply the quantitatively 
tiny percentage of them that are 
mass shootings, we would have 
to pay attention to other facts 
the Left wants to ignore.  FBI 
data over the last five years show 
that the total percentage annual-
ly of firearm homicides commit-
ted with rifles of all types (that is, 
not simply assault rifles but all ri-
fles) consistently hovers around 
3%.  The vast majority of firearm 
homicides are committed with 
handguns, many of them ille-
gally possessed by criminals in 
Democratic-controlled large cit-
ies with some of the strictest gun 
laws in the country.  

How is it that the Left then is 
so concerned about this obvious-
ly statistically less imposing kind 
of homicide and so uninterested 
in the causes of the most prev-
alent forms of gun homicide?  
Here’s your answer:  they will 
not run the risk of pointing the 
finger at the perpetrators of the 
majority of firearm homicides 
because they very heavily skew 
toward a demographic the Left is 
incapable of criticizing, i.e., ur-
ban underclass youth.  But even 
in concentrating on mass shoot-
ings, the Left does not blame the 
individuals who carry out these 
heinous deeds.  Instead, it attacks 
the NRA with an irrational fury.  

And why does the Left despise 
the NRA?  Because it is a politi-
cally effective organization.  Its 
membership works in a tireless 
manner to ensure that their posi-
tion is articulated effectively and 
constantly to politicians. It is in-
credibly easy and cost-free to say 
something on a survey, but much 
harder and costlier to make an is-
sue a central piece of your every-
day political life. People who do 
not like the fact that it is legal in 
our country to contribute money 
and time and energy to lobbying 
groups that can have a significant 
effect on the legislative activity 
of elected officials have a num-
ber of options they can pursue. 
They can vote for candidates 

- Continued on A3 -
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lead to reductions of gun homicides?  
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who share their disdain for lob-
bying and who propose limiting 
it. They can give their time and 
energy to educational and lobby-
ing groups of their own to con-
vince more people that lobbying 
is not a good thing and thereby 
try to change public opinion and 
ultimately policy. 

But to simply complain about 
how unhappy they are that lob-
bying groups they dislike exer-
cise influence is at best ineffectu-

al.  Attacking the NRA for their 
perfectly legal and efficacious 
activity will have absolutely no 
effect on anything unless the 
attacks become something that 
looks more like concerted polit-
ical effort. We will see what the 
youthful activists so fawned over 
by the media are doing in six 
months.     

With the exception of its most 
outspokenly radical contingent, 
which admits its desire to see 
the Second Amendment gutted 
or repealed altogether, the Left 

tells us that it does not aim at the 
demolition of the right to bear 
arms.  It only wants ‘sensible re-
strictions,’ only ‘reasonable lim-
its.’  Then, when asked for specif-
ics, it provides the kind of patent 
nonsense delineated above.  

One is left with two options 
as to how to read this discon-
nect between what the Left says 
about its intentions and what it 
proposes in the way of concrete 
measures:  either it is wholly ig-
norant, or it is deceitful.  That is, 
either the Left holds positions 

on guns that are so unrelated to 
reality and to what is factually 
known about the feasibility and 
the likely effects of the things it 
advocates that it betrays a com-
plete failure to grapple with log-
ic and empirical truths, or it is 
merely being mendacious when 
it says it doesn’t want to under-
mine the Second Amendment, 
and its inane demands on assault 
rifles, background checks, and 
the like are just what they think 
they can get away with now, and 
so they will say whatever they 

think will convince their oppo-
nents that they do not intend to 
push further as soon as the op-
portunity arises.  

Further toward what?  We 
think we know, and we are de-
cidedly uninterested in that des-
tination. 

- Continued from A2 -

GUNS AREN’T JUST FOR WHITE MEN
Whenever I’m at home for a 

holiday break, I enjoy spending 
quality bonding time with my 
mom. However, instead of hit-
ting the shopping malls, our girls’ 
day takes place at the shooting 
range. When we first went to Blue 
Ridge Arsenal in rural Virginia, I 
expected a specific demographic: 
a bunch of white men with scary 
rifles and raging, deadly testos-
terone. This was, of course, the 
image that had been conjured and 
seeded in my mind by fear-mon-
gering liberals. What I discovered 
though was quite the opposite. 
There was a diverse group of indi-
viduals taking up arms, fully em-
bracing their Second Amendment 
rights. My mom and I stood in a 
lane next to an African-Ameri-
can couple and a Hispanic fami-
ly, among other minority groups 
nearby. There were some white 
men, but they did not make up 
the majority, and they certainly 
did not fit the stereotype I had 
been told over and over again. 

My experiences at the range fol-
low a recent pattern seen all over 
the country: minority groups, 
particularly people of color and 
members of the LGBTQ commu-

nity, taking self-defense into their 
own hands. Pink Pistols, for exam-
ple, is a national group “dedicated 
to the legal, safe, and responsible 
use of firearms for self-defense of 
the sexual-minority community.” 
The number of growing chapters 
of Pink Pistols and other similar 
self-defense groups are unsurpris-
ing given the amount of violence 
against the LGBTQ community, 
as evidenced by the increasing 
murder rate of transgender indi-
viduals or the tragic Pulse night-
club attack in Orlando.

Minority groups’ gun owner-
ship, especially for African-Amer-
icans, has exponentially increased 
since the election of President 
Trump. Pew Research Center de-
termined that from 2012 to 2014, 
the amount of African-Ameri-
cans who believe “gun ownership 
does more to protect people from 
crime than put people’s safety at 
risk” rose from 29 to 54 percent. 
Comparatively, white Americans’ 
view of gun ownership also rose 
favorably, but with a much small-
er (only eight percent) margin. 
To bolster the growing number 
of gun-supporting African-Amer-
icans, there are also an increasing 

number of African-American Sec-
ond Amendment advocates, such 
as Antonia Okafor and Colion 
Noir. 

According to PEW Research 
Center, “every group except 
Democrats as a whole view gun 
ownership positively.” These sta-
tistics deconstruct the prominent 
narrative propagated by the gun 
control lobby; that is, guns are 
used almost exclusively by white 
men as a weapon of domestic 
terrorism. Clearly, though, this 
isn’t the case. So why is the Left so 
anti-gun, and why are minority 
groups discouraged from arming 
themselves? In order to under-
stand this, we must look at gun 
control’s racist history.

Some of the earliest gun con-
trol laws in the U.S. targeted 
African-Americans. The “Black 
Codes” were laws in many South-
ern states which sought to restrict 
the freedoms of freed slaves after 
Abolition. These laws imposed re-
strictions on a large swath of free-
doms which African-Americans 
had been previously denied as 
slaves, including the right to keep 
and bear arms. After the passing 
of the 14th Amendment, “states 

learned to draft neutrally-worded 
laws for discriminatory applica-
tion.” These laws were selectively 
enforced, which prevented Afri-
can-Americans and other minori-
ties from arming themselves. This 
set a precedent for future genera-
tions to remain largely defense-
less. 

Though we have established 
national anti-discrimination laws 
since this time period, the perva-
sive and insidious nature of gun 
control permeates the conscience 
of many minority groups in the 
U.S. Many places with strict gun 
control policies, like the densely 
populated urban centers of Chi-
cago, New York, and Detroit, are 
also the same places with dispro-
portionately high amounts of vi-
olent crime. This isn’t to suggest 
that gun control is specifically in 
place to harm African-Americans 
or other minority groups. Rath-
er, this demonstrates that this 
is a specific demographic, who 
has been fed lies and propaganda 
about gun control that supposed-
ly “keeps their cities safe,” that is 
relatively uninformed about their 
Constitutional rights.

Many on the Left, who belabor 

the legacy of white supremacy in 
this country, neglect to recognize 
the effects of racist gun control 
still felt by many African-Amer-
icans today. The Left’s gun con-
trol agenda continues to dissuade 
minority gun ownership, even 
though this is the same platform 
that believes white supremacy is 
alive and well in America. The 
Left’s hypocrisy is exposed when 
its leaders who boast about pro-
tection and power for minority 
groups fail to support the same 
minorities who feel that the stron-
gest form of self-empowerment is 
armed self-defense. Instead, the 
leaders on the Left want to disarm 
minorities, while simultaneously 
vilifying law enforcement officers 
in isolated cases of police brutali-
ty.

If minority groups are tru-
ly fearful of President Trump’s 
administration and his poli-
cies, those who are eligible and 
law-abiding should embrace their 
Constitutional right to keep and 
bear arms. 

Manning Martus

WHY THE DEATH PENALTY IS NEITHER 
RACIST NOR UNJUSTAlexander Riley

Every year, Bucknell asks first 
year students to do a common 
reading and then to participate 
in faculty-led discussions of the 
book.  The class of ’21 was given 
Bryan Stevenson’s book Just Mer-
cy, a critique of the death penalty 
in America.  

Do we deserve to kill murder-
ers?  Stevenson claims, largely 
through the case of one man, 
Walter McMillian, who was re-
leased from Alabama’s death row 
after serving six years for a crime 
he was determined not to have 
committed, that we do not be-
cause our system of justice is too 
fundamentally corrupted.  And 
McMillian’s conviction does seem 
to have been a travesty of justice, 

especially in Stevenson’s rhetori-
cally charged telling.  

But total abolitionists such as 
Stevenson must sooner or later 
face the hard cases.  When I think 
of the easiest capital cases, Tim-
othy McVeigh springs to mind.  
Why should this man, who with 
chilling calculation murdered 168 
people, nineteen of them chil-
dren under the age of five, not be 
executed?  

Some would likely argue this is 
an exceptional case, not at all like 
the typical death row case.  So let 
us do what Stevenson does not do 
and look carefully at the details of 
the things that people typically do 
to wind up on death row.  Here’s 
a look at a few of 2017’s executed 

murderers—not the most hei-
nous, just three picked at random:

• Kenneth Williams fatally 
shot a high school cheerleader in 
the head, then, in an attempted 
prison escape, shot and killed a 
warden and killed a second man 
when he crashed an automobile 
into his truck.  He later admitted 
to a fourth murder, a previously 
unsolved crime which he com-
mitted the same day of the mur-
der of the high school student.

• James Bigby fatally shot a 
man and then drowned the man’s 
infant son in a sink, after first 
trying to suffocate the child with 
cellophane.  Later that night, he 
visited an acquaintance, whom 
he asked to drive him somewhere 

and then fatally shot.  The next 
day, he visited another acquain-
tance and shot him several times, 
though this man survived.

• Robert Melson, at the con-
clusion of a robbery of a Pop-
eye’s restaurant, walked the four 
employees into the freezer and 
methodically shot each of them 
in the head.  Three died of their 
wounds.

Are you as morally outraged by 
these deeds as I am?  You should 
be, if your moral compass is se-
curely intact.  This reaction is an 
indication of the damage done 
to the social fabric by these ac-
tions and the people who per-
petrate them.  When our moral 
outrage calls us to respond in the 

severest terms to such things, 
we are demonstrating how pro-
foundly we adhere to our most 
basic groundwork values and 
what Émile Durkheim called the 
‘collective consciousness.’  To be 
indifferent to such things, or to 
believe that superficial claims of 
a change of heart after the fact 
mitigate them in some significant 
way, or to think that somehow 
our very urge to punish them 
makes it difficult to distinguish 
ourselves morally from the au-
thors of the deeds, are indications 
that our commitment to those 
values and to the bond they make 
between us and the other mem-

- Continued on A7 -
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To many, the beginning of 
the Trump Presidency felt like a 
dangerous time. Within days of 
inauguration, he and his most 
rabid supporters were consider-
ing ideas that were chilling—the 
open surveillance of lawful for-
eign nationals, the censorship 
of the press, the punishment or 
even imprisonment of people 
who engaged in Constitutional-
ly-protected acts (flag-burning, 
for example).

The more outlandish things 
fell off the table quickly (and in 
general, Trump’s first year has 
tended more toward “fumbling 
incompetence” than “incipient 
rise to fascism”). But even if the 
worst things aren’t going to hap-
pen, there remained concern 
regarding the broader threat to 
civil liberties that a Trump Pres-
idency represents. Would Trump 
intimidate or coerce the news 
media, or those who engaged in 
dissenting speech? Would people 
accused of certain crimes, or peo-
ple who fit certain demographic 
or cultural stereotypes, be un-
fairly targeted? Would he seek 
to profile people simply based on 
how they looked or where they 
worshipped? And even if there 
were no formal policy changes, 
would Trump’s ability to both 
engage and enrage serve to poi-
son the climate for serious po-
litical discourse to the point that 
the country will materially suffer 
for it? This is why Trump seemed 
so threatening: he wasn’t simply 
advocating for policies that some 
don’t like, or using rhetoric that 
some don’t care for, but toying 
with ideas that threaten the core 
of the entire American experi-
ment. 

This all has been illustrative 
of two things. First, Trump pro-
vides a much-needed reminder of 
why the United States developed 
a Bill of Rights to protect basic 
civil liberties at all. The Founders 
decided that some things were so 
important that they were not to 
be left to the whims of whom-
ever happened to represent the 
dominant ideological force in a 
community, but would rather be 
enshrined as a general set of basic 
protections for all. 

It has been a centuries-long 
struggle to inch closer toward 
applying these principles equally 
to everyone. But the basic prin-
ciples themselves—the rights 
to freedom of speech, religion, 
and association, the right to due 
process of law and to trial by an 
impartial jury, and many oth-
ers—are integral to allowing civ-
il society to resolve its conflicts 
fairly, peacefully, and with rea-
son as opposed to blind emotion. 

Closer to home, though, the 
reaction to Trump’s first year in 

office illustrates a deep and trou-
bling hypocrisy that attacks the 
very heart of what Bucknell is as 
an educational institution. Out 
of the same corners of Bucknell 
where we hear grave concerns 
for what Trump might do to civil 
liberties and civil discourse in the 
United States come some of the 
most vociferous arguments for 
why such liberties and discourse 
should be restricted or taken 
away on campus. 

First, there is the issue of free-
dom of expression. Much of the 
growing national discussion on 
free expression has focused on 
the large number of universi-
ties (including Bucknell) that 
have “speech codes” intended to 
punish community members for 
saying constitutionally protected 
things, or on the reprehensible 
behavior (which, thankfully, 
has not been replicated here) of 
shouting down or “deplatform-
ing” people with views that 
some might dislike. 

This sort of thing is often done 
under the guise of preventing 
“hate speech”—a goal that, is of 
course, laudable when expressed 
in banal, vague platitudes. Who 
wants to associate with someone 
who speaks “hatefully?” I know 
I don’t.

But in the real world, the 
definition of what constitutes 
such speech is murky, and usu-
ally driven by the political and 
social worldviews of those who 
get to define it. And, of course, 
you don’t have to look too hard 
at college campuses nationwide 
to find examples of even fairly 
mainstream political views being 
classified as “hateful” and treat-
ed accordingly. It would, in this 
guise, be good for Bucknell to 
create policies that ensure stron-
ger support for basic freedom 
of expression for all those who 
work and study here. Formal 
protections of basic civil liberties 
(that are not, for example, sub-
ject to the whims of an Orwellian 
“bias response team”) would be a 
good starting point. 

But legal and procedural rules 
are only a small part of the issue. 
A university can only function 
as a place for serious intellectual 
exchange if it has norms of sup-
porting free and open discourse 
that go beyond basic technical 
protections. A robust dialogue 
on serious political and social 
issues can only thrive if we’re at 

a place that not only protects, 
but welcomes, serious and civil 
discourse across lines of political 
difference.

Achieving such an environ-
ment is always going to be dif-
ficult in a time of intense po-
larization. But it’s becoming 
increasingly clear that a perhaps 
small, but certainly very vocal, 
subset of those on campus are 
committed to anti-intellectu-
alism in the most fundamental 
sense, openly (usually through 
happy-sounding code language, 
but every so often the mask slips) 
stating that the appropriate job 
of a University is to simply tell 
students what the correct (or, 
to use one popular euphemism, 
“socially just”) views are and 
why they are intrinsically more 
moral and truthful than oth-
ers, rather than helping them to 
think critically about the world 
from multiple perspectives—in-
cluding those that may challenge 
their own. 

There are, of course, examples 
of people speaking on campuses 
that have little substantive to add 
to the conversation (looking at 
you, Milo). But, again, it’s not 
hard to find examples of legiti-
mate intellectual discourse being 
stifled or threatened because the 
number of issues that social jus-
tice provocateurs insist are “not 
up for debate” is growing. Just 
this month, for example, a group 
at Brown University argued 
that allowing Guy Benson—a 
thoughtful “Never Trump” con-
servative—was  “dangerous” 
and “threatened the safety” of 
students because, among oth-
er things, his “support for fiscal 
conservatism…enables fascist 
and white supremacist ideas to 
fester.” A not-trivial number of 
faculty and students at Wellesley 
recently made the same sort of 
argument about Laura Kipnis, a 
feminist Professor of Communi-
cation who dared to make argu-
ments that challenged the pre-
vailing feminist orthodoxy on 
sexual agency. The list goes on. 

It’s hard to understand how 
otherwise normal-seeming peo-
ple can make these arguments, 
until we remember that once 
one makes the leap to say that 
speech that does not threaten 
actual violence can still be a form 
of “intellectual violence,” and 
that the simple airing of rela-
tively mundane political views 

can “threaten the wellbeing” of 
students (other things heard at 
Brown), one can justify all kinds 
of hysterical claims. 

These are particularly egre-
gious examples, of course, and 
they didn’t happen here. But we 
shouldn’t pretend that they are 
isolated. In my Politics of Col-
lege course last semester—filled 
with an ideologically diverse 
group of students who provided 
an inspiring model of how to en-
gage with controversial issues—I 
listened to a number of shock-
ing stories of how classrooms 
were being used as ideological 
purification vehicles rather than 
places to have serious discussion 
of important social issues across 
diverse perspectives. I even 
heard (unconfirmed) stories of 
professors signing their Bucknell 
e-mail account—the one they 
use to send official class corre-
spondence to students—with the 
phrase “Trump is not my Presi-
dent.” This is, to understate the 

matter, not intellectually serious 
behavior.

Even serious students often 
self-censor or simply become 
mindless parrots in these envi-
ronments, as they—understand-
ably concerned with careers, 
grades, hobbies, and all sorts of 
other things—will choose to take 
the past of least resistance rath-
er than put up a fight that they 
know they will not win. This is 
not, however, what college is 
supposed to be about.

Bucknell has been better than 
many on these issues, in part be-
cause of an administration that 
is, comparatively speaking, will-
ing to provide support for the 
basic norms of open intellectual 
exchange. But we’re not headed 
in the right direction.

Far more disturbing is basic de-
nial of procedural due process in 
the campus judicial system, par-
ticularly to students accused of 
sexual misconduct. The past few 
years have drawn much needed 
national attention to the abuse of 
civil liberties by some overzeal-
ous public officials (police and 
others). Among the many things 
to which activists have worked 
to call attention is the basic no-
tion that those accused of serious 
crimes need to be given a chance 
to defend themselves in a fair, 
impartial system: they should 
not be subject to vigilante “jus-
tice” or sham trials just because 

someone thinks they look or feel 
guilty, or because someone wants 
to make an example of them to 
serve a broader point. 

Our legal system does not 
always provide this chance, of 
course, particularly for poor and 
nonwhite men. It’s stunning, 
though, to watch how people 
who are so supportive of the 
movement for procedural fair-
ness off campus are so quick to 
ignore—or even celebrate—the 
lack of it on campus. 

The University’s procedure, 
not outside the norm nation-
wide, for handling sexual assault 
cases subjects accused students 
to potentially life ruining con-
sequences through a process that 
does not grant them so much as 
the presumption of innocence, 
the right to directly cross-exam-
ine their accuser, a guarantee of 
active legal representation which 
can speak on behalf of a client, 
an understanding that all evi-
dence relevant to their case will 
be shared in a timely manner, 
or even the ability to avoid dou-
ble jeopardy if they are found 
to be innocent—all pillars of the 
American system of law. 

All of this occurs while judg-
ing students’ guilt under the 
grotesquely stupid “affirmative 
consent” standard, an idea so 
Kafkaesque in idea and imple-
mentation—among other things, 
it is at odds with state law, de-
signed to place the burden of 
proof on the accused, is almost 
impossible to faithfully enforce 
as written, and inconsistent 
with the ways that normal peo-
ple in healthy relationships have 
sex—that it would be funny (and 
indeed, a 20-years-old-but-nev-
er-more-relevant Saturday Night 
Live skit from several years back 
comically exposes this idea for 
what it is) if the consequences 
weren’t so serious.

Until recently, most of these 
procedures were out of the Uni-
versity’s hands, a function of 
the monstrosity that the Obama 
administration made of Title IX 
through its infamous 2011 “Dear 
Colleague Letter.” This letter 
turned a law designed largely to 
ensure gender equity in college 
sports and access to education 
into a thinly veiled attempt to 
deny students basic rights simply 
because they happen to be male. 
This interpretation of Title IX 
mandated that universities deny 
accused students all of the above 
protections—and demanded that 
they judge accused students to 
the “50 percent plus a feather” 
preponderance-of-evidence stan-
dard. After denying students ba-
sic avenues to defend themselves, 
in other words, it went on to say 

CIVIL LIBERTIES IN THE AGE OF TRUMP-AND ON CAMPUS
Chris Ellis

“It would [...] be good for Bucknell to create 
policies that ensure stronger support for 
basic freedom of expression for all those 

who work and study here.”
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COUNTERWEIGHT EDITORIAL: 

CHELSEA HANDLER AND 
THE BUCKNELL DOUBLE STANDARD
The Bucknell Student Leader-

ship Committee has invited Chel-
sea Handler to campus to give a 
‘fireside chat’ on April 3.

Who is Chelsea Handler?  A 
television/media personality, 
sometime talk show host, and 
author of a number of books that 
are apparently largely devoted 
to pornographic accounts of her 
rather dissolute sex life and frank 
admissions of an abusive relation-
ship with alcohol.

Why is Bucknell inviting her 
to come here?  Members of the 
committee who extended the in-
vitation have told us they were 
hopeful she would “foster a dis-
course…on social and political is-
sues.”  But is there any evidence at 
all to support such a hope?  None 
that we can find.

What does Handler do?  Brief 
perusal of online clips of her var-
ious television programs and her 
social media accounts reveals 
that what she says and writes is 
frequently dominated by obscen-
ity, and she is virtually incapable 
of having a disagreement with 
anyone about anything without 
resorting to profane, personal in-
sults.

She seems especially enamored 
of insinuating that male poli-
ticians she dislikes are closeted 
homosexuals, and the point of 
the insinuation seems to be that 
she sees this as an insult, that is, 
the gist is straightforwardly ho-
mophobic.  She has done this re-
peatedly to the Vice-President of 
the United States, Mike Pence, 
and she did it in spectacularly of-
fensive fashion to Senator Lind-
sey Graham, whom she asked 
“Hey Lindsey Graham what kind 

of dick sucking video do you have 
to be on for you to be acting like 
this?  Wouldn’t coming out be 
more honorable?”

She is also prolific in generating 
obscene insults directed specifical-
ly at the President of the United 
States.  Here’s a sample from just 
the last few months on her Twit-
ter account:

“a giant red asshole”
“a big dummy who’s going to 

jail…you’re going to have a lot of 
fun in there, and no golf or hook-
ers”

“Suck it up and suck off”
“You love guns and don’t want 

any black people to vote”
“You’re more like a pimp.  With 

a bunch of Russian hookers”
“Winston Churchill wouldn’t 

have wiped his ass with Donald 
Trump.  Maybe his balls”

“Buy a thermometer and shove 
it up your ass”

The Republican Party and 
those who align politically with 
it are also subjected to this kind of 
vulgar hate speech.  Republicans 
are told to “suck it hard.”  “90% of 
the GOP base,” we are informed, 
“are a safe harbor for sexual as-
sault, domestic violence, and pe-
dophilia.”  “Florida Republicans” 
are accused of “sanctioning mass 
murder.”  Elsewhere, Handler 
ratchets up this already repellent 
sentiment to a still higher level of 
depravity:  “Innocent people go to 

church on Sunday to honor their 
God, and while doing so, get shot 
in [sic] killed.  What country?  
America.  Why?  Republicans.” 

Let us be clear.  We do not 
object to Handler because she 
disagrees with Republicans or 
with the President of the United 
States.  We too have our various 
disagreements and dissatisfac-
tions with the performance and 
policy stances of this President 
and the Republican Party.  We do 
not even object to vigorous such 
disagreement with the positions 
of Presidents, as some of us en-
gaged in just that practice in the 
eight years prior to the election of 
the current President.  

Handler’s invitation to speak 
on our campus is objectionable 
because she does not even pre-
tend to engage in reasoned dis-
agreement with those she op-
poses.  She speaks in the coarse, 
repulsive language of the uncivil 
and the malevolent, language 
that should reasonably be classed 
as hate speech.  This is language 
that, if used in a face-to-face con-
text, would constitute ‘fighting 
words’ in at least some of those 
contexts.  Why does anyone think 
this person is a model for student 
discourse on complex and con-
tested issues?

There are those on this cam-
pus who tell us that times have 
changed and the discursive rules 

and taboos of the past have been 
swept into the dustbin of history, 
that it is now perfectly fine, for 
example, for scholars to be invited 
to give talks on college campuses 
with titles like “F*#k Work,” and 
that anyone who objects to such 
things is behind the times and 
probably some kind of elitist who 
just doesn’t like ‘the language of 
the people.’  

We could not disagree more 
strongly.  Rules of civility exist 
precisely because they protect us 
from the omnipresent danger of 
descent into unending insults, 
vulgarity and, ultimately, vio-
lence.  College campuses should 
feel an enhanced incentive to 

guard against the abasement of 
discourse and its accompanying 
evils because of the mission they 
serve.  

It will perhaps be objected that 
conservatives invited Milo Yian-
nopoulos to speak here two years 
ago, and his register is similar to 
that of Ms. Handler, i.e., he curs-
es, he insults, he bullies.  This is 
not an entirely unreasonable ob-
jection, and those of us who were 
at Bucknell when that invitation 
was extended remember how di-
vided conservatives on campus 
were over whether it ought to 
have been, precisely because of 
the issue we are raising here.  Yian-
nopoulos’s visit was accompanied 
by vivid criticism of his rhetorical 

style, and student and especially 
faculty outrage was widespread.  
Some faculty even insinuated, 
with no evidence, that speaking 
out against Yiannopoulos would 
bring violent reprisal from his 
irrational and criminal fans, and 
they warned of the direst conse-
quences.  

None of that materialized.  
Yiannopoulos came and he went, 
and he didn’t even say very much 
to excite his critics during his talk 
here.  That said, there are still 
some of us who would have pre-
ferred bringing someone else in 
Yiannopoulos’ stead, on the mat-
ter of principle.

But that principle is clearly 
dismissed out of hand by many 
of our fellow Bucknellians on 
the Left.  There is absolutely no 
danger that, beyond this edito-
rial, Handler’s visit will be met 
with anything approaching the 
widespread condemnation that 
Yiannopoulos’s visit did, when 
objectively the two are quite com-
parable in tone and substance.  

And therein is the key problem 
that emerges from this compar-
ison.  There is no even playing 
field on this issue, and univer-
sities, including Bucknell, skew 
in one direction here, routinely 
and enthusiastically pointing 
out potentially offensive speech 
in speakers on the Right, never 
emitting a peep when similarly 
offensive speech is abundantly 
present in speakers on the Left.  
Those who welcome Handler to 
Bucknell or who denounced Milo 
and are silent about her should be 
ashamed of themselves.  

“Handler’s invitation to speak on our campus is objec-
tionable because she does not even pretend to engage in 

reasoned disagreement with those she opposes.”

that all campus tribunals need to 
convict them is to be barely per-
suaded of their guilt. 

This insanity did not go un-
noticed by federal courts, where 
roughly 80 colleges have lost 
lawsuits (and several others have 
settled after seeing the writing 
on the wall) filed by accused stu-
dents whose due process rights 
were violated by their universi-
ties. Of course, suing your way to 
justice is not an optimal strategy, 
especially when only students 
whose parents have the means 
and legal knowledge to sue can 
take advantage of it. This is one 
of the main reasons that new 
Secretary of Education Betsy 

Devos gave “Dear Colleague” a 
much needed toss into the dust-
bin of history, and will be replac-
ing it soon with a new guidance 
document, one which will pre-
sumably include more basic pro-
cedural protections. 

But while procedural guidance 
may change, solving the larger 
issue—convincing people that 
the accused should have a real 
right to defend themselves—is 
harder. Serious conversation on 
this issue, of course, is poisoned 
by a subset of people who seem 
to believe that denying due pro-
cess rights to accused men is a 
feature, rather than a bug, of 
the system. Much like Trump 
supporters trying to whip up an 
anti-immigrant panic, they use 
bizarre, incendiary catchphrases 

and intellectually dishonest sta-
tistics (“rape culture,” “1-in-4”) 
to denying all sorts of basic re-
courses of justice to people that, 
for other reasons, they don’t like 
very much. It’s unconscionable 
that we would condone a cam-
pus legal process that essentially 
mirrors the worst caricatures of 
what a Trump administration 
might do. 

Sexual assault is a serious 
crime that should receive the 
gravity that it deserves. That 
means serious and lasting pun-
ishment for perpetrators. But it 
also means that it should be han-
dled through a process that pro-
vides at least a plausible chance 
at a fair and unbiased hearing, 
conducted through procedural 
protections and adjudicated by 

a tribunal that is not coached to 
blindly “believe accusers” and 
presume guilt. Watching how 
quickly the #MeToo “move-
ment” deteriorated from reckon-
ing to witch-hunt should remind 
us all that the basic concept of 
“innocent until proven guilty” is 
more important than ever. If the 
campus kangaroo courts can’t 
or won’t provide that, then it’s 
probably time to get them out of 
the picture entirely. 

Of course, the legal distinction 
between United States govern-
ment and Bucknell University is 
great. Basic civil liberties protec-
tions that apply to interactions 
with governments need not ap-
ply here. Bucknell is a private 
institution with which people 
voluntarily choose to associate. 

So long as its rules are transpar-
ently stated and evenly admin-
istered, Bucknell can choose to 
do (largely) whatever it wants: 
it can restrict speech, or expel 
students without due process, or 
force them to live on campus, or 
make them wear green shirts on 
Thursdays.  But if we are genu-
ine in our concern for protecting 
basic civil liberties and civil dis-
course—then we do that not just 
by calling out the administration 
for things it has done or threat-
ened to do, but by first getting 
our own house in order.  

 CIVIL LIBERTIES IN THE AGE OF TRUMP-AND ON CAMPUS CONT.
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WALKING OUT ON HISTORYAlf Siewers

Neither guns nor gun control 
will defend Americans from nihil-
istic politics.

The current “never again” 
movement has seized upon gun 
control as an issue to politicize 
high schools across America and 
contribute to that self-destructive 
spirit for partisan gain.

This spring, planned high-
school walkouts during the school 
day on school property often will 
allow favored groups to protest, at 
the instigation of national groups 
involved in the “resistance” against 
the elected Republican US admin-
istration, with minimal if any pen-
alty for violating attendance rules.

In this a faction of high school-
ers will be enabled by helicopter 
parents, partisan community ac-
tivists, and often school leaders.

The political revenge of aging 
Baby Boomers and Leftist Gen 
X’ers thus weaponizes schools po-
litically as part of a larger strategy 
to disrupt society.

And true to nihilistic politics, 
the stated goals don’t add up.

At the tragic Parkland shoot-
ing, used as the inspiration for 
the walkouts, four deputy sheriffs 
reportedly stood by without tak-
ing action to prevent the carnage. 
Both the sheriff’s office and FBI 
apparently ignored multiple com-
plaints and incidents involving 
the shooter, who was not placed 
on databases that would have pre-
vented him from purchasing guns 
legally. The school district also re-
portedly had adopted federal poli-
cies that made it more difficult for 
police to catch up with the shooter 
preventively. Gun-free zone policy 
failed. Yet the walkouts planned 
for the one-month anniversary on 
March 14 and beyond focus on gun 
control.

The underlying political strate-
gy of the national groups manip-
ulating high-school walkouts in-
volves targeting a source of support 
for the Republican administration 

as they set their sights for mid-
term elections and 2020: Second 
Amendment advocates including 
most centrally the NRA and the 
legal gun owners of Red State gun 
culture.

Their efforts seek to extend 
identity politics into the Consti-
tution in a new way: The com-
munity of the blessed versus 
gun owners. It’s reminiscent of 
then-Senator Obama’s perhaps 
least-helpful rhetoric, dissing cen-
tral Pennsylvania: That people 
here cling to their Bibles and guns 
because of a lack of success and 
meaning in life. The community 
of the blessed versus the gun own-
ers. For a community like Buck-
nell’s Lewisburg, with a significant 
Progressive political constituency 
engaged in seeking status globally, 
such attitudes easily become clas-
sism that only further fragments 
America.

But arguably there is something 
to the walkout movement that’s 
even worse: A disregard for histo-
ry and what unites us positively as 
Americans in the Constitution.

The phrase “never again” for 
generations has referenced the 
horrors of the Holocaust. Appro-
priation of that slogan is offensive 
to many whose families and cul-
tures suffered under Nazi as well 
as Communist mass murders in 
the past century. And it is being 
used in the wake of Parkland to 
organize political efforts centrally 
around the tragic mass-shooting 
of mainly white American subur-
ban students, for political reasons. 
Such tragedies problematically 
receive out-sized attention by com-
parison to tragic violence afflicting 
American young people of color in 
greater numbers. 

The Constitution is under stress 
as one of the few texts that unites 
us as Americans, and its Second 
Amendment promotes self-de-
fense as a natural right of free peo-
ple, including implicitly defense 

against tyranny. Ralph Waldo Em-
erson wrote in commemorating 
the start of the American Revolu-
tion at the battle of Concord and 
Lexington, in which one of my 
ancestors participated:

By the rude bridge that arched 
the flood, 

Their flag to April’s breeze un-
furled, 

Here once the embattled farm-
ers stood 

And fired the shot heard round 
the world. 

Yet the inverse relation of the 
right to defense to tyranny is evi-
dent in more recent history, too. 
The Nazis disarmed Jews and oth-
er groups, as the Communists did 
society. In the 1960s, guards for 
non-violent civil-rights activists 
as well as groups such as the Black 
Panthers promoted the right to 
bear arms as a means of self-pro-
tection against racist violence. The 
Soviet dissident writer Alexander 
Solzhenitsyn noted that victims of 
the communist system in Russia

…burned in the camps later, 
thinking: What would things have 
been like if every Security opera-
tive, when he went out at night to 
make an arrest, had been uncertain 
whether he would return alive and 
had to say good-bye to his family? 
Or if, during periods of mass ar-
rests, as for example in Leningrad, 
when they arrested a quarter of the 
entire city, people had not simply 
sat there in their lairs, paling with 
terror at every bang of the down-
stairs door and at every step on the 
staircase, but had understood they 
had nothing left to lose and had 
boldly set up in the downstairs hall 
an ambush of half a dozen people 
with axes, hammers, pokers, or 
whatever else was at hand?

Not to mention guns.
It Can’t Happen Here was a 

1935 book by Sinclair Lewis about 
how totalitarian dictatorship could 
happen here, in our large popu-
lous complex country, emerging 

from elements of what critics have 
called in more recent times a “sur-
veillance state” or “deep state” or 
“national security state.” Its title 
has been cited by writers both on 
the Right and Left in America in 
recent years, concerned about the 
state of the country. In that con-
text, the Second Amendment re-
mains not about the right to hunt, 
the right to engage in a licensed 
activity like driving a car, or the 
right to engage in Revolutionary 
War muzzle-loader reenactments. 
It is about the right to be a citizen 
rather than a subject, albeit indeed 
a responsible citizen in a republic, 
which should not interfere with 
keeping guns out of the hands of 
the mentally ill and criminals.

If that sounds twee and para-
noid at the same time, consider:

—Statistical surveys suggest that 
the US profile for violent crime 
would be comparable to that of 
other industrial nations without 
several high-crime high-popula-
tion counties, where gun control is 
strictly legislated.

—If law enforcement had done 
its job in the Parkland case, the 
shootings would not have oc-
curred.

—Gun killings in the United 
State have not been significantly 
increasing in recent history.

—Guns used in criminal vio-
lence in the US overwhelmingly 
were illegally obtained.

These facts together are remind-
ers that gun control in and of itself 
is no answer to the problem. Frac-
tious politics, on the other hand, 
are a big part of the cultural prob-
lem behind school violence.

Integral to demonic-like kill-
ings at Parkland and on the streets 
of many US cities is our growing 
culture of nihilism. Meaning is 
stripped of transcendence and 
shared community by material-
ism, to be sought alone online 
and for self-fulfillment in an ev-
er-more fantasy world. Ethics on 

both Right and Left reduce to what 
Solzhenitsyn called the two insane 
rules of totalitarian nihilism: “Sur-
vive at all costs,” and “only results 
matter.”  How similar do those 
sound to the rules guiding every-
day American careerism today?

When such rules become our 
guiding lights, we are in deep 
trouble as a country. And in such 
a climate, it is not unreasonable to 
expect that many will want to pro-
vide for defense for themselves and 
their families, given the potential 
for social chaos. This is especial-
ly true given the dismal record at 
Parkland, where the local sheriff, 
after his men stood by during the 
shooting, praised himself narcis-
sistically for “amazing leadership,” 
after having been hailed as a media 
hero by promoting the need for 
gun control just before.

Reestablishing a responsible 
culture of meaningfulness won’t 
come to pass under misguided 
and ahistorical mottos like “never 
again,” used to promote what at 
base is partisan political warfare. 
National political movements dis-
rupting school days under a false 
flag of student leadership (howev-
er earnest local participants may 
be) only exacerbate the problem. 
Such walkouts may well give rise 
to counter-protests on the other 
side of issues, adding to deeper 
problems without addressing prac-
tical solutions.

Destabilizing society is the goal 
of nihilism. It divides us and leaves 
us even less prepared to deal with 
social problems at home and trials 
abroad, the latter including the ris-
ing re-centralization of communist 
China, as it reaches for global pri-
macy.

Meanwhile American school 
walkouts will multiply until per-
haps there are no American school 
days left at all.

This is a matter of political con-
venience. The left religiously de-
fended Bill Clinton’s honor in the 
90s, when several allegations were 
levied against him. Suddenly, two 
decades later, as the political utili-
ty of the Clintons has dropped off 
a cliff, the left realizes that Bill’s 
actions were inappropriate after 
all. Pay no attention to the fact 
that Bill Clinton was never found 
guilty of sexual harassment or sex-
ual assault. The left must push its 
narrative, and it will eat its own in 
order to do so.

While it’s important to recog-
nize the ways in which women 
have come to benefit from #Me-
Too, its destructive effects on the 

lives and reputations of many 
potentially innocent men can-
not be understated. Critics of the 
notion that women frequently 
lie and mislead in regards to sex-
ual assault and sexual harassment 
cases often rely on a single statis-
tic, suggesting that only 2-8% of 
sexual assault allegations were 
proven to be false (this figure has 
even appeared in the pages of The 
Bucknellian). However, that 2-8% 
of sexual assault allegations only 
includes those which were de-
finitively proven to be false, and 
disregarded those which failed to 
meet the legal standard of sexual 
assault. It also says nothing about 
claims which were determined 
by police departments to be “un-
certain.” In fact, in a 2016 study, 
Benjamin Baughman, a crime an-

alyst and intelligence studies pro-
fessor, surveyed 351 cases within 
a particular municipality, and 
found that 17% were classified as 
“fabricated,” while a further 66% 
were classified as “uncertain.” The 
point is not to suggest that wom-
en are compulsive liars (although 
to ignore mendacious tendencies 
altogether would be disingenu-
ous). Rather, at face value, mere 
allegations are by no means defin-
itive in and of themselves. They 
must be thoroughly parsed and 
scrutinized, but by our legal sys-
tem, not mob rule.

It is also important to acknowl-
edge that this routine proves 
detrimental for women as well. 
The insistence on believing every 
allegation as it’s spoken does not 
bring people together; in fact, it 

divides us further. Unfortunate-
ly, women who make valid, gen-
uine accusations of sexual assault 
will now be met with an undue 
degree of skepticism. And the 
elevation of nonsense like Aziz 
Ansari’s case, or cases involving 
a single semi-lewd comment, to 
the national stage only trivializes 
the pain and suffering of actual 
victims of sexual violence. Recent 
polls have indicated that men are 
now more reluctant to hire wom-
en, for fear of being the subject of 
allegations, true or false; this is a 
further consequence of the lack of 
explicit criteria for assessing sexu-
al harassment. 

In November, Teen Vogue col-
umnist Emily Lindin tweeted 
that she’s “not at all concerned 
about innocent men losing their 

jobs over false sexual assault/
harassment allegations.” This 
sentiment, popular among the 
radical left, is the unfortunate 
consequence that results from 
a nationwide crusade which re-
gards truth, and real justice, as 
secondary values. #MeToo could 
have helped to foster a construc-
tive dialogue. However, that 
potential rapidly devolved into 
witch hunts, and incessant accu-
sations of misogyny. 

#MeToo does not strive to 
unite us in order to engender any 
positive change in legislation or 
culture, but rather to advance 
an agenda by the force of public 
opinion, and the left’s dominance 
in social and cultural spheres. 

 #METOO CONT.
- Continued from A1 -
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bers of our culture is seriously 
attenuated, if not altogether bro-
ken.  If we would revoke the right 
to punish the worst deeds people 
commit with the sternest penal-
ty, we should at least first spend a 
moment considering these deeds 
in their true gravity, instead of 
euphemistically disguising their 
deep transgression and horror, as 
Stevenson does.

The fundamental rhetorical 
strategy of Just Mercy is consistent 
with Stevenson’s professional 
training as an attorney:  find the 
one best case you can to fit your 
ideological worldview, produce 
the most exaggeratedly conspir-
atorial narrative possible about 
this case, relentlessly and surrep-
titiously give a defendant’s ver-
sion of events as objective truth 
and omit all other accounts, then 
illegitimately generalize your one 
exaggerated case to many others 
about which central details are 
either distorted or omitted alto-
gether.   

This last strategy is of particular 
importance to Stevenson’s task 
and he sets about it vigorously.   A 
man who blew apart a 10-year-old 
girl with a pipe bomb is claimed to 
have had no desire to harm any-
one, but it was testified at his trial 
that he had threatened the ex-girl-
friend at whose house he planted 
the bomb numerous times and 
had even thrown another explo-
sive device into her yard only days 
before the fatal explosion.  A teen 
gang member is said to have fired 
under duress and only at under-
cover officers, but reports indi-
cated the teen shot at a marked 
squad car as well, and the reader 
is not told that the weapon was 
an AK-47 and the firing was re-
petitive during a prolonged car 
chase through residential neigh-
borhoods.  

Stevenson seems assured that 
his readers will not be inclined 
to fact check him, and the reck-
lessness in description of some 
of these auxiliary cases is so ex-

traordinary as to make one won-
der how many liberties he might 
have taken with the facts in Mc-
Millian’s case as well

Ultimately, no one case, how-
ever egregious, can tell us very 
much about an institution’s ef-
fects.  Reasonable discussions of 
the effectiveness of institutions 
and social practices that affect 
large numbers of people need to 
consider the benefits and deficits 
produced for the overall popula-
tions implicated.  This means we 
have to consider large numbers, 
statistical regularities, and the 
definitional imperfection of all 
institutions.  Perhaps hundreds of 
thousands of people die in hospi-
tals every year because of medical 
error, but there is no movement 
to close down the hospitals be-
cause we recognize the social good 
outweighs this negative, however 
serious the latter is.  The existence 
of a very small number of judicial 
errors on death row alone can-
not be an argument against the 
death penalty.  We must consider 
whether there are countervailing 
goods that could outweigh these 
costs.

What then does the death 
penalty give us in the way of so-
cial goods, beyond the fact I have 
already described of the rein-
forcement of our collective con-
sciousness and the defense of our 
norms?  The evidence for deter-
rence (beyond the deterrence of 
the executed individual, which is 
assured) is inconclusive, but there 
are costs among the very most se-
rious that are avoided by execut-
ing the worst of the worst.   Even 
though, barring escape, those 
individuals condemned to life in 
prison will not be able to venture 
into the public again to kill, they 
will have opportunities to attempt 
to kill prisoners and prison staff, 
and some of them will avail them-
selves of those opportunities, and 
some of these potential victims 
will pass from potentiality into 
the actual.  Those concerned with 
the sanctity of an individual life, 
especially innocent lives, must 

reckon with the fact that in fail-
ing to execute murderers, they are 
consigning other prisoners and 
staff who will have to deal with 
those people in close quarters for 
long periods of time to real risk 
of injury and death.  Why is that 
acceptable?

What’s the evidence for Ste-
venson’s central claim, that the 
death penalty is racist?  

There are presently around 
3,000 people on death row.  The 
percentage of blacks and whites 
is about even, around 43% each.  
Since 1976, when Gregg v. Geor-
gia undid the moratorium on 
capital punishment in place since 
1972, 55% of those executed were 
white, 35% black.  Proponents of 
the racism argument will remind 
us that blacks are only 12-13% of 
the overall population and are 
therefore overrepresented in both 
these categories.  

But this assumes murders hap-
pen uniformly throughout the 
population with respect to the 
race of the offender.  They do not.  
Blacks commit more than half of 
all murders in the country every 
year.  In the context of that fact, 
blacks are underrepresented on 
death row and among the execut-
ed.   

At this point, the proponents of 
the racism argument might turn 
to another seemingly straightfor-
ward piece of evidence in their 
favor:  killers of white victims are 
much more likely to wind up on 
death row than killers of black 
victims.  Stevenson’s insinuation 
is that the only reason this could 
be so is racist devaluation of black 
victims and overvaluation of 
white ones.  But Just Mercy pro-
vides no evidence to support this 
insinuation.  

What would suffice here?  
Perhaps the best such evidence 
would be statements of judges, 
attorneys, and juries that showed 
racist animus driving trial and 
sentencing outcomes, but if this 
existed in any significant amount, 
it is hard to believe we would not 
know about it already.

What else could explain the 
imbalance in race of victims for 
capital cases?   

Here are some facts from the 
report on trends in homicide 
rates between 1980 and 2008 that 
the U.S. Department of Justice 
compiled in 2011 under Attorney 
General Eric Holder that demon-
strate that unverified claims about 
racism are not necessary to ex-
plain the disproportionate pres-
ence of killers of white victims on 
death row.

Whites are more than half of 
all murder victims, but blacks are 
only a few percentage points be-
hind, so they are overrepresent-
ed here as well as in the ranks of 
murderers.  The vast majority of 
murders are intraracial, but the 
minority of murders that are in-
terracial are significantly more 
likely to be black murderer/white 
victim than the reverse.  The great 
majority of murders in which the 
relationship between killer and 
victim is known involve a killer 
and a victim who are acquaint-
ed.   Interracial murders however 
are three times more likely than 
intraracial murders to involve 
strangers, and stranger homicides 
are significantly more likely to 
involve white victims.  A much 
larger percentage of murders by 
black offenders involves victims 
who were strangers to the killer.  
Blacks are significantly overrep-
resented in commission of felony 
murders, murders that happen 
in the course of another felony, 
frequently robbery; they commit 
60% of such murders.  The major-
ity of victims of felony murder are 
white.

Now what kinds of murders 
typically meet death penalty re-
quirements, according to the stip-
ulations of state statutes?  Crime 
of passion and other impulsive 
murders that tend to involve a 
killer and a victim who are ac-
quainted (e.g., intimate partner 
and personal conflict murders) do 
not.  But murders in which the act 
takes place to overcome resistance 
or silence witnesses to another 

felony are permitted in the stat-
utes of every state in which the 
death penalty is legal.  

Given these facts, we should be 
surprised if murderers of white 
victims were not overrepresent-
ed on death row, as all these data 
point in this direction.  

Add to this another relevant 
fact: many cities with large black 
populations and high black vic-
tim murder rates—e.g., Chicago, 
Detroit, Baltimore, Los Angeles, 
Washington D.C., Milwaukee—
are in states where the death pen-
alty is outlawed or where it is ba-
sically impossible to get majority 
black juries to impose the death 
penalty on black defendants even 
when the victims are also black, 
so a large chunk of the possible 
pool of death row killers of blacks 
is removed in advance.  

Finally, here is perhaps the 
most important contribution to 
the underrepresentation of mur-
derers of black victims on death 
row:  fully 40% of murders of 
blacks remain unsolved, twice as 
many as murders of whites.  Why 
is this the case?  The answer is 
complicated, but the widespread 
adherence in the black male un-
derclass to the ‘No Snitching’ cul-
ture of refusal to cooperate with 
police inquiries into crime almost 
certainly plays a significant role.  

The core arguments in Just Mer-
cy, and the case against the death 
penalty based on its alleged racist 
injustice, do not hold up to care-
ful scrutiny.  That the book and 
its author are as celebrated as they 
are among American cultural 
elites probably tells us more about 
the ideology of that group than 
it does about the actual state of 
capital punishment in the United 
States today.
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