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Names gathered by The Officer Down Memorial Page, Inc.

Corporal 
Pricilla Soell Pierson

Trooper First Class 
Aaron Pelletier

Police Officer 
Jamal Mitchell

Agent 
Davis Geovanni Martinez

Police Officer 
Joshua Briese

Senior Police Officer 
Vicente Ortiz, Jr.

Constable 
Philip John Michael

Sergeant 
Floyd H. Miles, Jr.

Detective 
Ryan So

Deputy Sheriff 
Bradley J. Reckling

Agent 
Luis Algarin De Jesus

Youth Counselor 
Corey Proulx

Deputy Sheriff 
William Butler, Jr.

Police Officer 
Jamieson Ritter

Probationary Police 
Officer 
Edgar Ordonez

Police Officer 
Matthew Bowen

Deputy Sheriff 
Fernando Esqueda

Corporal  
Mohamed Said

Correctional Officer 
Hunter Scott Miller

Senior Corporal 
Segus R. Jolivette

Deputy Sheriff 
Rafael Wordlaw

Police Officer 
Demetrice Lavelle Johnson

Sheriff 
Roy “Sonny” Weatherford

Master Deputy Sheriff 
Bradley Michael Link

Patrolman 
Troy Floyd

Deputy Sheriff 
Hunter Reedy

Sergeant 
Billy Randolph

Deputy Sheriff 
Brandon Tyler Cunningham

Patrolman 
James Crowley

Investigator 
Taylor Jaimeson Bristow

Police Officer 
Austin Machitar

Investigator 
Wayne Ellis David

Police Officer 
Darron Lee Burks

Officer 
Phylicia Carson

Constable 
Shane R. Eyre

Corporal 
Raymond Kuuchi

Police Officer 
Zane Tristan Coolidge

Police Officer 
Jaime Junior Roman

Corporal 
Brandon Schreiber

Trooper 
Enrique Delgado-Garcia

Motor Carrier Officer 
Daniel Kerstetter

Deputy Sheriff 
Joshua C. Phipps

Police Officer 
David Lee

Deputy Sheriff 
Cailee Campbell

Trooper 
Kevin Alexis Ramirez-Vasquez

Deputy Constable 
Ruben Garcia

Detective 
Clarence E. Word, III

Deputy Sheriff 
Lex Allen Love

Park Ranger 
Kevin Melvin Grossheim

Detective 
Maurice “Mo” Joseph

Corrections Officer 
Bradford D. McNew

Trooper 
Corey S. Thompsen

Police Officer 
Enrique Martinez

Police Officer 
Evan Dunn

Deputy Sheriff 
Ralph “Butch” Waller

Corporal 
Luis Paez

Deputy Constable 
Katherine Hutson

Deputy Sheriff 
Ignacio “Dan” Diaz

Police Officer 
Cooper Dawson

Police Officer 
Jesse Branch

Detective 
Allan Reddins

Police Officer 
Jacob Candanoza
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Law enforcement has always been a cor-
nerstone of public safety, yet today’s 
officers face unprecedented challenges. 

Below we explore the top five issues facing law 
enforcement and potential solutions.

1. Mental Health and Wellness
The mental health and wellness of law-enforce-
ment officers are critical. Daily exposure to 
trauma, long hours, and the pressure of public 
scrutiny have led to increased rates of stress, 
anxiety, post-traumatic stress disorder, and 
suicide among officers. However, a significant 
stigma persists around seeking help, preventing 
many from accessing the resources they need.

To address this, agencies must prioritize 
officer well-being through comprehensive 
mental-health programs. These should include 
access to counseling services, peer support 
groups, and wellness initiatives that emphasize 
physical and emotional health.

2. Officer Safety and Equipment Needs
Law-enforcement officers face many dangers, 
including growing threats such as ambush-
style attacks. Despite this, some agencies lack 
access to modern protective gear.

Providing officers with the tools they need 
to stay safe is non-negotiable. This includes 
high-quality body armor and non-lethal weap-
ons. Agencies must also prioritize training in 
de-escalation techniques and tactical-response 
strategies.

3. Recruitment and Retention
Recruitment and retention challenges are wide-
spread in law enforcement. Many agencies face 
shrinking applicant pools, and struggle to re-
tain officers. Contributing factors include the 
demanding nature of the job, increasing public 
criticism, safety concerns, and, in some cases, 
inadequate compensation.

To attract and retain top talent, law-enforce-
ment agencies must offer competitive pay and 
benefits, career-development opportunities, 

and a supportive work environment. Show-
casing the positive aspects of policing can 
also help inspire individuals to consider law-
enforcement careers.

4. Community Relations
Effective policing requires public trust. How-
ever, high-profile incidents have strained the 
relationship between law enforcement and the 
communities they serve. Amplified by intense 
media coverage, these events have influenced 
certain prosecutors to appease public percep-
tion rather than follow the law.

Law-enforcement agencies must prioritize 
initiatives that foster meaningful connections 
between officers and residents, including town 
hall meetings, neighborhood patrols, and youth 
outreach activities. Such programs will help 
law enforcement and citizens view each other 
as allies.

5. Legal and Policy Reforms
Law enforcement operates in a changing legal 
and policy environment. Recent years have 
seen increased scrutiny of qualified immunity, 
use-of-force protocols, and data-transparency 
laws. These changes can create confusion and 
uncertainty for officers.

To address this issue, agencies must invest 
in training to ensure officers are well-versed in 
new policies and procedures. Advocacy efforts 
should focus on reforms that promote account-
ability while protecting officers’ ability to do 
their jobs effectively.

Moving Forward
Addressing these challenges requires balancing 
the needs of officers and the public. By pri-
oritizing mental health, rebuilding public trust, 
addressing recruitment and retention, ensuring 
officer safety, and navigating legal reforms, we 
can create a stronger and more resilient law-
enforcement profession.

— Matt Harper, Executive Director, LECF, Inc.
(920) 225-5763, mharper@lecf-inc.org
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New York Democrat   
Calls for Repeal of Sanctuary-city Policies

by James Murphy

Councilman Robert Holden of 
the New York City borough 
of Queens is urging New York 

Mayor Eric Adams and state officials 
to dump sanctuary-city laws that 
allow illegal immigrants to remain 
here undisturbed by law enforcement. 
Holden, a Democrat, has written 
Adams and state officials to demand 
that they begin enforcing federal im-
migration law, regardless of the local 
sanctuary laws.

In the summer of 2024, Holden co-
sponsored legislation with Joe Borelli 
(R-Staten Island) to repeal local and 
state-level sanctuary laws but the leg-
islation stalled without other Demo-
cratic support. In the letter, published 
on November 20, Holden suggested 
that Empire State lawmakers review 
that legislation.

The Letter
“I write with grave concern about the 
continued impact of New York’s sanc-
tuary state and city policies, which not 
only violate [federal law] but also put 
New Yorkers in harm’s way,” Holden’s 
letter stated. “Federal statute explicitly 
prohibits the harboring, shielding, or 
concealing of illegal aliens, particu-
larly those engaged in criminal activi-
ties,” it continued.

Holden is breaking with the major-
ity of his party, who wish to “Trump 
proof” their states prior to Trump’s 
ascension to the White House in Janu-
ary. He has seemingly taken inspira-
tion from Trump’s incoming “border 
czar” Thomas Homan’s November 
2024 appearance on Fox News when 
Homan said, “It is a felony to har-
bor and conceal illegal aliens from 
[ICE].”

Homan also recently vowed to de-
ploy “double the number of [ICE] 
agents” to New York and other sanctu-
ary jurisdictions that refuse to cooper-

ate with federal immigration-enforce-
ment efforts.

“Shielding criminals who shouldn’t 
be here from federal law enforcement 
is a violation of federal law. New York 
must stop being a sanctuary-city and 
state. We have enough crime here — 
why import more?” Holden asked on 
X. “It’s time for elected officials to lis-
ten to the people.”

Holden appears to have an ally in his 
push to end New York’s sanctuary-city 
status in Mayor Eric Adams, who said 
in February that it was time to rethink 
the Big Apple’s sanctuary policy.

“I want to go back to the standards 
of the previous mayors who, I believe, 
subscribed to my belief that people 
who are suspected of committing seri-
ous crimes in this city should be held 
accountable,” Adams said.

The Numbers
According to The New York Times, 
more than 150,000 illegal immigrants 
have invaded the Big Apple since the 
spring of 2022. Governors such as 
Greg Abbott of Texas started sending 
migrants by bus to cities with sanctu-

ary policies such as New York, Chi-
cago, and Denver.

The election of Donald Trump and 
demands for common sense in immi-
gration policies from Democrats such 
as Holden, Borelli, and Adams seem to 
signal a subtle but perceptible move to 
the right on immigration policies in the 
United States. However, not all Dem-
ocrats agree. In Denver, for example, 
Mayor Mike Johnston claimed that de-
portations of illegal immigrants could 
cause a “Tiananmen Square” type of 
incident against federal agents.

“We’re not going to sell out those 
values to anyone,” Johnston told Den-
verite. “We’re not going to be bullied 
into changing them.”

Johnston and other leftists believe 
that America exists only as a dumping 
ground for other nations’ problems. 
They don’t appear to care that the in-
flux of illegal aliens causes a real strain 
on the nation’s cities and dangers for 
its citizens. n

This article was originally published at 
TheNewAmerican.com and is reprinted here 
with permission.

New York City Councilman Robert Holden is only the latest local politician to turn against 
sanctuary-city laws.
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by Bob Adelmann

Los Angeles County Supervisor 
Janice Hahn celebrated the results 
of her 13th gun-buyback program 

on November 16. This one was conducted 
in an empty parking lot in Torrance and, 
using an estimated $20,000 in taxpayer-
funded gift cards, brought in 256 fire-
arms. Some of them were rusty, inopera-
ble firearms that their owners were happy 
to offload onto LA taxpayers.

She rejoiced:

Today in closets and bedrooms 
across L.A. County, there are 2,000 
fewer guns that can be found by a 
child, accidentally discharged, or 
stolen and used to kill in a crime. 
That makes all of the work we’ve 
done to bring these buybacks to our 
residents worth it.

There is absolutely no evidence of any 
kind that such publicity stunts have any 
impact whatsoever on gun violence, and 
precious little on suicides.

Her stunts have been going on since 
early 2022, and have cost L.A. taxpayers 
hundreds of thousands of dollars. They 
brought in a total of 2,052 guns. But do 
these buybacks really do any good?

In May 2021, the National Bureau of 
Economic Research (NBER) published 
the results of a study on just that ques-
tion: Do gun buybacks have any measur-
able impact on gun violence? After all, 
that’s the bill of goods sold to taxpayers 
who are funding the charade.

Concluded the authors of the NEBR 
study:

Using data from the National Inci-
dent Based Reporting System, we 
find no evidence that GBPs [gun buy-

back programs] reduce gun crime….
Using data from the National 

Vital Statistics System, we also find 
no evidence that GBPs reduce sui-
cides or homicides where a firearm 
was involved.

The Data
It is estimated that there are about 20 
million privately owned firearms in Cali-
fornia. Ten percent of the state’s popula-
tion lives in Los Angeles. It’s reasonable, 
therefore, to calculate that two million of 
them exist in Hahn’s county.

Doing the math, Hahn’s taxpayer-fund-
ed kabuki theater has taken .001 percent 
of the total off the streets and out of the 
closets of happy gun owners delighted to 
take advantage of Hahn’s generosity with 
other people’s money.

But she persisted in voicing her belief 
in the myth:

Gun Control

13 Gun Buybacks Net 2,052 Guns, 
No Reduction in Gun Violence 

Los Angeles County Supervisor Janice Hahn speaks at a gun-buyback event in Lynwood, California, in May 2022.
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Time and time again, these buybacks 
have shown that many people have 
these dangerous weapons they no 
longer want in their homes but have 
never had an easy, convenient way 
to get rid of them. This is that op-
portunity. They want to play a role 
in making their homes and commu-
nities safer.

Journalist Steve Scauzillo, writing about 
the event for the Press Telegram, had to 
ask the question that no one, including 
the LAPD, the board of county commis-
sioners, or her office, wanted to answer:

So is removing 2,052 guns from 
homes, out of a total of about 20 
million guns in the state, going to 
make a difference? Will these gun 
buyback events slow the rates of sui-
cides, accidental shootings, or gun 
violence in L.A. County?

A study by RAND answered his question: 
“While the ultimate goal of most [gun] 
buyback programs is to reduce gun vio-
lence and crime, few studies have dem-

onstrated that these programs have such 
effects. The empirical research available 
on gun buybacks suggest that there has 
been limited success in targeting high-
risk individuals and guns.”

Gun Crime Increases
In fact, the opposite appears to be true. 
Gun-related crime in the neighborhood 
following a gun-buyback program actu-
ally increases over the following couple 
of months. Wrote the NBER: “More-
over, we find some evidence of a small, 
short-run increase in gun crime in the 
two months following a GBP…. Some 
criminals may be emboldened by the per-
ception that victims will be less likely to 
defend themselves with deadly physical 
force.” (Emphasis in original.)

Concluded the NBER authors: “Our 
results suggest that U.S. GBPs have been 
an inefficient use of taxpayers’ dollars.”

Not only has Hahn squandered thou-
sands of taxpayer dollars on this effort, 
those 13 programs she ran since early 
2022 have put local residents at increased 
risk of becoming victims of gun-related 
crime.

Hahn has, however, successfully ful-
filled one essential role. Authors of a 
2013 study of gun-buyback programs in 
Buffalo, New York, pointed out success 
in one particular area. They wrote:

Given the empirical evidence, po-
lice agencies may use gun buyback 
programs not with the expectation of 
reducing violent crime, but to satisfy 
the public’s expectations. When se-
rious crime problems occur, mayors 
and police chiefs are under pressure 
from their constituents to “do some-
thing dramatic and effective” about 
the violence.

Hahn did succeed in that. Her recent “suc-
cess” in trading $20,000+ in taxpayer dollars 
for 256 nonfunctional and useless firearms 
made the headlines of the Press Telegram. 
That daily boasts a weekday readership of a 
little more than 40,000 subscribers, which 
jumps up to 60,000 on Sundays.  n

This article was originally published at The-
NewAmerican.com and is reprinted here with per-
mission.
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WE REMAIN TRUTHFUL.

 FEARLESS.
CONSTITUTIONAL.

www.TheNewAmerican.com

Video • Podcast • Top Headlines • Online • Print • Digital • Kindle

SUBSCRIBE TODAY! (800) 727-TRUE 

Subscribe today to stay informed and 
up to date on the news and issues 
that directly affect your duties as a law 
enforcement officer. 

Help us keep government confined to 
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rights, and keeping police independent 
of federal control!
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by Kris Hauser

With technological advances 
come new challenges — in-
cluding cybercrime.

What exactly is cybercrime? Its most 
basic definition is the use of a computer 
for illegal purposes. Cybercrime is mul-
tifaceted, and includes phishing scams, 
identity theft, fraud, malware distribu-
tion, cyberstalking, trafficking in child 
pornography, and ransomware attacks.

As technology develops, criminals 
adopt new methods to harm their vic-
tims. Cybercriminals have many ways 
to gain access to our computers. They 
target individuals, businesses, and na-
tional infrastructure, using the Internet 
to exploit weaknesses and elude capture. 
As cyberattacks get more sophisticated, 
law enforcement and the public must 

understand this modern-day threat and 
know the resources available to fight it.

Cybercrime, especially when it in-
volves the Internet, represents an ex-
tension of long-time criminal behavior 
plus some newer illegal activities. Most 
cybercrimes target information belong-
ing to individuals, corporations, or gov-
ernments. Although these attacks do 
not occur physically, they are directed 
against one’s virtual body, the set of in-
formational characteristics that identify 
people and entities on the Internet. In the 
digital age, our virtual identities are cru-
cial elements of day-to-day life: We are 
a collection of numbers and identifiers 
in computer databases owned by gov-
ernments and corporations. Cybercrime 
highlights the importance of networked 
computers in our lives, as well as the 
vulnerability of our individual identities.

An important aspect of cybercrime 
is its non-local character. Actions can 
occur in areas separated by vast dis-
tances. This poses severe challenges 
for law enforcement, since previously 
local or national crimes may now re-
quire international cooperation. A good 
example is if someone accesses child 
pornography within a network based in 
a country where it isn’t illegal. Is that 
person committing a crime in his own 
nation? And where do cybercrimes take 
place? Cyberspace is a richer version of 
the space where a telephone conversa-
tion occurs — somewhere between the 
two individuals conversing. Because the 
Internet is a worldwide network, it of-
fers criminals places to hide in the real 
world, as well as the network itself. Cy-
bercriminals operate anonymously, mak-
ing it challenging for law enforcement to 

Cybercrime: A Rising Threat  
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identify the perpetrators. However, just 
as individuals walking on the ground 
leave indicators that a skilled tracker can 
spot, cybercriminals leave evidence that 
may reveal their identity and location.

Types of Cybercrime
According to data from the Internet Crime 
Complaint Center (IC3), the top three re-
ported cybercrimes in 2021 were phishing 
scams, non-payment/non-delivery scams, 
and personal-data breaches. The victims 
lost the most money to business-email-
compromise scams, romance-and-confi-
dence schemes, and investment fraud.

Phishing scams use phone calls, 
emails, or text messages to trick in-
dividuals into providing personal or 
sensitive information. They often use 
spoofing techniques to appear legiti-
mate, and lure victims into revealing 
data that criminals can misuse.

In non-payment/non-delivery scams, 
a buyer pays for goods or services 
found online, but never receives them. 
They also include situations where one 
sells an item online and ships it, but 
never receives payment.

Personal-data breaches occur when 
unauthorized individuals gain access 
to confidential information. The conse-
quences of a data breach can be severe 
and far-reaching. Criminals (i.e., hack-
ers) use the compromised data for illegal 
activities such as identity theft, financial 
fraud, spamming, and extortion.

Cybercrime significantly impacts so-
ciety, and causes hundreds of billions 
of dollars in financial losses globally. 
This not only affects corporations, but 
everyday citizens whose data and fi-
nancial security are at risk. Cybercrim-
inals also target supplier companies to 
indirectly gain access to larger organi-
zations and corporations. By infiltrat-
ing a smaller, linked business, hackers 
can eventually reach a larger, protected 
target.

Role of Law Enforcement
Malicious cyber activity threatens public 
safety and our national and economic se-
curity. Law enforcement is vital to ensure 
cybersecurity.

Law enforcement achieves our na-
tion’s cybersecurity objectives by 
investigating a wide range of cyber-
crimes, from fraud and theft to child 
exploitation, and capturing and pros-
ecuting those who commit these crimes.

The Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion’s (FBI) tactic for battling cyber-
crime “is to impose cost on cyber ad-
versaries around the world.” It aims to 
change the behavior of criminals and 
foreign adversaries who believe they 
can compromise U.S. networks, steal 
financial and intellectual property, and 
put critical infrastructure in danger 
without facing risk themselves.

The FBI is the primary federal 
agency that investigates cyberattacks. 
It gathers and shares intelligence, and 
engages with victims while working to 
unmask those committing cybercrimes.

The FBI’s adversaries look to utilize 
gaps in its intelligence and information 
security networks. To close these gaps, 
the agency seeks to collaborate with 
federal counterparts, foreign partners, 
and the private sector. These alliances 
allow the FBI to defend networks, as-
cribe malicious activity, sanction bad 

behavior, and take the fight to our foes 
overseas.

The FBI has trained cyber squads 
in each of its 55 field offices. It also 
maintains a rapid-response Cyber Ac-
tion Team that can deploy across the 
country within hours to respond to 
major incidents.

IC3, a division of the FBI, gathers re-
ports of Internet crime from the public. 
The center’s Recovery Asset Team has 
helped freeze hundreds of thousands of 
dollars for victims of cybercrime.

CyWatch is the FBI’s 24/7 opera-
tions center and watch floor, provid-
ing around-the-clock support to track 
incidents and communicate with field 
offices across the country.

Local law-enforcement agencies are 
at the forefront of responding to cyber-
crime. Tackling this issue helps them 
fulfill their mission and serve their 
local communities, including their most 
vulnerable residents.

To fight cybercrime, local law-
enforcement agencies must first de-
termine what resources are available. 
Many agencies turn first to the federal 
government. The FBI and the U.S. Se-

Multiple types of cybercrime exist, including phishing scams that seek to trick people into 
giving out private information. Citizens must remain vigilant against such schemes.
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cret Service are well-equipped to in-
vestigate cybercrime, and the FBI has 
a worldwide reach that is especially 
important for combating cybercrimi-
nals. However, the federal government 
cannot manage every cybercrime case 
or bring every cybercriminal to justice. 
This puts a considerable burden on our 
local law-enforcement agencies.

Whether local law enforcement is 
equipped to perform cyber investi-
gations comes down to the skills and 
training of its officers and the tools 
available to them.

Some law-enforcement agencies 
have cybercrime investigators and 
digital-forensics specialists, but many 
lack the personnel, budget, or expertise 
to pursue these cases. One popular so-
lution is for agencies to combine their 
resources. At a 2014 conference, FBI 
Assistant Director Joe Demarest said 
that “combating cybercrime is a team 
sport.” “Whether it is local, state, or 

federal level agency, one agency can’t 
do this alone.”

Here are notable federal agencies 
that focus on combating cybercrime:

• FBI Cyber Task Force: The FBI 
maintains dedicated cyber task forces 
across the United States, collaborating 
with state and local law-enforcement 
agencies.

• Cybersecurity and Infrastructure 
Security Agency (CISA): Created in 
2018, CISA offers resources, threat 
reports, and intelligence to strengthen 
cybersecurity.

• Internet Crime Complaint Center 
(IC3): Established in 2000, IC3 is a 
platform for individuals to report cy-
bercrimes, helping law enforcement 
track and prosecute cybercriminals.

• National White Collar Crime Center 
(NW3C): Founded in 1978, NW3C pro-
vides training and technical support to 
law enforcement for cybercrime cases.

Many local police departments across 

the United States now require special-
ized training in digital forensics and 
cyberthreat analysis. These programs 
seek to help officers identify digital 
evidence and understand the complexi-
ties of cyber investigations.

Many cybercrime investigative teams 
and task forces exist across the coun-
try. The Secret Service has organized 
and set up several Electronic Crimes 
Task Forces (ECTFs) in the United 
States and overseas. Created via the 
Patriot Act of 2001, their purpose is to 
prevent, detect, and investigate cyber-
crime. Task-force participants include 
law-enforcement agencies and private 
companies that are often targeted by 
cybercriminals.

To give local law-enforcement agen-
cies access to digital forensics exper-
tise, the FBI operates several Region-
al Computer Forensics Laboratories 
(RCFLs) nationwide. They are both 
forensics labs and training centers, and 
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Multiple federal agencies, including the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Security Agency, and Secret Service, 
work to investigate and counter cybercrime. As the threat of cybercrime grows, these agencies are becoming better equipped to counter it.
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provide reinforcement for criminal in-
vestigations involving digital data.

Law-enforcement officers and civil-
ian personnel at law-enforcement agen-
cies have multiple ways to get the train-
ing needed to become successful cyber 
investigators. Makers of digital foren-
sic tools and software offer training 
on their programs. Additionally, mul-
tiple schools and private trainers offer 
cyber-investigation training. However, 
the best option may be the National 
Computer Forensics Institute (NCFI), 
which provides free services for agen-
cies seeking to train their officers.

The NCFI is tasked with training and 
equipping local law-enforcement agen-
cies in digital evidence collection and 
cybercrime investigation. The NCFI 
states on its website that its training is 
based on the Secret Service’s “success-
ful cyber investigative strategy, which 
relies on partnering with and sharing 
information between academia, private 
industry and law enforcement.” The 

NCFI opened in 2008, and “has trained 
over 18,000 local, state, tribal, and ter-
ritorial law enforcement officers, pros-
ecutors, and/or judges from all 50 states 
and five U.S. Territories.”

Law-enforcement agencies also work 
closely with private technology com-
panies and cybersecurity firms. These 
collaborations promote the utilization 
of complex cybersecurity tools and 
real-time threat intelligence, helping 
address cyberthreats more effectively.

What Can We Do?
First, our local law-enforcement agencies 
must encourage victims to report cyber-
crimes. Many people hesitate to do so. 
They think the amount of money stolen is 
too small to be concerned about, do not 
believe anything can be done to rectify 
the situation, or don’t know how to report 
a cybercrime. Reporting these incidents 
will help law-enforcement officers detect 
trends and identify new tactics used by 
criminals.

To reduce the risk of cybercrime, in-
dividuals and companies should update 
their software programs, use strong 
passwords, use different passwords for 
each account, and look out for phishing 
attempts. These practices will make it 
harder for cybercriminals to succeed.

Community programs may exist in 
your area, such as Cybersecurity 101 
workshops offered at community cen-
ters and libraries that can help raise 
awareness about this problem.

Cybercrime won’t go away. As our 
world becomes more interconnected 
and technologically advanced, the 
dangers we face will evolve. How-
ever, with the correct resources, pub-
lic education, and strong relationships 
between law enforcement and the com-
munity, we can stay one step ahead of 
cybercriminals. By remaining aware 
and informed, the public and law en-
forcement can work together to counter 
these digital threats. n

Constitutionally and practically, countering cybercrime is largely a role for local law-enforcement agencies. Although they face significant 
challenges, their capabilities and expertise are growing.
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by Peter Rykowski

Local police departments across the 
United States face a wide range of 
opposition. Most apparent are the 

criminals they seek to deter and bring to 
justice — police officers not only devote 
much of their time to stopping such indi-
viduals, but risk their lives to do so. Police 
departments also face opposition from cer-
tain segments of society and government 
institutions. For example, the Defund the 
Police movement has led to multiple big-
city departments facing budget cuts and 
low morale. Meanwhile, local prosecu-
tors and judges across the country have 
ignored the law and released criminals 

into the streets — threatening the safety 
of police officers and civilians alike.

However, another threat exists — one 
often overlooked. Although it’s not at 
the forefront of people’s minds, it is just 
as dangerous in the long run as — if not 
more so than — the others. This threat is 
the federal government, specifically its in-
creasing strangulation of, and control over, 
local police departments through grants 
and other programs. If not stopped, it will 
extinguish local control and decimate pro-
tections of God-given, individual rights.

The federal assault on local police can 
be stopped — and it requires education 
and action on the part of citizens. In ad-
dition to informing themselves and oth-

ers about the proper scope of government 
under the U.S. Constitution, concerned 
Americans must actively pressure their 
elected officials to govern in accordance 
with the founding document. By under-
standing the problem and taking action to 
promote the solution, we can protect our 
local police and God-given rights.

Losing Independence
The federal government’s tightening 
stranglehold on local police did not begin 
overnight. It has taken decades to get to 
where we are now. Although it now seems 
normal — even expected — for the federal 
government to provide funding for local 
police departments and other state and 

Local law-enforcement agencies are growing increasingly dependent on the federal government for funding. This makes them vulnerable to an 
effective takeover by the federal agencies that feed them.
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local agencies, this scheme is alien to the 
U.S. Constitution.

The Founding Fathers designed a fed-
eral government with limited powers, and 
intended the states to retain the vast major-
ity of powers. In The Federalist, No. 45, 
James Madison noted that under the Con-
stitution, the federal government’s powers 
are “few and defined,” while the states’ are 
“numerous and indefinite.” Furthermore, 
the 10th Amendment to the U.S. Constitu-
tion unequivocally declares, “The powers 
not delegated to the United States by the 
Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the 
States, are reserved to the States respec-
tively, or to the people.”

What powers are delegated to the fed-
eral government? The answer resides in 
Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution. It 
begins by declaring, “The Congress shall 
have Power,” and then lists 17 specific 
areas where Congress has authority to 
legislate. The section ends by stating that 
Congress may “make all Laws which shall 
be necessary and proper for carrying into 
Execution the foregoing Powers” (empha-
sis added). Law enforcement is not among 
those enumerated powers. Congress’ pow-
ers — and, by extension, the federal gov-
ernment’s powers — are limited, and the 
Founding Fathers left no question of this.

For decades after the Constitution’s rat-
ification, the federal government largely 
— though with exceptions — respected 
its constitutional limitations. According 
to a 2019 Congressional Research Ser-
vice (CRS) report, “The prevailing view 
in Congress [before 1860] was that any 
power not explicitly provided to Congress 
in the Constitution was excluded purpo-
sively, suggesting that in the absence of 
specific, supporting constitutional lan-
guage the exercise of governmental po-
lice powers (the regulation of private in-
terests for the protection of public safety, 
health, and morals; the prevention of fraud 
and oppression; and the promotion of the 
general welfare) was either meant to be a 
state or local government responsibility, 
or outside the scope of governmental au-
thority altogether.” For this reason, federal 
grants to state and local governments were 
virtually nonexistent before the late 19th 
century.

Even in the rare instances when Con-
gress passed grants, it met strong opposi-
tion based on constitutional principles. For 
example, the CRS report cites an instance 
in 1854, when Congress sent a land-grants 
bill to President Franklin Pierce. Pierce 
vetoed the bill, and declared in his veto 
message:

I cannot find any authority in the 
Constitution making the federal gov-
ernment the great almoner of public 
charity throughout the United States. 
To do so would, in my judgment, be 
contrary to the letter and spirit of the 
Constitution, and subversive of the 
whole theory upon which the union of 
these States is founded…. I respect-
fully submit that, in a constitutional 
point of view, it is wholly immate-
rial whether the appropriation be in 
money, or in land…. should this bill 
become a law, … the several States 
instead of bestowing their own means 
on the social wants of their own 
people, may themselves … become 
humble supplicants for the bounty of 
the Federal Government, reversing the 
state’s true relation to this Union.

Even by 1902, after the trickle of federal 
grants had already started, only five grants 
existed. Combined, they comprised less 
than one percent of total state and local 
revenue. However, a series of big-gov-
ernment programs and structural changes 
— including the 16th Amendment, New 
Deal, and Great Society — caused the 
number and scope of grants to balloon. 
According to the CRS report, 1,274 feder-
al grants existed by 2018, and according to 
a 2023 report by the National Association 
of State Budget Officers, 35.3 percent of 
state expenditures came from the federal 
government. This federal funding covers 
a wide range of subjects, from housing to 
the environment. Local law enforcement 
has not been spared by this growth in fed-
eral interference.

Federal Grants
Dozens of federal law-enforcement grants 
and programs exist, far more than this ar-
ticle can cover. Nonetheless, it’s important 
to highlight the key agencies involved in 
the federal stealth assault on local and in-
dependent police.

Certain federal law-enforcement grants fund 
the purchase of new equipment for police 
officers. However, such funding comes with 
strings attached.
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The Office of Justice Programs (OJP), 
within the U.S. Department of Justice 
(DOJ), is one such agency. Created in 
1984 out of a reorganization of DOJ 
agencies, the OJP describes itself as “the 
largest grantmaking component of the 
Department of Justice.” Additionally, the 
Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA), a 
subagency of the OJP, administers many 
of these grants. The largest such grant is 
the Edward Byrne Memorial Justice As-
sistance Grant (JAG), which the BJA de-
scribes as “the leading source of federal 
justice funding to state and local jurisdic-
tions.” The JAG funds a broad scope of 
law-enforcement activities, including vari-
ous law-enforcement activities, correc-
tions, criminal-prosecution activities, and 
“implementation of state crisis interven-
tion courts.” The BJA specifies “areas of 
emphasis” that it encourages JAG recipi-
ents to prioritize, including through “co-
ordination with federal law enforcement 
agencies and other stakeholders.” In fiscal 
2023, these areas included “Advancing 
Justice System Reform Efforts,” “Advanc-
ing Racial Equity and Support for Under-
served Communities,” and “Preventing 
and Combating Hate Crimes.” According 
to the BJA, since fiscal 2005, the JAG has 

provided more than $7.6 billion in grants 
to state and local governments.

Other BJA grant programs include the 
Matthew Shepard and James Byrd, Jr. 
Hate Crimes Program, which encourages 
states and localities to “investigat[e] and 
prosecut[e]” so-called hate crimes, a sub-
jective category that effectively creates fa-
vored classes of citizens in criminal pros-
ecutions. Other OJP/BJA grants promote 
the purchase and implementation of body-
worn cameras and bullet-proof vests by 
law-enforcement agencies, among other 
goals. As implied above, the BJA also 
administers funding to local prosecutors, 
provided they comply with certain federal 
requirements.

The Office of Community Oriented Po-
licing Services (COPS), created in 1994, 
is another DOJ agency heavily involved 
in funding local law enforcement. The 
agency boasts of having “appropriated 
more than $20 billion to help advance 
community policing” since its creation. 
Many COPS grants seek to influence local 
law-enforcement activities. For example, 
the Community Policing Development 
grant program entices police departments 
to implement practices such as de-esca-
lation training, crisis intervention, and 

countering “hate crimes and domestic ex-
tremism.” Additionally, the COPS Hiring 
Program inserts the federal government in 
local departments’ hiring and retention of 
officers.

Many federal law-enforcement pro-
grams outside the OJP and COPS also 
exist. For example, the Defense Logistics 
Agency’s (DLA) 1033 Program allows 
local law-enforcement agencies to receive 
surplus military equipment, and the 1122 
Program, jointly administered by the DLA 
and the General Services Administration, 
allows them to “purchase equipment suit-
able for counter-drug, homeland security, 
and emergency response activities.” These 
programs encourage and enable the milita-
rization of local police departments.

Federal funding of local law-enforce-
ment activities and equipment may sound 
positive — after all, what could be wrong 
about providing our police officers with 
additional resources to do their jobs? 
However, it threatens the independence of 
local police departments, promotes greater 
federal control, and — by extension — 
weakens protections of Americans’ God-
given rights.

When local police receive large 
amounts of funding from external sources 

Multiple federal agencies administer dozens of grants and programs for local law-enforcement agencies. Although often viewed as 
beneficial for underfunded police departments, federal grants and other programs erode the independence of local law enforcement.
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— in this case, the federal government — 
they become dependent on those sources. 
By extension, they become pliable to fol-
low the federal government’s wishes and 
preferences in order to continue receiving 
this funding. Additionally, federal funding 
always comes with strings attached. Local 
police departments must do something — 
such as adopt certain policies or practices 
— in exchange for that funding. Because 
of this, federal grants are a powerful tool 
to turn local police into federal agents.

Federal grants also undermine the 
principle of federalism — a key firewall 
protecting citizens from government in-
fringements on their God-given rights. In 
The Federalist, No. 51, Madison noted 
that it is “necessary to control the abuses 
of government,” and advocated robust 
checks and balances — both between 
the three branches of the federal govern-
ment and between the federal and state 
governments. In fact, Madison noted that 
in America’s federalist system, which 
divides power within and between the 
federal and state governments, “a double 
security arises to the rights of the people.” 
By unconstitutionally meddling in and in-

fluencing a different level of government, 
federal funding compromises the principle 
of federalism and — by extension — pro-
tections of citizens’ individual rights.

Police departments have become heav-
ily reliant on federal grants. According to 
Andrea Edmiston, director of governmen-
tal affairs for the National Association of 
Police Organizations, in a July 2023 in-
terview with Roll Call, “It’s reached the 
point where state and local law enforce-
ment agencies — a lot of them, right 
— rely on federal funding to make their 
budgets work.” Such dependence on the 
federal government is not healthy, and is 
detrimental to federalism and the vertical 
separation of powers under the U.S. Con-
stitution.

If not stopped, this will lead to the 
eventual federal takeover of local law-
enforcement agencies, effectively creat-
ing a national police force. This is already 
underway, including in the form of Fu-
sion Centers — state-run facilities used to 
strengthen information-sharing between 
the federal government and states and lo-
calities. Currently, 80 such facilities exist 
in the United States and its territories. Al-

though information-sharing on a case-by-
case basis — and as equal partners — is 
not inherently problematic, a formalized 
arrangement via fusion centers is a major 
step toward subordinating local law en-
forcement to mere agents of the federal 
government. States and localities must 
reject federal law-enforcement grants and 
integration schemes with federal agencies.

Looking Ahead
In the November 2024 elections, Donald 
Trump defeated Vice President Kamala 
Harris for the U.S. presidency, and Re-
publicans gained control of the U.S. Sen-
ate and held the House. What implications 
will this have on federal meddling in local 
law enforcement?

In order to look ahead, it’s helpful to 
examine the recent past. In September 
2022, the U.S. House passed multiple bills 
that would have expanded federal grants 
to local law-enforcement agencies. Most 
prominently, it passed H.R. 6448, the In-
vest to Protect Act of 2022, by a 360-64 
vote. If enacted, it would have expanded 
grants to police departments with fewer 
than 125 employees. Although the Senate 
separately passed a companion bill, H.R. 
6448 ultimately didn’t become law.

That same month, the House passed 
three other bills — the Break the Cycle 
of Violence Act (H.R. 4118), the Mental 
Health Justice Act of 2022 (H.R. 8542), 
and the VICTIM Act of 2022 (H.R. 5768) 
— that also would have expanded federal 
grants to local police departments. Despite 
passing by wide margins, they stalled in 
the Senate, and did not become law.

However, in May 2024, Congress 
passed — and President Joe Biden signed 
into law — S. 546, the Recruit and Retain 
Act, which expanded how COPS grants 
may be used and awarded. The Senate 
passed S. 546 by unanimous consent, and 
only 18 U.S. representatives voted against 
the bill.

The Left has attempted to weaponize 
federal police grants to coerce local law 
enforcement to adopt radical policies. 
Under the George Floyd Justice in Polic-
ing Act, most recently introduced in 2024 
as H.R. 8525 and S. 4991, police depart-
ments receiving OJP funding would be 
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Although Donald Trump has pledged to reverse soft-on-crime policies and take a tougher 
approach, his campaign statements indicate he will not rein in unconstitutional federal 
interference in local law enforcement.
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required to implement a training program 
to counter “racial profiling” and “implicit 
bias” and prohibit certain restraining tac-
tics, such as chokeholds, among other rad-
ical policies. Regardless of political-party 
affiliation or control, Congress largely 
supports unconstitutional federal involve-
ment in law enforcement.

Will President Trump reverse this fed-
eral encroachment in local law enforce-
ment? Unfortunately, early indications 
are not promising. Among Trump’s 2024 
campaign promises listed in his “Agen-
da47” plan, he pledged to “sign a record 
investment in hiring, retention, and train-
ing for police officers.” This would ne-
cessitate another expansion of federal 
grants. Other aspects of his campaign 
plan — although promising to implement 
conservative-leaning crime policies — 
would maintain existing federal involve-
ment in local law enforcement, rather 
than a much-needed and constitutionally 
required reduction.

Accordingly, Trump and congressional 
Republicans — along with Democrats — 
appear set to maintain, if not increase, 
unconstitutional federal meddling in local 
law enforcement. To guide them away 
from this disastrous route, Americans 
must get involved.

Taking Action
What can we do to protect local police 
and roll back federal overreach? First, it 
is essential that we inform our local po-
lice departments, state and local elected 
officials, and fellow citizens about the 
dangers of federal grants and involvement 
in law enforcement. Success will begin 
only when a sufficient proportion of the 
electorate understands America’s found-
ing principles. So, it’s important to meet 
with elected officials and police chiefs, 
hold public educational events, and take 
all other necessary actions to inform oth-
ers about the importance of keeping local 
police independent from federal funding 
and influence.

State and local officials will likely 
respond by noting the difficulty — po-
litically and operationally — of rejecting 
federal grants. This critique has merit, 
since state and local law enforcement 
have grown accustomed to and depen-
dent on federal funding. However, in-
convenience does not excuse our elected 
officials from following the U.S. Consti-
tution, which they have sworn to uphold. 
And constitutionally, authority over law 
enforcement is “reserved to the States” 
per the 10th Amendment — funding 
local police departments is a matter for 

the states, not the federal government. 
Achieving this will require a paradigm 
shift in thinking, including ending the 
expectation that the federal government 
should provide unconstitutional funding 
to states and localities, and ensuring that 
state governments adjust their spending 
priorities to align with America’s found-
ing principles.

Additionally, we must hold our local, 
state, and federal officials accountable. 
Are they voting for or supporting fed-
eral law-enforcement grants? Or are they 
advocating constitutional proposals to 
eliminate such grants, or state and local 
acceptance of them? Unfortunately, ac-
cepting federal funding is politically 
easy, and most elected officials oppose 
the notion of rejecting federal grants — 
despite their detrimental effects on state 
sovereignty and local control. Accord-
ingly, voters must vigilantly pressure 
their officials to uphold constitutional 
principles and reject federal overreach.

To help citizens accomplish this, The 
New American magazine — the sister 
organization of the Law Enforcement 
Charitable Foundation — publishes the 
Freedom Index and Congressional and 
Legislative Scorecards, which rate state 
and federal legislators based on their ad-
herence to constitutional principles. This 
includes votes related to federal police 
grants, which blatantly violate the U.S. 
Constitution. The Freedom Index and 
Scorecards can be viewed and printed for 
free at TheFreedomIndex.org. Distribute 
them to inform others about their legisla-
tors’ performance.

These and other actions require organi-
zation to be effective, and The John Birch 
Society, the parent organization of The 
New American, provides this. JBS mem-
bers across the country work tirelessly — 
and in a concerted manner — to promote 
constitutional government and inform 
Americans about their country’s founding 
principles, including limited government 
and local, independent police. By work-
ing together, we can restore adherence 
to the U.S. Constitution and prevent the 
creation of a federalized police force. Get 
started by visiting JBS.org. n

Locally controlled police are the bedrock of a free society. Citizens must inform their local 
officials — including police chiefs and sheriffs — about the dangers of accepting federal funding.

Federalism
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by Christian Gomez

As law-enforcement officers, you 
are more than just public servants 
who protect your local cities 

and counties; you are frontline defend-
ers of freedom. Just as those in our na-
tion’s armed forces defend our rights and 
freedoms abroad, you defend them here 
at home. You protect your communities 
from murderers, rapists, child molesters, 
kidnappers, sex traffickers, arsonists, lar-
cenists, robbers, money embezzlers, scam-
mers, and other lawbreakers. In short, 
you, the local police and county sheriffs 
of America, serve to protect the people by 
upholding the laws that guarantee citizens’ 
God-given rights to life, liberty, the pur-
suit of happiness, and property in a free, 
constitutional Republic.

Unfortunately, you are also the target of 
those who do not value individual liberty, 
and who wish to tear down our constitu-
tional and free-market institutions. The 
institution of policing now faces a well-

organized and ideologically driven assault 
from radical, far-left activists, with the 
Communist Party USA (CPUSA) playing 
a central role in this campaign. Behind the 
rhetoric of “community control of police” 
and “civilian review boards” lies a danger-
ous effort to subvert the ability of police to 
enforce laws and maintain order, replacing 
proven practices with politically motivat-
ed oversight and control.

The Communist Agenda
The CPUSA, openly rooted in Marxist-
Leninist ideology, has a long history of 
seeking to dismantle the foundational 
structures of American society. Two ar-
ticles posted on the party’s website, 
CPUSA.org, highlight its ongoing effort to 
subvert law enforcement through calls for 
so-called “civilian” or “community” con-
trol of policing. This concept is not new. 
It stems from a broader Marxist strategy 
to weaken institutions of authority — par-
ticularly those seen as protectors of private 
property and the free-enterprise system, 

both of which the Communist Party views 
as enemies of its revolutionary goals.

While some on the Left chant demands 
to “defund” or outright abolish the police, 
the CPUSA wants to control the police. 
By framing its proposals as empower-
ing “democratic community control,” the 
party attempts to camouflage an extremist 
agenda as legitimate reform. Its primary 
means to achieve this is through “commu-
nity control of police” — a euphemism for 
communist control over police — via all-
elected civilian control boards.

The CPUSA aims to place police under 
the control of civilian bodies dominated 
by communists and other far-left activists, 
many of whom share their radical anti-
capitalist and anti-police sentiments.

An article titled “The Communist view 
on community control of police,” posted 
on the CPUSA website on August 17, 
2022, outlines the case for its radical de-
mands. In it, the party hustles racial ani-
mosity as a cover for communist agitation 
and revolution, and defines “community 
control” as “the ability of Black folk to 
have control over every aspect of their 
lives” in the form of “elected bodies that 
would control police activity, budgets, and 
practices.” Further stoking the flames of 
racial animosity and distrust for law en-
forcement in minority communities, the 
CPUSA article describes police as “occu-
pation forces in poor Black ‘ghettos’ and 
working-class communities.”

The Communist Party’s targeting of po-
lice is no more evident than in the follow-
ing paragraph, laced with racially charged 
rhetoric, from the article:

To dismantle and end the racist pris-
on industrial complex as well as the 

Communist Assault

The Communist Assault for Police Control:  
A Warning to Law Enforcement

w
w

w
.fl

ic
kr

.c
om

/p
eo

pl
e/

pe
op

le
sw

or
ld

The Communist Party USA and other Marxist 
organizations advocate “civilian police control 
boards,” which would cripple local police.
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carceral systems that enable it (which 
includes the police), institutions such 
as all-elected civilian control boards 
could hold real investigative and 
policy-making powers in their cit-
ies and communities, and have full 
authority over hiring and firing and 
the local city police budget. Com-
munity control is meant to shift the 
balance of power and give oppressed 
communities complete democratic 
control over public safety and hold 
murderous police officers account-
able. [Emphasis in original.]

For the CPUSA, control over police is key 
“because of its immediate daily presence in 
nearly all aspects of a community’s life.” It 
views “community” or “civilian” (meaning 
members of the Communist Party and oth-
ers who agree with it) control as necessary 
because police, in its extremist estimation, 
are “racist.” The CPUSA explains:

African Americans, Latinos, Asians, 
Middle Eastern peoples, and Native 
Americans have been systematically 
denied access to, let alone equal con-
trol over, these institutions. Indeed, 
their historic oppression has rested 
on this denial, creating systems of 
inequality that ripple throughout all 
aspects of economic, social, and po-
litical life. These systems must be 
dismantled.

The position of the Communist 
Party of the United States on the 
question of racially and nationally 
oppressed people is that they are en-
titled to immediate and unconditional 
political, social, and economic equal-
ity. From the fight for voting rights 
and the fight for full representation 
in political office to the fight against 
mass incarceration and police terror-
ism, people of color are struggling 
for freedom from oppression in this 
country.

In other words, the party peddles the idea 
among minority communities that the 
police are inherently racist — and the so-
lution is so-called “civilian” or “commu-
nity” control over the police.

Community Control: A Trojan Horse
The same article also distinguishes “ci-
vilian police review boards” from the 
CPUSA’s desired objective of “civilian 
control boards” that possess actual power 
and oversight authority over police. Of 
civilian police review boards, the party 
laments:

They have very little authority and 
few resources to enact any change. 
Most were designed to provide a 
safety valve for community anger 
to blow off steam at police violence. 
They were intended more to im-
prove community-police relations 
than to punish and root out police 
misconduct. Over 200 cities have 
them in some form, none of which 
have the objectives of the original 
proposals.

Those in the law-enforcement community 
should not interpret these words to mean 
that communists oppose “civilian police 

review boards,” and that law enforcement 
therefore ought to embrace them. On the 
contrary, the CPUSA and other commu-
nist groups sought for decades to establish 
many of the civilian police review boards 
that exist in over 200 cities.

Civilian police review boards are mere-
ly a steppingstone to the communists’ 
goal of creating or transforming them into 
full-fledged civilian control boards with 
full oversight powers. Communists are 
banking that the same city councilmen, 
aldermen, or other elected officials who 
enacted those civilian review boards will 
eventually acquiesce to establishing civil-
ian control boards.

They don’t just want to give the police 
a “review” or verbal opinion about the job 
they’re doing; they want direct and final 
control over law enforcement. Commu-
nists and other far-left activists portray 
civilian control boards as a mechanism 
for accountability and transparency. In re-
ality, however, these boards would serve 
as tools to undermine trust in law enforce-

Communist Assault

Although American communists claim to support “civilian control of police,” their actions 
demonstrate that they seek to control police and subvert its ability to enforce the law.
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ment and erode police authority.
In a more recent article (posted on the 

CPUSA’s website on May 8, 2024) from 
its pre-convention discussion leading up 
to the 32nd CPUSA National Convention, 
the Communist Party wrote:

The CPOC [Citizens Police Over-
sight Commission in Philadelphia] 
cannot just be able to review and 
provide advice, it must have legal au-
thority to enforce the democratic will 
of the people. To accomplish this, we 
are calling for directly-elected all-
civilian councils in every police ju-
risdiction that have:

• Final authority over police poli-
cy, oversight policy, and budget, in-
cluding writing and reviewing

• Full authority on disciplinary 
measures and legal recourse, includ-
ing subpoena power and the conven-
ing of grand juries

• Hiring and firing power over the 
police chief or superintendent, all of-
ficers on the force, the head of any 
existing oversight or review boards 
and offices, and the members of those

• Full access to all investigations by 
the oversight or review institutions

• Authority to broaden the scope 
of investigations to include all al-
legations of misconduct, including 
sexual assault

• Oversight of negotiation of po-
lice union contracts

• Authority to exclude all current 
and former law enforcement agents 
from serving on the board

Granting “full authority” over police 
policy, budgets, and personnel decisions 
to civilian control boards would transfer 
decision-making power from trained law-
enforcement professionals to Marxist-
motivated activists, thereby putting public 
safety in jeopardy.

Likewise, granting civilian control 
boards with subpoena power and grand-
jury convening authority would risk turn-
ing them into politically charged entities 
that pursue vendettas rather than justice. 
And prohibiting any police participation 
or representation would ensure that rel-

evant expertise and real-world policing 
perspectives are excluded, further jeopar-
dizing public safety.

These proposals are designed to cripple 
police effectiveness. Stripping police de-
partments of control over their own poli-
cies and personnel would allow commu-
nists to impose unrealistic demands, such 
as defunding or drastically limiting vital 
police resources and operations.

Revolution Over Public Safety
The push for “community control” and 
“civilian oversight” is not about improv-
ing public safety; it is about subverting 
law and order by redistributing power 
to groups that often harbor anti-police 
views. Oversight boards do nothing to 
reduce crime or enhance accountability. 
Further expanding their authority would 
only result in more dysfunction, delays, 
and weakened law-enforcement capabili-
ties.

Moreover, giving civilians — who often 
lack the necessary training or understand-
ing of law-enforcement complexities — 
the authority to dictate police policy risks 
putting officers in untenable situations. For 
example, oversight boards could impose 
restrictive rules of engagement, making it 

harder for officers to respond effectively 
to threats. Additionally, communist-led ci-
vilian boards would likely prioritize Marx-
ist agendas over the practical needs of law 
enforcement, severely undermining polic-
ing strategies and public safety. Finally, 
methods to address possible abuses or 
overreach by police — including through 
state and local elected officials — already 
exist, making oversight boards not only 
harmful, but redundant.

The CPUSA’s claim that civilian con-
trol board would address systemic issues 
and empower black and other ethnic com-
munities is a smokescreen for a deeper 
agenda: weakening institutions that stand 
in the way of their Marxist-Leninist vi-
sion. Ultimately, with this kind of power, 
communists hope to subvert our laws and 
neutralize local police from mounting any 
kind of deterrence or obstacle to their rev-
olutionary aims.

In short, the communist program is to 
allege police racism and promote “civil-
ian” or “community” control of the police 
to prevent them from stopping the com-
munists’ revolutionary goals of “disman-
tling” our constitutional-republican sys-
tem of government and free-enterprise 
economic system.

The CPUSA plays a key role in the effort to impose civilian oversight boards on local police depart-
ments. Police officers and other patriotic citizens must vigilantly oppose this dangerous proposal.
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Communist Assault

Once those systems are dismantled, 
communists hope to replace them with 
new socialist systems. They ultimately 
aim to replace free-market capitalism, 
constitutionally limited government, and 
God with the unquestioned, centralized 
power of the state exclusively under the 
control of the Communist Party.

And to achieve this radically totalitar-
ian objective, they must first neutralize 
police from being a force for good and 
guardians of freedom. This is the ideolog-
ical driving force and motivation behind 
the communist push for civilian oversight 
boards: to undermine law enforcement 
and foster favorable conditions for com-
munist revolution.

A Call to Action for Law Enforcement
It is crucial that law-enforcement offi-
cers recognize the threat posed by these 
radical proposals and the organizations 
behind them, i.e., the Communist Party 

USA, National Alliance Against Racist 
and Political Repression, Movement for 
Black Lives, and other subversive Marx-
ist organizations.

The communist campaign for “com-
munity control” is not about improving 
police accountability. It is about shifting 
power away from law enforcement and 
into the hands of those who seek to un-
dermine it. Local police and county sher-
iffs are an essential pillar of safeguarding 
liberty in America. To maintain public 
safety and uphold the rule of law, law-
enforcement agencies must:

• Educate the public about the realities 
of policing and the dangers of far-left 
agendas — especially those coming from 
or linked to the Communist Party — dis-
guised as reform.

• Continue community outreach ef-
forts to counter the narrative that police 
are racists and adversaries rather than 
protectors.

• Advocate only for reasonable re-
forms, as needed, that enhance account-
ability within police departments and 
sheriff’s offices without compromising 
readiness and the ability of officers to do 
their jobs effectively.

Despite the end of the Cold War, the 
CPUSA and its allies still represent a sig-
nificant threat to freedom and the future 
of law enforcement in America. Their 
calls for “community control” and “ci-
vilian oversight” are not about reforming 
the police, but about fundamentally trans-
forming society to fit a Marxist-Leninist 
vision.

Police and sheriffs must remain vigi-
lant and proactive in opposing these 
dangerous proposals, ensuring that the 
men and women who wear the badge and 
risk their lives daily to protect our com-
munities have the support they need to 
continue their vital work as guardians of 
freedom. n
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by Selwyn Duke

It’s called “the narrative” — which is 
usually just a polite name for a fash-
ionable lie. A black Ivy League aca-

demic has learned the price of contra-
dicting cherished narratives, too: threat 
to life and limb.

In fact, after releasing a credible study 
finding “no evidence of racial bias” in 
police shootings, Harvard economics 
professor Roland Fryer said that not only 
did he become a pariah in many circles, 
but he actually needed police protection.

As striking as this is, however, there’s 
another big story within this story: Fry-
er’s study possibly did find a racial bias 
— against whites. Yet this is so accepted 

today that the media don’t even notice.
BizPac Review reports on the story:

Recently, journalist Bari Weiss sat 
down for a live Q&A with Harvard 
Economics professor Roland Fryer 
at the fledgling University of Austin 
where she is a founding trustee. As 
they engaged in a discussion before 
prospective students, the award-
winning academic addressed a 2016 
controversy that involved his find-
ings that determined no “racial bias 
in police shooting.”

Explaining that he himself “ex-
pected to see it [the bias],” Fryer’s 
analysis showed that while non-fatal 
physical force from police officers 

was twice as likely to be used against 
blacks and Hispanics, the same could 
not be said for shootings. His research 
found officers were 23.8% less likely 
to shoot at blacks and 8.5% less like-
ly to shoot at Hispanics than white 
perpetrators.

“When I found this surpris-
ing result, I hired 8 fresh [resident 
advisor[s]] and redid it to make sure 
they came up with the same exact an-
swer and I thought it was robust,” he 
explained to Weiss. “And I went to go 
give it and … all hell broke loose.”

“It was in this moment, 2016, that 
I realized people lose their minds if 
they don’t like the result,” detailed 
Fryer[,] who said peers who liked the 
first half of his findings were encour-
aging him not to publish the second 
half.

In point of fact, Fryer got reamed before 
his study even got read. As Fox News 
adds:

Fryer received the first of many com-
plaints and threats four minutes after 
publication.

“You’re full of s—t,” the sender 
said.

Fryer said people quickly “lost 
their minds” and some of his col-
leagues refused to believe the results 
after months of asking him not to 
print the data.

“I had colleagues take me to the 
side and say, ‘Don’t publish this. 
You’ll ruin your career,’” Fryer re-
vealed.

It turned out, however, that his career 
would be the least of his worries. For after 
“the report was published, Fryer lived 
under police protection for over a month,” 
Fox also informs. “He had a seven-day-old 
daughter at the time and went shopping for 
diapers.”

“‘I was going to the grocery store to get 
diapers with the armed guard. It was crazy. 
It was really, truly crazy,’ he said.”

But Fryer’s torments weren’t over. In 

Research Report

Black Prof Needed  
Armed Security  
After Releasing Study Showing Possible 
Anti-white Bias in Police Shootings

Economics professor Roland 
Fryer speaks at the Aspen 
Institute in 2010.

21www.LECF-Inc.org

https://flickr.com/photos/aspeninstitute
http://www.LECF-Inc.org


Research Report

2019, he “was suspended from Harvard 
for alleged misconduct related to ‘unwel-
come conduct of a sexual nature,’” relates 
Red Voice Media (RVM), in what appears 
to have been a witch hunt. “Fryer has con-
tinuously denied these allegations, assert-
ing his innocence,” RVM continues.

Ironically, during that time, it was the 
disgraced Claudine Gay, then-Harvard 
dean, who “claimed that Fryer’s research 
and conduct exhibited a pattern that vio-
lated institutional norms and betrayed the 
trust within the community,” RVM further 
informs. Of course, since those norms ap-
pear to involve promoting incompetents 
to the institution’s upper echelons and en-
couraging obscurantism, Gay’s accusation 
may in part be true.

“Interestingly enough, Gay herself 
stepped down as Harvard president in 
January amid allegations of widespread 
plagiarism and criticisms of her flawed 
testimony to Congress,” RVM reminds us.

As for Fryer’s woes, they’re just an-
other lamentable example of how, “The 
further a society drifts from Truth, the 
more it will hate those who speak it,” as 
my now-famous saying goes. Apropos to 

this, there’s a truth here that no media, as 
far as I’ve seen, has even mentioned while 
reporting on Fryer’s story. To wit: How 
could police being more likely to shoot 
whites be a complete lack of “evidence of 
racial bias”? Are whites no longer a race?

I asked Professor Fryer about this via 
email, and he was kind enough to respond 
promptly. He replied that while in “some 
specifications” the data showed racial bias 
against whites, “in others it didn’t” — “so 
the anti-white bias was not robust.” I ab-
solutely take him at his word.

Yet robust or not, this accords with other 
research I’ve cited over the years, which 
found that police are actually more likely 
to shoot whites relative to the races’ differ-
ent homicide rates and the rates at which 
they feloniously shoot police. Moreover, a 
2014 study showed that cops are, in real-
ity, more willing to shoot white suspects 
than black ones.

Is this surprising? As with ex-officer 
Darren Wilson of Ferguson, Missouri, 
shooting a black criminal can mean media 
demonization, pariah status, career de-
struction, and perhaps threats to personal 
safety. Yet as with 46-year-old white man 

John Geer (who? Exactly), who was pos-
ing no threat but was nonetheless murdered 
in 2013 by a Hispanic cop with “anger is-
sues,” the shooting of a white person will 
almost certainly get memory-holed.

In other words, police would have to not 
be human but RoboCop to be unaffected 
by the extreme societal pressure militat-
ing against firing upon black suspects. As 
University of Missouri-St. Louis criminol-
ogy professor David Klinger put it after 
interviewing more than 300 cops:

When it comes to the issue of race, 
I’ve never had a single officer tell 
me, “I didn’t shoot a guy because 
he was white.” I’ve had multiple of-
ficers tell me, “I didn’t shoot a guy 
because he was black.”

Now, I don’t know if that’s what they 
call “white privilege,” but it’s certainly a 
“narrative” we won’t be hearing anytime 
soon. n

This article was originally published at 
TheNewAmerican.com and is reprinted here with 
permission.
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Then-Harvard dean Claudine Gay criticized Fryer’s research as violating “institutional norms” and violating community trust. Ironically, Gay 
resigned as Harvard president in January 2024 due to allegations of plagiarism.
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by Bob Adelmann

The Pennsylvania Supreme Court, 
controlled by a Democratic Party 
majority, ruled on November 20 

that the state’s preemption laws override 
Philadelphia’s attempt to enact and en-
force stricter gun-control laws than the 
state already has in place.

“Unique” Approach
The city tried a unique approach. It 
claimed that the right guaranteed in the 
state’s constitution — “the right of the 
citizens to bear arms in defense of them-
selves and the State shall not be ques-
tioned” — was being violated by the 
state’s preemption laws. It tried to per-
suade the high court that the laws pre-
vented city officials from enacting more 
stringent gun control laws in order to pro-
tect that right.

As attorney Joshua Prince, one of the 

lead lawyers for the state, wrote: “You 
simply cannot make this stuff up!”

The high court dealt with three issues, 
all revolving around the new and untested 
legal theory:

1. Whether the city of Philadelphia vio-
lated the state constitution’s “guarantee of 
all Pennsylvanians’ right to enjoy and de-
fend life and liberty” by prohibiting it from 
enacting more draconian gun control laws;

2. Whether the state’s preemption laws 
that prevented the city from enacting more 
rigorous laws created a “state-created dan-
ger” that violated the state’s constitution; and

3. By requiring the city to protect its 
citizens from gun violence and then limit-
ing the city’s response, the state had cre-
ated a “menace to public health,” like gun 
violence.

The high court scored the city for its in-
novative but hollow and ultimately unper-
suasive argument:

Here, Appellants seek an interpre-
tation of Article I, Section 1 of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution that would 
designate the individual right to “de-
fend life and liberty” not just as a col-
lective right but as a collective right 
to self-defense from private acts of 
gun violence, specifically by means 
of local legislation.

Simply put, Appellants provide 
no basis upon which to conclude 
that the right to “defend life and 
liberty” set forth in Article I, Sec-
tion 1 is so broad as to encompass 
such a right.

Instead, Appellants rely upon 
general constitutional principles 
and paint their argument with overly 
broad strokes, using an amalgama-
tion of pronouncements and con-
cepts gleaned from inapt case law 
and secondary sources to support 
their position….

In sum, despite Appellants’ efforts 
to shine a light on a purported “collec-
tive right to self-defense by local regu-
lation” housed in Article I, Section 1 
of the Pennsylvania Constitution, their 
mere incantations of generalized con-
stitutional principles and the like sim-
ply fail to provide a sufficient basis for 
us to conclude that such a right exists.

As Appellants have not identified 
a right protected under Article I, Sec-
tion 1 that Appellees have infringed 
so as to implicate substantive due 
process, their first cause of action 
necessarily fails as a matter of law.

The court booted the second and third 
claims, for the same reason.

Massive Implications
More than 40 states have similar firearm 
preemption statutes. Had Pennsylvania’s 
high court bought the argument from 
Philadelphia, it is certain that gun control-
lers would immediately cite the ruling in 
seeking to overturn preemption statutes 
elsewhere. n

This article was originally published at 
TheNewAmerican.com and is reprinted here with 
permission.
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Gun Control

Penn. High Court:  
State’s Preemption Law Overrides 
Philadelphia’s Gun Laws
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