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Wireless Hazards
By Barbara Koeppel 

I f you think your cellphone is safe, have you 
considered why you believe that? Is it a fact or is it based 
on carefully crafted messages that you’ve read or heard?

For the past few decades, the telecom wireless industry and 
its enthusiasts have heralded cellphones as the greatest achieve-
ment of the late 20th and early 21st centuries. But as their use 
soars, scientists worldwide worry about their hazards and have 
produced over 2,000 studies that tell a darker tale. They warn 
that the devices and antennas that power them expose humans 
and wildlife to nonionizing low-frequency electromagnetic 
fields—also called cellphone, microwave, or radio-frequency 
radiation. These studies indicate that when people and ani-
mals are exposed, they can 
develop brain, thyroid gland, 
prostate gland, acoustic 
nerve, and breast tumors, 
and other diseases.

Not surprisingly, the 
industry argues this type of 
radiation is safe, because it 
is unlike the high-frequency 
ionizing radiation used in 
X-rays, which can directly 
damage DNA.

Still, scientists say low fre-
quency doesn’t mean harm-
less. For example, based on data from the U.K. Office of National 
Statistics, Alasdair Philips, an engineer, scientist, and trustee of 
Children With Cancer U.K., found that cases of brain tumors 
(glioblastomas) in Great Britain from 1995 to 2015 mushroomed, 
from 983 to 2,531. 

Why? Philips says, “There’s adequate proof that exposure from 
wireless devices affects cancer cells. Even if they don’t start the 
cancers, they speed up the rate at which the cancer cells multiply. 
This is true of all the devices—cellphones, tablets, and cordless 
phones people use in their homes—since they have built-in 
antennas that communicate with cell towers. 

“The exposure is quite significant because people hold their 
devices near their heads for hours while they stream videos 
and other materials.” He warns that the exposure is particularly 
potent when the reception is poor: “At such time, the signal’s 
strength can increase by even a millionfold.” 

Philips says the upsurge in tumors is mainly among those 
over 50—since this age group typically has more tumors. But, 

although very few 10-to-15-year-olds get brain tumors, that 
number is also increasing. He adds that “besides promoting 
cancer, microwave radiation makes lower-grade tumors become 
more aggressive.” 

Robert Kane, an electromagnetics engineer who designed and 
tested wireless devices for Motorola and other firms starting in 
the 1980s, warned of the dangers in his book Cellular Telephone: 
Russian Roulette (2001). Given his position inside the industry, 
he was able to confirm that cellphone companies knew their 
products could harm and even kill, but, like the tobacco, asbes-
tos, and fossil fuel industries, they kept the news quiet. Besides 
the increased risk of tumors, Kane also described hundreds of 
studies since the 1950s that found that low-level radiation dam-
aged DNA and tissues and caused loss of memory and motor 
skills, and cataracts. Kane died of a brain tumor in 2002. 

The industry rejects the data. Its main trade group, the 
Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association (CTIA), 

states “wireless devices do 
not pose a public health 
risk for adults or children.” 
Although it admits devices 
and cell towers emit radio-
frequency radiation, it 
says this exposure can only 
cause acute, short-term 
overheating of human 
and animal tissues. But 
the CTIA also insists this 
doesn’t happen, because 
the amount of radiation 
is minuscule. Instead, it 

argues that long-term illnesses such as cancer are a fiction of 
marginal alarmist researchers.  

Even the $30 million, decade-long study by a National Insti-
tutes of Health division called the National Toxicology Program, 
the results of which were released in 2018, didn’t dent industry’s 
denials. For two years, NTP scientists exposed rats to cellphone 
radio-frequency radiation and found “clear evidence of cancer in 
the male rats’ heart cells, some evidence of increased brain glio-
mas (brain cancer) and adrenal gland tumors, DNA damage in 
the brains of male and female rats and mice, lower birth weights 
of female rats’ offspring, and decreased sperm quality.” Ron 
Melnick, a senior scientist (now retired) at the NTP who led the 
design of the study, says they also found tumors in the rats’ pros-
tate glands. The numbers were confirmed by a panel of experts. 

Still, the story was squashed: the press mostly ignored or dis-
missed it. And the U.S. watchdog agencies—the Federal Com-
munications Commission and the Food and Drug Administration, 
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The Plot Against America
By Hamilton Fish

“America’s national trauma, rooted in our history 
but dramatically exacerbated by the impact of cur-
rent events and the Trump administration’s corrupt 
and immoral policies. . . . Whether it manifests 
itself in rising levels of rage and hatred, or hope-
lessness and apathy, the stress of living in a coun-
try we no longer recognize has affected all of us. 
America is suffering from PTSD.”

—Mary Trump, The Reckoning (2021)

In a recent New York Times essay, the 
conservative columnist Ross Douthat tried to 

explain—and distance himself from—the lingering 
view among his fellow Republicans that an election 
demonstrably free of fraud was somehow stolen. 

Describing why people might 
be susceptible to Trump’s claims 
of election fraud, Douthat sug-
gests that “being open to the 
possibility of conspiracies is 
itself extremely normal and 
commonplace.” And he offers 
insights into who the believers 
might be: “extremely smart people whose self-
identification is bound up in constantly question-
ing and doubting official forms of knowledge,” and 
people on the right who perceive the Covid-19 era 
as “a crisis that seemed to be deliberately exploited 
for revolutionary purposes by politicians and activ-
ists of the left.” 

It’s hard to imagine that these extremely smart 
individuals comprise any significant portion of the 
74 million Americans who apparently felt on Elec-
tion Day that four more years of Donald Trump 
would be a good idea. But Douthat is at least par-
tially right about people being open to conspiracies, 
especially when they feed, or feed off, your point 
of view. 

In 2004, I was for anyone but George W. Bush, 
at the time surely the least qualified incumbent in 
American political history, a distinction that has 
since been effortlessly surpassed by the incumbent 
and now outgoing president Trump.  

I was open to the idea that the automated vote-
counting machines newly introduced in Ohio by 
the Diebold Corporation could have been manipu-
lated to give Bush a crucial state in his win over 
John Kerry. Wally O’Dell, the Diebold chairman, 
was a big Republican donor and had reportedly 
been a guest at the Bush ranch. There were legiti-
mate concerns about the reliability of the Diebold 

machines (there still are). Discrepancies with exit 
polls, and problems with numbers of registered 
voters relative to actual vote tallies were detected 
and reported in the responsible media after the 
election, and in their report, a Democrat-led 
House Judiciary Committee inquiry confirmed the 
suspected fraud.  

These kinds of questions continue to plague U.S. 
elections. Analysis of the vote count in the recent 
Senate contest in Kentucky between Mitch McCo-
nnell and Amy McGrath has surfaced numerous 
instances of unexplained discrepancies, as docu-
mented in the valuable DC Report, edited by the 
Pulitzer Prize–winning David Cay Johnston. Ken-
tucky deploys voting machines owned and managed 
by Election Systems and Software, whose voting 
technology was plagued with mishaps and errors 
in previous election cycles. Given the known vul-
nerability of these election systems to foreign and 

domestic hacking schemes, and 
the recent revelations of mas-
sive and presumptively Russian 
hacking of the U.S. national 
security networks, there are 
ample reasons to investigate 
the Kentucky outcome.

Trump’s reelection team 
knew months ago there was growing public anger 
over his mismanagement of the pandemic. Plan 
A was straightforward enough: lie to the public 
and downplay the severity of the virus. But reality 
intruded, the infection rate skyrocketed, hundreds 
of thousands died, and the president’s reckless and 
self-serving strategy backfired. 

Plan B was more complicated: warn his base 
there would be vote-rigging, work to degrade the 
operational functionality of the Post Office (which 
would be responsible for delivering millions of 
mail-in ballots), park $700 million in election con-
tributions in a shell LLC run by his children and 
their spouses that did not carry the same disclosure 
obligations as a normal federal campaign commit-
tee, and pack the Supreme Court with judges who 
would give preference to executive privilege and 
indulge his false claims of election fraud. 

Given the considerable numbers of Trump vot-
ers, the dishonest and unrelenting White House 
drumbeat that the election was stolen, and the 
execrable failure of Republican leaders to counter 
it, or even to acknowledge Biden’s decisive win, it’s 
not at all surprising that millions of Trump voters 
continue to believe he was cheated. More surpris-
ing is the fact that so many journalists keep asking 
why his supporters still think that way.  
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which set the safety regulations for wireless devices—disputed 
the findings. The FDA argued that “the study was not designed 
to test the safety of cellphone use in humans, so we cannot draw 
conclusions about the risks [to humans] from it.” Melnick says, 
“This statement was odd because when we were designing it, 
the FDA told us an animal study was needed. But when we 
announced the results, the FDA said, ‘The current safety limits 
for cellphone exposure, set in 1996, remain acceptable.’” And 
the FCC concurred. 

Melnick sought feedback from scientists outside the NTP and 
asked one who worked for Motorola to discuss the results. “He 
refused. He told me we already have lots of studies that don’t 
show these effects,” Melnick says.

The FDA and FCC claimed the results were skewed because 
NTP scientists exposed the rats’ entire bodies to higher doses 
of radiation than cellphones typically emit. But their arguments 
were countered by scientists at Italy’s Ramazzini Institute (a 
nonprofit cancer research center in Bologna) who exposed 2,500 
rats in the fetus and until their death to lower 
doses of radiation than those emitted in cell-
phones. These animals developed the same 
rare heart cancers. 

Why are the deniers so adamant? “It’s all 
about money, since there are billions, even 
trillions, at stake,” says Jerry Phillips, a bio-
chemist who directs a science center at the University of Colo-
rado. Indeed, in 2018, global cellphone sales were more than a 
half-trillion dollars. 

The industry is spectacularly successful in ensuring that its 
message echoes far and wide: its profoundly deep pockets pur-
chase seats at all the right tables in the global and national 
watchdog agencies, media organizations, and scientific associa-
tions—which manage the misinformation. Thus, industry’s bil-
lions decide which scientists and studies get funded or defunded, 
which get quoted or discredited, which agency commissioners 
bounce back and forth from telecom companies and corporate 
law firms, and how dissenters—such as U.S. states and cities—
are sued and usually silenced. 

At present, the industry and its backers are hyping 5G—
the newest generation of devices, following 2G, 3G, and 4G. 
Online, in newspapers and on television, we are told 5G will 
change life as we know it—with vastly increased speeds for 
streaming material and devices that are able to communicate 
with each other (sometimes called “the internet of things”). 
The ads also promise that 5G will add $500 billion to the U.S. 
economy. Verizon, a key player, even claims it “will help doctors 
see cancer like never before.” 

The scientists worry even more. They say 5G technology uses 
millimeter waves, along with microwaves (the type in current 
devices). Because 5G waves can only travel short distances, 
antennas and towers need to be installed every 300 to 600 feet 
on every block across the country, to receive and send signals. 
And this, Philips says, “increases the exposures exponentially.” 

Joel Moskowitz, director of the Center for Family and 

Community Health at the University of California, Berkeley, says 
“because the technology is so new, we have no way to know about 
the long-term health effects. But we do know that millimeter 
waves are absorbed in our skin and on the cornea and can harm 
the immune, nervous, and cardiovascular systems.”

The U.S. Government Accountability Office agrees—although 
it buried the warning on page 42 of a report it released this past 
November. The GAO quotes a National Cancer Society scientist 
who said “no studies of 5G frequencies have been conducted on 
the long-term health effects because the technology hasn’t been 
deployed long or widely enough.” Worse, the scientist warns the 
effects may not be known “for many years, because some out-
comes could take decades to develop.”

Still, the GAO has hyped the 5G debut, as have the other U.S. 
agencies: It posted a video featuring Tom Wheeler, the former 
FCC chair and CTIA CEO, who, not surprisingly, never men-
tioned the health issues.

However, given the industry’s daily drumbeat, there is a dra-
matic disconnect between the critics’ concerns and public aware-

ness. As a result, only 5 percent of U.S. 
adults worry that cellphones are harmful, 
and parents buy them for their children: in 
2019, 53 percent of children under 12 and 
84 percent of teens had them. 

Further, few people know that when 
reception is poor and phones show just 

one or two bars—say, when users are in subways, elevators, cars, 
basements, or some rural areas—the devices need more energy 
to communicate with cell towers and other phones. Philips 
explained that this leads to a massive increase in exposure. This 
conclusion was also noted in a 2017 California Department of 
Public Health advisory titled How to Reduce Exposure to Radio-
frequency Energy From Cellphones, which led the department 
to warn the public not to use phones in such places. 

For their part, the manufacturers and telecom companies 
don’t mention this concern. Instead, they inform users about the 
proper distance to hold phones from their bodies to avoid exces-
sive exposure (from 5 to 25 millimeters away—about one-fifth of 
an inch to an inch). But they bury even these modest advisories 
deep inside the owner manuals. 

Moskowitz says, “The problem is that we really don’t know 
what distance is safe for people who use the devices over many 
years.” Thus, he and other scientists I interviewed said they only 
use wired landlines at home; and, when out, they carry cell-
phones in backpacks, brief cases, or tote bags.

However, the industry’s message is so widely accepted that 
contradictory information is routinely discarded. One scientist 
(who asked for anonymity) told me he recently was asked to 
advise a state committee about 5G guidelines. “When I tried 
to tell them about the hazards from the hundreds of thousands 
or millions of new antennas that will be installed, they weren’t 
interested. Instead, they only looked at materials from a telecom 
company, which said the ‘greatest risks from cellphones are traf-
fic deaths due to drivers being distracted.’”

Similarly, when the U.K. National Radiological Protection 
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news quiet. 
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Board warned, as early as 2000, that people should keep calls 
short and use hands-free earpieces, the FDA and FCC insisted 
“the scientific evidence does not show a danger.”

The disconnect was striking at two meetings I attended in 
Washington D.C. about the coming of 5G. Both had panelists 
from the D.C. government and industry who championed its 
benefits. During the Q&A, when someone asked about safety 
issues, panelists confidently claimed there were “none.”

Compromised watchdogs

How does industry carry it off? First, the watchdog agencies 
continually reaffirm the industry’s message, and because of their 
authority, they’re considered objective. Yet their conflicts of 
interest are pervasive. For example, in 2013, President Obama 
named Tom Wheeler, the CEO of the main trade group, the 
CTIA, to chair the FCC. In a 2016 talk, Wheeler said, “We won’t 
wait for standards to be developed. . . . Instead, we will rely on 
the private sector to produce them.” On 
5G, he told doubters to “stay out of the way. 
. . . Tens of billions of dollars in economic 
activity . . . is what’s important.” 

President Trump replaced Wheeler with 
Ajit Pai, a former Verizon legal counsel 
and attorney at Jenner & Block, which represents the CTIA. As 
Jenner & Block’s site boasts, “No firm has the experience and 
credibility we enjoy before the FCC.” 

This is not an idle claim. Pai—the regulator in chief—dislikes 
regulations. In 2018, he repealed the FCC’s net neutrality rules, 
which, Los Angeles Times business columnist Michael Hiltzik 
noted, “involves billions of dollars in potential profits for Verizon 
and other firms.” 

Moreover, Pai is determined to quash 5G opponents. In 2018, 
the FCC issued an order that would force cities to stop blocking 
companies that were installing 5G antennas. The order also lets 
the firms sue cities if they don’t approve their installation plans 
in 60 or 90 days. Further, it says that companies needn’t wait for 
health or environmental studies to prove the equipment is safe: 
instead, they only have to say they comply with FCC rules. 

The FDA is just as obliging. Jeffrey Shuren, who heads its 
Center for Devices and Radiological Health, is an industry loyal-
ist. As Justin Klein, a partner at Vensana, a medical technology 
venture capital firm, observed, “Shuren has won the trust of the 
device world through . . . his ‘industry-friendly record.’” A May 
2019 CBS news report confirmed this: when France banned cer-
tain breast implants that researchers linked to lymphoma in 2019, 
Shuren said they were safe—and left them on the U.S. market.

Shuren also does not welcome whistleblowers. A 2012 Ortho-
pedics Journal story said that when he ran the FDA unit approv-
ing new devices, nine of its scientists warned that a CT scanner 
they were evaluating could cause cancer. Within months, Shuren 
fired all nine. Two years later, a U.S. congressional committee 
reported that Shuren had bugged the scientists’ computers to 
record their activities.  

In fact, the U.S. federal government thrives on a thriving 

Companies needn’t wait for health 
or environmental studies to prove the 
equipment is safe: instead, they only 
have to say they comply with FCC rules. 
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telecom industry. In Captured Agency (a monograph published 
in 2015 by Harvard’s Center for Ethics), journalist Norm Alster 
wrote that the government had reaped nearly $100 billion in 
prior years from selling space on the electromagnetic field spec-
trum, through which the companies send their signals. Alster 
says local governments also prosper, collecting an average of 19 
percent from users’ cellphone bills.

Other deniers

Henry Lai, a University of Washington bioengineer researcher, 
says the industry’s influence is so profound that “even the 
American Cancer Society accepts its views.” So, too, have other 
respected groups, such as the World Health Organization and the 
U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, which repeat 
the “no radiation problems” refrain. 

For example, when the National Toxicology Program 
released the results of its study—citing cancers in the heart 

cells, brains, and adrenal glands of labo-
ratory rats exposed to cellphone emis-
sions—an American Cancer Society site 
said, “Updated Cellphone Study Findings 
Still Inconclusive,” the exact opposite of 
what the scientists concluded. In fact, the 

ACS’s chief medical officer at the time, Dr. Otis Brawley, said, 
“The evidence for an association between cellphones and cancer 
is weak.”  

Could the ACS have industry ties? I asked Kathi Di Nicola, 
director of ACS media relations, for its donor list. “We do not 
release individual or partner giving, unless required by law,” 
she emailed back. But an ACS site called “Our Partners” lists 
Goldman Sachs, Bank of America, and JP Morgan, whose clients 
include the telecom giants; other partners are the giants them-
selves, such as Microsoft, United Technologies, and World Wide 
Technology.

For its part, the CDC switched its position about wireless 
dangers without offering any reasons. Theodora Scarato, execu-
tive director of the Wyoming-based nonprofit group the Environ-
mental Health Trust, which works with communities and health 
professionals to promote research and policies, says that, in June 
2014, the CDC website recommended “caution in cellphone use” 
and noted that “more research is needed . . . before we know for 
sure if cellphones cause cancer.” 

Just two months later, most of the message had disappeared 
and was replaced by one line: “There is no scientific evidence 
that provides a definite answer to that question [can using a 
cellphone cause cancer?].” Scarato notes that her nonprofit sub-
mitted hundreds of Freedom of Information Act requests to the 
CDC to determine why; in doing so, it learned that the CDC had 
hired Kenneth Foster, an industry consultant, in 2015, to write 
that agency’s new web pages on the health effects of wireless 
technology. 

The WHO has also straddled both sides. In 2011, just one 
month after its division the International Agency for Research 
on Cancer (IARC) defined cellphone radiation as a possible 

http://ehtrust.org/the-cdc-hired-an-industry-consultant-to-develop-website-information-for-the-public/


human carcinogen, a WHO fact sheet claimed “no adverse health 
effects have been established.” However, Alasdair Philips notes 
that many IARC scientists now believe the group should revisit 
the issue and change the assessment from possible to probable.

Further, the WHO consistently adopts the views of the Inter-
national Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection, or 
icnirp, which, since its founding in 1992, has argued that elec-
tromagnetic frequency, or EMF, radiation can only cause dam-
age by heating body tissues, which, it says, wireless devices don’t 
do. The WHO also defers to the United States (whose position 
is articulated by the FDA and the FCC), which, until recently, 
when President Trump cut U.S. funding, was the WHO’s largest 
contributor.

Dariusz Leszczynski, a University of Helsinki biochemist, says 
icnirp’s views haven’t changed because its current members 
only choose new members who share their beliefs. His opinion is 
confirmed by James Lin, a University of Illinois professor of engi-
neering, physiology, and biophysics, who was an icnirp member 
for 12 years. He told me, “If you look at 
the group’s output, it says the same things 
industry says.”

Moreover, many icnirp members 
have serious conflicts of interest. While 
they’re supposed to list their income on 
Declaration of Interests forms, they often 
don’t. For example, Michael Repacholi, 
an Australian biophysicist and icnirp’s first chair, also founded 
a WHO project in 1996 to study cellphone radiation effects. But 
Louis Slesin, editor of Microwave News, reported in 2006 that 
Repacholi admitted the telecom industry had funded half the 
WHO project’s budget. When he left WHO in 2006, Repacholi 
soon became an industry consultant. 

Andrew Wood, who is on the icnirp’s Scientific Advisory 
Group, runs a lab at Swinburne University in Australia supported 
by the Telstra Corporation, which builds and operates digital net-
works, provides mobile and internet access, and is that country’s 
largest telecommunications company. Telstra gave Wood’s lab 
some equipment and sent its staff there to test Telstra’s products. 

Rodney Croft, an icnirp member since 2008, told an Austra-
lian Broadcasting Corporation news show, “A lot of research . . . 
has clearly shown there aren’t any health effects.” However, Croft 
didn’t mention that the research center he directed was created 
with Telstra funding and lab equipment. 

Rene de Seze, in icnirp for over a decade, left his Declara-
tion of Interests form completely blank—not listing grants from 
France Telecom or his work for Motorola. 

Even the National Institutes of Health (NIH) has minimized 
the radiation hazards. For several years, it sponsored Healthy 
Building Roundtable conferences, the last one in 2018. On July 
19 and 20, speakers on the Electro Magnetic Frequency (EMF) 
panel described the dangers of wireless devices, circulated mate-
rial at the conference, and posted it on the NIH–Healthy Build-
ings Roundtable website. It said, “Current FCC public radiation 
exposure guidelines were set decades ago, based on the out-
dated premise that devices need to emit enough heat to raise 

the temperature of one’s skin to cause harm. There are now 
over 25,000 articles published, and the majority of non-industry 
funded studies show great evidence of biological harm at the 
non-thermal level.” 

The message still appeared in September, but by early October, 
it had disappeared. So, too, had any mention of the EMF panel.

The loyal press

Besides the industry’s sway with the agencies, its influence 
on the press and media means that coverage of wireless devices 
is almost always upbeat. First, the industry buys full-page ads 
that promote its services and products and now continually tout 
5G. Then there are the owners’ personal conflicts. For example, 
The New York Times’ largest single stockholder is Carlos Slim—
the world’s richest man in 2013—who holds 17 percent of the 
newspaper’s stock and whose company, America Movil, is Latin 
America’s biggest telecom provider. And Verizon is partnering 

with the Times on a 5G project. 
Most press and media repeat the 

agencies’ positions and debunk or ignore 
studies that describe the dangers. Since 
The New York Times is America’s paper 
of record, its coverage is instructive. 

In a May 2019 Times story, “your 5g 
phone wont hurt you. but russia 

wants you to think so,” the journalist William Broad quoted 
Marvin Ziskin, a Temple University professor of radiology, who 
claimed, “5G emissions, if anything, should be safer [emphasis 
added] than previous generations’ exposure of the body’s inter-
nal organs.” But Ziskin’s papers, many co-authored by Kenneth 
Foster, a professor in the Department of Bioengineering at the 
University of Pennsylvania, are funded by the Wi-Fi Alliance 
and the Mobile & Wireless Forum, or MWF, a trade group 
whose members include Apple, Motorola, Samsung, and Sony. 
As industry favorites, Foster and Ziskin were invited to chair 
MWF’s 2016 workshop sessions in Belgium, and Foster gave the 
keynote address. 

Broad also quotes David Robert Grimes, whom he identifies 
as an Oxford University cancer researcher. Besides his statements 
supporting 5G and wireless devices, Grimes discredits the work 
of David Carpenter, former dean of SUNY’s School of Public 
Health in Albany who has long warned of cellphone hazards: he 
claims that “Dr. Carpenter’s scariest alarms have been widely 
dismissed by scientific bodies the world over.”

But Grimes isn’t a reliable judge. His website has a link to his 
Oxford work, but the link, when clicked, states, “The page is not 
found.” Grimes’s site also notes his work at Queen’s University 
in Belfast, but, as of December 2019, Queen’s no longer listed 
Grimes in its online directory. Moreover, Grimes’s research is on 
human consumption of oxygen—not cellphone radiation. And 
although Broad doesn’t mention this, Grimes gets industry funds: 
in one of his papers, Grimes thanks the nvidia Corporation for 
“generous hardware donations” to his research project on radio-
therapy (nvidia makes parts for smart phones, tablets, and game 

Just one month after the International 
Agency for Research on Cancer defined 
cellphone radiation as a possible human 
carcinogen in 2011, a WHO fact sheet 
claimed “no adverse health effects have 
been established.”
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systems and had an income of $4 billion in 2018). Grimes also 
thanks Cancer Research U.K. for its support—an institute that 
partners with the Francis Crick Research Institute, whose chair 
is Baron Edmund John Philip Browne, British Petroleum’s former 
head and now chair of Huawei Technologies U.K.

In July 2019, the Times ran another story, titled “5G, don't 
fear the frequency,” under a huge multicolored drawing 
of panicked people. Broad writes that Bill Curry, a physicist 
who warns about radiation dangers, produced “flawed reports” 
about the damage of microwave radiation, which were adopted 
by “alarmist websites.” Again, he quotes Grimes, who states, “If 
phones are linked to cancer, we’d expect to see a marked uptick. 
Yet we do not.” This asser-
tion contradicts research con-
ducted by Alasdair Philips, who 
used numbers from the U.K. 
Cancer Registry to document 
the increase in aggressive brain 
tumors.

In fact, Broad’s articles 
reveal consistent biases. In 
reviewing two books on global 
warming in 1998, he said, 
“[W]e live in a great climate 
experiment, the outcomes of 
which, good or bad, no one 
is likely to forecast with any 
certitude.” This assurance came nearly 20 years after a National 
Academy of Sciences report predicted global warming of 2 
to 3.5 degrees Celsius (3.6 to 6.3 degrees Fahrenheit)—with 
greater increases at high latitudes.

In 2007, Broad called Al Gore’s documentary An Inconve-
nient Truth “exaggerated.” To prove his point, he quoted Don 
Easterbrook, a geologist who saw “a lot of inaccuracies.” But this 
is the same Easterbrook who told a Washington State Senate 
Energy, Environment, and Telecommunications Committee that 
“global warming ended in 1998.”  

Broad’s science denials resurfaced in October 2019, when he 
wrote that plastics, a major source of ocean pollution are “less dev-
astating than usually portrayed.” To support this assertion, he quotes 
a marine chemist who claims that “sunlight can degrade them in 
centuries or even decades,” not a timeline that accords with sustain-
able management of the world’s marine and coastal environments. 

Although most press and media support the industry’s posi-
tion, there are some rare exceptions. For example, the Chicago 
Tribune launched its own study to measure the radiation from 
Apple, Samsung, and Motorola cellphones. In an August 2019 
article, the Tribune said the testing laboratory found that many 
models exceeded the FCC exposure standards, “particularly 
when tested close to the body.” 

The Baltimore Sun, covering a May 2016 Pediatric Academic 
Society annual meeting, quoted physicians who warned parents 
to limit their children’s cellphone use. And in October 2005, a 
Florida Sentinel story noted that researchers worried that “radia-
tion enters users’ heads, and over time might pose serious health 

risks, including cancer.”

Research and retaliation

Industry’s impact on research is also enormous. Henry Lai, 
the University of Washington bioengineer researcher, reviewed 
326 studies on radio-frequency radiation carried out from 1990 
to 2005 and found that half showed harmful biological effects, 
while half did not. When he checked who funded which ones, the 
numbers diverged dramatically: of those that were independently 
funded, 70 percent found harmful effects, while among those 
funded by industry, only 30 percent reported finding them. 

For researchers who 
refute the message, retalia-
tion is certain. A few exam-
ples are useful.  John Allis, 
a physical chemist, and Carl 
Blackman, a biophysicist, 
were among a group of sci-
entists at the Environmental 
Protection Agency studying 
low-intensity EMF radia-
tion from the 1970s until the 
mid-1980s—to determine 
its effect on brain tissue. 
Allis says that although ‘low’ 
sounds benign, it “penetrates 

more deeply than X-rays.” Since their research predated cell-
phones, they studied the radiation from electric power lines and 
the military’s radar installations. 

“We exposed newly hatched chickens’ brains to it and found 
that this changed their brain tissues. It was a crucial discovery 
that we wanted to study further, but EPA stopped our funds,” 
Blackman says. He then got Department of Energy support, but 
it also ended, and his equipment was thrown away.

Why? Allis says that “in the 1980s, the Reagan administra-
tion was pushing ‘Star Wars,’ which was thought to need non-
ionizing radiation to make it work. The scuttlebutt was that 
Washington didn’t want to know it had negative effects. So it 
stopped the funds.” 

Lai and his research partner, N.P. Singh, a professor of bioen-
gineering at the University of Washington, exposed rats’ brains 
to radio-frequency radiation at an intensity the FCC said was 
safe. But after just two hours, the radiation broke or damaged 
the DNA in their brain cells—which can lead to mutations and 
cancer. When they published their results in a 1995 issue of Bio-
electromagnetics, Motorola cut their funds and counterattacked: 
Slesin posted a leaked memo in a 1997 MicrowaveNews, which 
showed (under Media Strategy, p.13) that Motorola wrote to its 
public relations firm telling how to discredit them.

Lai and Singh then got a Wireless Technology Research grant 
(under the trade group CTIA) to continue their studies. But 
Lai says WTR continually tried to “dictate the design of our 
experiments.” After many confrontations, George Carlo, WTR’s 
head, wrote the University of Washington president (Richard 
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“This is how industry manages to 
confuse the public. It stops funding 
research it doesn’t like and promotes the 
results it likes. It also says the studies 
cancel each other out.”
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McCormick), threatening legal action and telling him to fire Lai 
and Singh. McCormick refused. The scientists still had NIH 
funds to continue their research on extremely low-frequency 
fields, and published a paper in 2005. But it was their last. 

Om Gandhi, a University of Utah professor emeritus, studied 
how humans absorbed cellphone radiation and, by the 1990s, 
was focusing on children because, as he explains, “their skulls 
are thinner than adult skulls and they absorb much more.” He 
also found that for every millimeter closer to their heads people 
hold their phones, the absorption rate is 15 to 30 percent higher. 
When he published these results, his funders stopped funding. 
“Without the grants, I had to close my lab,” he said. Some years 
later, Devra Davis, an epidemiologist who co-founded the Envi-
ronmental Health Trust, co-wrote a paper with Gandhi. She says 
that a five-year-old child’s skull absorbs about 10 times as much 
radiation as an adult’s skull. But when companies test phones, 
they use a one-size-fits-all model based on 
the head size of an adult male. 

Jerry Phillips (before he went to the 
University of Colorado) was at the Veter-
ans Affairs Medical Center in Loma Linda, 
California, where the team with which he 
worked got Motorola funds to study EMF 
radiation. The researchers exposed rats in the fetus and new-
borns to the radiation and found that under certain conditions, 
the signals affected brain tissues. “Motorola didn’t want to hear 
this and told us not to present our results. But we did, anyway,” 
Phillips says. 

After this, the company asked the team to study the DNA 
breaks that Lai and Singh had found, but he said, “Motorola 
wanted us to reach different conclusions. What we learned was 
that different exposures increased and decreased DNA damage. 
Motorola didn’t like this, either, since it wanted to hear that there 
were no effects. It told us to do more research and not publish 
our data. A friend at Motorola advised me ‘give Motorola what it 
wants, or this could harm your career.’ 

“Although I knew government funds hadn’t been available for 
such studies for years, I couldn’t work with Motorola’s restrictions. 
So I took myself off the project. If I hadn’t, Motorola would have. 
I left California and haven’t done this type of research since.” 

Phillips says Motorola asked several other researchers to dis-
prove what the group at Loma Linda, as well as Lai and Singh, 
had found about the damage to cells. And some obliged the com-
pany. “It’s possible to do this, since the way you design studies 
determines what you’ll find. 

“This is how industry manages to confuse the public. It stops 
funding research it doesn’t like and promotes the results it likes. 
It also says the studies cancel each other out.” That is, if some 
find harmful biological effects and others don’t, then the former 
don’t count. “This isn’t correct,” Phillips says.

Lai adds that industry enthusiasts always claim there’s a lack of 
research about the long-term effects, but this isn’t true: over 500 
epidemiological and animal studies have shown that cellphone 
radiation causes biological damage. Lai told Slesin, “The industry 
says half the studies don’t show effects. But even if this was true, 

could the other half all be garbage?”

Reseachers’ findings

brain tumors and blood leaks Several scientists have 
reported on these health problems. Berkeley’s Joel Moskowitz, 
who writes a blog on electromagnetic radiation, says that in 2017, 
several journals, such as Biomedical Research International and 
Neurological Sciences, published various scientists’ reviews of 
the many studies carried out on brain tumors. They found that 
“each reported a ‘statistically significant’ link between heavy 
cellphone use (of 10 or more years) and brain tumors, especially 
on the side of the head where people hold their phones (called 
ipsilateral use).” 

One review was by Lennart Hardell and Michael Carlberg, 
whose earlier work on brain tumors is considered the gold 

standard and was a key reason the Inter-
national Agency for Research on Cancer 
classified cellphone radiation as a possible 
carcinogen. In their review, Hardell and 
Carlberg found that the highest risk of 
glioma—brain cancer—occurred among 
the heaviest users, and they reported in a 

2013 issue of the International Journal of Oncology that people 
using cellphones at least 30 minutes a day for nine years “had 
nearly three times the glioma incidence. If they started as teen-
agers or earlier, the risk was four times higher.” They also found 
meningiomas (slow-growing, mostly nonmalignant brain tumors) 
and acoustic neuromas (tumors on auditory nerves leading from 
the inner ear to the brain). 

Further, a $25 million Interphone Study, funded by the Euro-
pean Union and others, was carried out by scientists in Australia, 
Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Israel, Italy, New 
Zealand, Japan, Norway, Sweden, and the U.K. They compared 
approximately 5,000 cases of tumors to a similar-size control 
group. Many of the researchers said the results were consistent 
with previous studies that showed increased risks for glioma or 
acoustic neuroma tumors among the heaviest cellphone users.

Two other studies also found serious risks. The French cer-
nat study reported in May 2014 that those using phones 30 min-
utes a day for five years had a higher risk of brain tumors. And a 
Chinese study by J. Tang (published in Brain Research in 2015) 
found that rats exposed to cellphone radiation had leakage in the 
blood-brain barrier and cognitive impairment.

dna damage Besides the Lai and Singh studies, the reflex 
study (for which the European Union gave three million Euros to 
12 institutions) found that cellphone radiation damaged human 
cells and DNA. As noted earlier, the NTP study also found DNA 
damage in rats and mice. 

thyroid tumors Berkeley’s Moskowitz says the incidence 
of thyroid tumors—especially the papillary type, which is the 
most sensitive to electromagnetic field radiation—is increasing 
in many countries. He explains that because of the way phones 
are designed, much of the radiation is directed toward the neck, 
where the thyroid gland is located. He says the CDC reported a 



rapid rise of these tumors among children in the United States, 
and Hardell and his colleagues wrote about this in 2016. Finally, 
he says a 2019 Yale University study found increased thyroid 
cancer among heavy cellphone users.

male infertility The Cleveland Clinic Center for Male 
Fertility found that when men carried phones in their pants 
pockets, their sperm were weakened and reduced, which can 
cause infertility.

hypersensitivity A growing number of physicians and sci-
entists are reporting that some individuals are particularly sen-
sitive to EMF radiation. Their symptoms, which can be quite 
pronounced, include tinnitus, vertigo, headaches, fatigue, and 
memory loss.

Insurance companies deny coverage

Interestingly, the risk-averse insurance industry has been 
reluctant to offer coverage for the companies or those who use 
the devices. For example, insurance authority Swiss Re clas-
sified wireless devices 
as “high risk,” while 
Lloyd’s of London 
underwriters adopted 
the “Electromag-
netic Fields Exclu-
sion Clause”: this 
means it will not cover 
“damages or illnesses 
caused by continuous 
long-term non-ioniz-
ing radiation exposure 
through mobile phone 
use.” As journalists 
Mark Hertsgaard and 
Mark Dowie noted, in 
a July 2018 Guardian 
article, they didn’t find a single insurance company that would 
sell a policy covering cellphone radiation. “Why would we?” 
one executive told them . . . pointing to over two dozen lawsuits 
against wireless companies, demanding $1.9 billion in damages.

Countries’ concerns

Unlike the United States, some countries have tightened their 
exposure rules. For example, Belgium banned companies from 
marketing phones specifically designed for children under seven. 

Cyprus banned Wi-Fi in nursery schools and kindergartens 
and launched an advertising campaign to educate parents. Also, 
it removed Wi-Fi from Archbishop Makarios hospital.  

France, which has the world’s strictest limits, banned wireless 
devices in daycare centers for children under three, required 
Wi-Fi to be turned off in elementary schools when not in use, and 
ordered towns to map the locations of antennas, measure their 
radiation levels, and give this data to the public. Also, it required 
that ads state the various models’ exposure levels (with fines of 

up to 75,000 Euros if they don’t comply); further, the ads may 
not show children using phones or people holding the devices 
next to their heads. 

India reduced the cell tower radiation limit to one-tenth of 
the cap recommended by ICNIRP, and some states and cities 
ordered companies to remove their towers that were located 
near hospitals and schools.

Israel banned Wi-Fi in kindergartens, limited it in first and 
second grades to three hours a week, required companies to list 
the phones’ radiation levels, and banned ads that show children 
using phones. Haifa’s school district required computers to be 
hard-wired.

In Poland, Krakow’s mayor distributed free meters to its 
citizens to measure their devices’ exposure levels and tightened 
zoning rules, which limit the areas where towers can be located.

And in Switzerland, Geneva is one of several cities and towns 
that placed a moratorium on 5G.

States, cities, and scientists fight back

Alarmed about 
the hazards from 
wireless devices, 254 
scientists from 44 
countries have urged 
the United Nations 
to toughen the expo-
sure guidelines and 
“educate the pub-
lic about the health 
risks.” The U.N. has 
not replied. 

With the advent 
of 5G, warnings are 
even stronger: By 
October 2020, 407 

scientists and physicians appealed to the European Commission 
“to halt the roll-out of 5G . . . which will substantially increase 
exposure to radiofrequency electromagnetic fields.” This has also 
been ignored. 

Many U.S. states, cities, and counties also worry. For example, 
New Hampshire legislators created a commission of experts 
to study EMF effects. In their report, which was released this 
November, the experts recommended 15 actions: among the 
most important, they asked the FCC to study the environmental 
impact of the 5G antennas and towers and locate them further 
from schools and homes. 

Representative Patrick Abrami, who heads the commission, 
invited Frank Clegg, Microsoft Canada’s CEO for 14 years, to 
meet with them. Clegg told them, “The industry only focuses 
on getting its products to market but doesn’t deal with health 
and safety issues. It’s self-policing, so we’re seeing a Wild West 
scenario regarding the guidelines. I’m not aware of a single study 
which shows 5G technology is safe.”

How did the ex-CEO of Microsoft Canada do such a 
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that the Berkeley ordnance “over-warned the consumer.” Also, 
the FCC weighed in that Berkeley didn’t have the right to inform 
the public about safety concerns because the FCC gave the pub-
lic all the data it needed. This time, Berkeley lost. 

Scarato notes that Thomas Johnson Jr., the FCC’s general 
counsel for the Berkeley case, was previously at the law firm of 
Gibson, Dunn and Crutcher, which represented the CTIA when 
it sued Berkeley. 

How users can limit their exposure

Since wireless devices are here to stay (5.2 billion people use 
them globally), scientists and health advocates say the best course 
is to limit people’s exposure. To this end, California’s Department 
of Public Health says people should use headsets but remove 
them when not talking, since they release small amounts of radia-
tion even when not in use. Also, they should text instead of talk; 
carry phones away from their bodies (in backpacks, briefcases, 
handbags, and tote bags); keep them away from their heads when 

streaming; and download movies (instead 
of streaming).

Alasdair Philips, the U.K. scientist, says 
that modern cellphones use less power 
and thus emit less radiation than cord-
less phones (also called satellite phones). 
But he stresses they are still hazardous 
and should only be used in areas where 

reception is strong. Just as important, Philips says, “You should 
download material, rather than stream it, since streaming emits 
more radiation. And you should not use ear buds, since these fit 
deeply inside the ear.”

Warnings from industry executives such as Frank Clegg 
(Microsoft Canada’s former CEO) are rare. So, too, are those 
from governments, since the industry lavishes huge sums on 
the lawmakers. According to the Center for Responsive Politics, 
from 1989 to 2017, the industry gave $101 million to members of 
Congress and their PACs. Its favorites were Senator John McCain 
(R-Ariz.), $2.5 million; Rep. Ed Markey (D-Mass.), $1.7 million; 
Rep. Greg Walden (R-Ore.), $1.6 million; Rep. Fred Upton 
(R-Mich.), $1.6million; and Rep. Steny Hoyer (D-Md.), $1.4 mil-
lion. The three most generous donors were AT&T ($19.8 million), 
Comcast ($14.9 million), and Verizon ($11.2 million). Moreover, 
the National Institute on Money in Politics says industry lobbying 
groups plowed $93.7 million into local elections in 2018. 

As expected, the largesse continues to be rewarded, and a mis-
informed public continues its love affair with all things wireless. 

Barbara Koeppel is a Washington D.C.-based investigative 
reporter who covers social, economic, political, and foreign 
policy issues.

turnaround? Clegg says, “After I retired in 2005, I talked to 
scientists and became convinced the devices can harm you. At 
this point, my wife and I founded Canadians for Safe Technology 
to raise people’s awareness about the dangers and tell them how 
to use the devices safely.” 

Louisiana legislators are also concerned. They asked their 
environmental agency to study the 5G safety issues. The prob-
lem, Moskowitz says, is that “there are no health studies” specifi-
cally on exposure to 5G.  

Richard Blumental, senator from Connecticut, shares their 
concerns. At a February 2019 Commerce Committee hearing 
on 5G, he blasted the FCC and FDA for “failing to conduct 
research into the safety of 5G technology . . . instead, deferring 
to industry. We’re flying blind here.” 

Dozens of cities, including Huntington Beach, California; 
Seattle; and Montgomery County, Maryland, sued the FCC, 
which they claim has usurped local control in order to promote 
5G. They argued that local governments should be able to stop 
companies from installing thousands of 5G antennas and require 
that environmental impact studies be made 
before the companies move forward. But 
the FCC issued an order  to “remove these 
regulatory barriers.” And it won.

The Environmental Health Trust also 
took the FCC to court: “The FCC refused 
to update U.S. radiation guidelines, ignor-
ing the vast number of studies that found 
harm from low-level radiation emitted by wireless devices and 
cell towers,” the EHT’s Scarato explains.

The FCC fought back, insisting its 1996 regulations were 
still adequate. It also repeated its mantra, that 5G will unleash 
“a  wave of entrepreneurship and economic opportunity . . . 
helping ensure the U.S. wins the global race to 5G.” However, 
in 2019, the District of Columbia Circuit Court of Appeals 
said the FCC could not eliminate environmental reviews of 5G 
small-cell infrastructure.

Oral arguments in the EHT case are scheduled for this com-
ing January, but in the meantime, the FCC and telecom com-
panies are forging ahead: the FCC says it can do this—despite 
local pushback—because the Telecommunications Act of 1996 
gives the FCC the sole power to set radiation exposure limits. 

Even before the 5G conflict, U.S. cities challenged the indus-
try. In 2010, a San Francisco law required cellphone vendors 
to warn users about the devices’ radiation and limit their chil-
dren’s use. CTIA, the trade group, promptly sued, claiming the 
law violated the sellers’ free speech rights. To flex its economic 
muscle, CTIA moved its trade show from San Francisco to San 
Diego. After a three-year fight, the city lost the case in a federal 
appeals court and backed off—citing the risk of having to pay 
the industry’s legal fees.  

Five years later, Berkeley passed a more limited law that 
required vendors to educate users about the safety issues. CTIA 
sued again, arguing it “violated the sellers’ first amendment 
rights.” At first, the Circuit Court sided with Berkeley and some 
vendors complied. But CTIA appealed the decision, arguing 

They should text instead of talk; 
carry phones away from their bodies (in 
backpacks, briefcases, handbags, and 
tote bags); keep them away from their 
heads when streaming; and download 
movies (instead of streaming).

9

washingtonspectator.org

https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/Berkeley-settles-with-wireless-industry-will-not-15628995.php
https://ehtrust.org/wp-content/uploads/FCC-Brief-Berkeley-.pdf
https://www.lightreading.com/comcast-atandt-verizon-lead-$67m-in-telecom-lobbying-in-2019/d/d-id/757919
https://ehtrust.org/wp-content/uploads/Court-Opinion.pdf


Why would people who laughed approvingly when Trump 
mocked the disabled, applauded the pardon of Joe Arpaio, and 
cheered when Rush Limbaugh received the Presidential Medal 
of Freedom suddenly decide to jump ship?  

These are many of the same people who sneer at mask-wear-
ing neighbors (how did the mask issue become such a symbol 
of personal freedom—don’t these same folks willingly comply 
when restaurants and diners ask their customers to wear shoes 
and t-shirts?). Some show up at social justice rallies to pick 
fights with black protest-
ers; and apparently many 
believe that the world is 
run by a cabal of largely 
Democratic, Satan-wor-
shipping pedophiles who, 
among other things, are 
plotting against Trump 
while operating a global 
child sex-trafficking ring.  

These voters ignored 
the voluminous evidence 
that the 2016 Trump cam-
paign colluded with the 
Russians; discounted tes-
timony that he lied under 
oath, that he lied to his 
bankers and cheated on 
his taxes. They dismissed 
the charge that Trump 
tried to bribe a foreign head of state to investigate his politi-
cal rival (for which he was impeached). And for years, they’ve 
absorbed all the other nonsense Trump has been peddling since 
he first showed up as a barker on the World Wide Wrestling Cir-
cuit and played a fake businessman on reality TV.

So after all this time spent in denial, having enabled Trump 
to deform their government and their democracy to a level of 
dysfunction where both are now barely recognizable, what bolt of 
lightning could possibly spur them overnight to develop an inde-
pendent, critical perspective and conclude that Trump’s public 
dissembling on the election results and these Hail Mary election 
fraud lawsuits are just more lies, and cover for another con? 

I swing between alarm at our vulnerability to the corruption 
and lawlessness of a rogue executive and trust in a process that 
will eventually ease him out of 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue and 
into a courtroom on Foley Square. 

To get there though, the country has had to hold its breath 
and navigate the successive stages of election certification pre-
scribed by the Electoral College. Alexander Hamilton reasoned 
that the Electoral College would ensure the office of president 
would never fall into the hands of any candidate “who is not in an 
eminent degree endowed with the requisite qualifications.” The 
Electoral College, he argued, would ensure that mere “talents for 
low intrigue and the little arts of popularity” would never be suf-
ficient “to gain the esteem and confidence of the whole Union.” 

It was clear in 2016—after Hillary Clinton won the popular 
vote by nearly three million but lost to Trump by 304–227 in the 
Electoral College—that the system had failed. Too much influ-
ence was vested in winner-take-all states and swing states at the 
expense of the national will, and Hamilton’s confidence that the 
presidency would be filled with “characters pre-eminent for abil-
ity and virtue” was upended from the moment Trump placed his 
hand on the Bible.  

Hamilton understood the danger posed by rogue conduct 
within the system. “Nothing,” he wrote in the Federalist Papers, 

“was more to be desired 
than that every practi-
cable obstacle should 
be opposed to cabal, 
intrigue, and corruption.” 

He was also wary 
of the desire of for-
eign powers “to gain an 
improper ascendant in 
our councils.” Hamilton’s 
19th-century apprehen-
sion grew more prescient 
with each day Trump was 
in office, as he ignored, 
denied, and covered up 
well-documented Rus-
sian encroachment in 
American domestic poli-
tics. And after the larg-
est and most damaging 

breach of U.S. national security in history was attributed to 
Russian espionage, the president first greeted the news without 
comment, and then offhandedly suggested it had probably been 
China. Aides report he has not read his national security brief-
ings since October, and in the heat of an unprecedented national 
security crisis, the jaded press was left to speculate that Trump 
must not have wanted to offend the largest note-holders in his 
overleveraged financial empire.

Biden won the recent national election by more than seven 
million votes, but only narrowly prevailed in the Electoral Col-
lege by an aggregate of 47,000, rekindling calls for reform. Still, 
it’s tempting to conclude that the battered Constitution held—as 
eminent scholars of election law like Jerry Goldfeder predicted 
it would. The principled Republican judicial appointees in the 
swing states who dismissed the president’s frivolous lawsuits, and 
the election officials from his own party who survived his furious 
attacks on their character were, at least for one shining month, 
elements of a durable and resilient system.

Watching this administration gradually unravel in its final, 
fetid weeks, it’s clear that the president of the United States has 
abandoned the people’s business. His public calendar is empty. 
Yet his failed coup has moved to arguably its most lethal stage, 
sabotage. 

Trump and his staff are hog-tying the incoming Biden admin-
istration, cutting off transition debriefings, amassing 11th-hour 

Continued from page 2, PLOT
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lists of politically motivated pardons, and destroying public docu-
ments. They are planning a counterrally on Inauguration Day and 
giving the greenlight to every branch of the federal government 
to roll back the clock. As compiled by ProPublica, Trump is loos-
ening Obama-era rules designed to protect workers, the environ-
ment, and public health. He is reducing efficiency standards for 
shower heads and laundry machines. He is making it harder to 
emigrate, harder to request asylum.  

The Trump administration is promulgating rules that release 
pension managers from having to consider social and environ-
mental impacts when choosing investments. He is pressing ahead 
with more oil and gas exploration in the National Petroleum 
Reserve in Alaska, a habitat for bears, musk oxen, caribou, and 
birds. And despite depressed energy prices and low demand, he 
is opening the way for drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge, sacred ground of indigenous hunting communities in 
northeast Alaska. 

Trump and Barr accelerated the pace of federal executions, 
putting more prisoners to death than the 10 previous presidents 
combined. Isaac Arnsdorf reports in Pro-
Publica that Trump administration officials 
“gave public explanations for their choice 
of which prisoners should die that misstated 
key facts from the cases. They moved ahead 
with executions in the middle of the night. 
They left one prisoner strapped to the gur-
ney while lawyers worked to remove a court order. They executed 
a second prisoner while an appeal was still pending, leaving the 
court to then dismiss the appeal as “moot” because the man was 
already dead. They bought (lethal) drugs from a secret pharmacy 
that failed a quality test. They hired private executioners and paid 
them in cash.” And they’ve made a rules change that paves the 
way, grotesquely, for the use of firing squads because of a short-
age of the chemicals employed in injections. 

Meanwhile, the president’s lawyers continue to travel the 
countryside like a carney show, racking up losses in court after 
court in failed attempts to advance their novel argument—
fraud without evidence. The legal squad is composed of fringe 
conspiracy theorists, religious conservatives, and at least one 
attorney reportedly under federal investigation—the risible 
Rudolph Giuliani. (According to The New York Times, federal 
prosecutors have been investigating Giuliani for his role in falsely 
smearing and undermining Marie L. Yovanovitch, the respected 
U.S. ambassador to the Ukraine, whom Trump recalled because 
she wouldn’t cooperate with the president’s efforts to tie the 
Biden family to alleged wrongdoing in that country. Yovanovitch 
recently received the PEN/Benenson Courage Award for speak-
ing out against corruption in the Trump administration.) 

Consider the record of 17 lawsuits filed by Team Trump 
in Pennsylvania alone: denied, dismissed, denied, withdrawn, 
denied, denied, withdrawn, relief granted (the court found that 
the secretary of state had erred in granting 100 mail-in voters a 
three-day extension to provide missing identification), denied, 
withdrawn, active, denied (“This claim, like Frankenstein’s Mon-
ster, has been haphazardly stitched together,” the judge wrote), 

denied (“calling an election unfair does not make it so”), denied, 
denied, denied, denied. 

While Trump and his lawyers are keeping the election myths 
in the headlines, his staff is sending out huge volumes of fund-
raising mailers to the faithful, asking for contributions ostensibly 
to fight the cheating Democrats. Duped citizens have responded 
by sending hundreds of millions in donations to opaque funding 
mechanisms with few reporting requirements. These funds, in 
the end, will be used to perpetuate Trump’s political interests 
once out of office and to cover the considerable costs of defend-
ing the multiple prosecutions and lawsuits that await Trump in 
civilian life. Few will object along the way if Mar-a-Lago gets a 
fresh coat of paint and the pressing needs of the postpresidential 
Trump household are also paid for. 

The attorney general, who is trying, as he exits the Justice 
Department, to shift his legacy away from errand boy for a law-
less president to dispenser of judicious opinion, tells us what we 
already knew: that there is no need or purpose for independent 
investigations of the recent election, or of Hunter Biden, beyond 

satisfying his employer’s appetite for shred-
ding the Constitution. 

Where was this new, principled William 
Barr when Trump asked for and received 
protection from the damning Mueller report 
on Russian interference in the 2016 elec-
tions; or when Trump asked for and received 

cover from the Ukraine scandal and the impeachment process 
that ensued (as reported by Murray Waas in the Spectator); or 
when Trump demanded an investigation into the investigation 
of Russian interference, which it is worth recalling was autho-
rized in the first place by Republicans in the Senate Intelligence 
Committee?

Mitch McConnell and his Republican colleagues, who through 
their passivity and inaction have enabled the Trump wrecking 
ball, have largely confined legislative activity in the Senate in 
recent years to packing the federal judiciary with right-wing 
judges and serving up massive subsidies and tax breaks for corpo-
rations and the very wealthy. They stalled Covid relief for months 
and fought tenaciously against a holiday check for millions of 
Americans left unemployed or hungry by the virus. 

Now with the political reality of close runoff elections in Geor-
gia forcing their hand, the obstructionist McConnell announces 
in front of the news cameras that “relief is on the way,” and his 
likeminded colleagues mutter for the record that the help is 
“overdue.” But behind the closed committee doors, they condi-
tioned their support even for the watered-down Covid-19 relief 
bill on the adoption of a corporate liability shield from coronavi-
rus-related lawsuits. As Public Citizen warned earlier this year, 
the proposal by Senate Republicans “to immunize businesses 
from liability includes provisions shielding employers from a 
range of workplace laws—including laws addressing discrimina-
tion, fair wages and occupational health and safety.” 

There’s more, of course. The attack on the Post Office was 
spurred by privatization ideologues, Trump’s self-interested oppo-
sition to mail-in voting, and his attempts at voter suppression; as 

Trump and Barr accelerated the 
pace of federal executions, putting 
more prisoners to death than the 10 
previous presidents combined.
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well as his animus toward Amazon, a leading Post Office client, 
whose CEO and major shareholder, Jeff Bezos, is also the owner 
of The Washington Post, which adopted a skeptical view of the 
Trump presidency and was a beacon of trusted reporting on the 
federal government in the age of Fake News. 

George H.W. Bush, a Republican president from a bygone era, 
memorably cautioned against even the appearance of impropri-
ety in public life. Trump and his family members, by contrast, 
have erased any line that once stood between self-enrichment 
and the administration of the public trust. His children and 
in-laws have leveraged their family connections to the White 
House to secure investments and loans for various commercial 
enterprises from banks and foreign governments seeking favor. 

They have commandeered undisclosed millions in campaign 
and taxpayer resources “to maximize revenues at Trump prop-
erties,” observed Kathleen Clark, a law professor at Washing-
ton University in St. Louis and an expert 
in legal ethics, who added, “And when he 
travels to the golf courses in Florida, Vir-
ginia and New Jersey, other agencies that 
are involved in supporting the president end 
up spending money.”  

Federal agencies paid hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars into Trump properties whenever Trump family 
members traveled, even on personal business. The State Depart-
ment and other divisions of the federal government conducted 
high-level meetings at Trump properties and scheduled trainings 
at these facilities. State and national Republican Party events 
were held at Trump hotels and related assets, in the same set-
tings where lobbyists conspicuously convened their clients and 
conservative Christians gathered, as Katherine Stewart reported 
in the Spectator, to celebrate Trump variously as “a man of God” 
and “an imperfect vessel.” 

And all of these assets are held in a trust owned by a single 
individual—Donald Trump. 

Journalists will spend years after Trump is gone monitoring a 
judiciary that has skewed hard to the right during the Trump era, 
when a disengaged president contracted with the Religious Right 
and the Federalist Society to build a judicial selection pipeline 
to McConnell, who obligingly packed the federal courts with 
hundreds of unqualified ideologues and awarded them lifetime 
appointments.

That such a morally and ethically challenged person, with such 
limited knowledge of history and such obvious disinterest in the 
actual workings of civic life, who openly boasted that he would 
stack the court with judges who would side with his interests; 
who galvanized white supremacists, neo-Nazis, and unrepentant 
racists while actively diminishing the status of women and immi-
grants and minorities and gay and lesbian and trans people; that a 
person with these tendencies would have been entrusted in a few 
short years with three nominations to the United States Supreme 
Court and the opportunity to shape American jurisprudence for 
a generation or more will be the cruelest and most enduring 
feature of Trump’s legacy. 

There is a small irony—and modest comfort, no doubt 

short-lived—in the inability of even these Trump-appointed 
judges to take his false claims about the election seriously, and 
that their silence will stand as the last word on Trump’s manipula-
tions and the delusions of his followers.

Watching The Plot Against America, the Philp Roth novel 
adapted for HBO by David Simon (The Wire, Treme), you can’t 
avoid the parallels in Roth’s fictional narrative with contemporary 
social and political tensions. In the book, and the film, a right-
wing Charles Lindbergh parlays his celebrity into a run for the 
presidency, and defeats Roosevelt on an isolationist America 
First platform, vowing to keep the United States out of the war 
in Europe and to establish cordial and sympathetic relations with 
Hitler. He advances a white supremacist culture and blames the 
Jews for pushing America into a regional European dispute. As 
his antisemitic rhetoric escalates, the attacks on American Jews 
in the neighborhoods grow more violent. 

In the film, as in life during the Trump 
era, we are alarmed by the ease and speed 
with which American life slips into aggres-
sive intolerance, of resentment toward 
immigrants, enmity toward Black people, 
and bigotry toward those who appear to 
be different. And how readily a leader who 

recklessly identifies with these impulses can prod them to the 
surface for his political gain.   

The cinematic images in The Plot Against America, of beefy 
white blond men bludgeoning ethnic-looking passersby, merge 
with the reality of increasing hate crimes and racially motivated 
violence unleashed during Trump’s first term. White American 
fascists march in Charlottesville. Trump sends unmarked federal 
stormtroopers to Portland to provoke and attack anti-racism pro-
testers. Police killings of unarmed Black people are epidemic, 
and white nationalists attack Black protestors of police violence. 
A Trump follower murders Jews in their synagogue, and an 
emboldened white supremacist goes on a fatal shooting spree 
in the Walmart in El Paso, to protest the “Hispanic invasion of 
Texas.” The demagogic president goads his audiences at rallies 
into racist and bigoted chants against women and Black and 
Muslim people. 

We’ll never know how close we came, this time, to the destruc-
tion of the constitutional system. If we thought such a thing was 
unimaginable, perhaps Trump has done 21st-century America 
a perverse favor by showing how easy it is to bring us to the 
precipice. We are left to imagine what fuse he could have lit in a 
second term to turn an increasingly anxious, vulnerable democ-
racy into his own mutated version of an authoritarian state. We’ve 
been given a second chance, to absorb the lessons of his hideous 
presidency, that democratic freedoms and practice, however 
imperfect, are fragile and require constant vigilance. 

Hamilton Fish is the editor and publisher of The Washington 
Spectator.
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by contrast, have erased any line 
that once stood between self-
enrichment and the administration 
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