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We asked readers: Which Dem 
hopeful stands out so far? 

Klobuchar for president

Sen. Amy Klobuchar of Min-
nesota has all the credentials 
necessary to win the presidency 
next year. First, she already has 
a 12-year track in Congress; sec-
ond, the senator is from the all-
important Midwest; and third, 
she is a moderate running 
against a host of progressives. 

The senator’s impressive win 
last November proved she not 
only could do well in urban 
Minnesota, she also knew how 
to rack up votes in conserva-
tive, rural parts of the state as 
well (i.e., “Trump country”). 

This is a quality many, if not 
most, of her Democratic rivals 
will envy during the primaries 
and/or have a problem duplicat-
ing in the 2020 general election. 

The thing I like most about 
Klobuchar is she’s been hid-
ing in plain sight. According 

to Business Insider, she could 
“bury” Donald Trump. My crys-
tal ball is far from perfect, but 
I did spot Jimmy Carter, Bill 
Clinton and Barack Obama be-
fore many of my friends did.

 That said, I truly believe Sen. 
Klobuchar is the one to watch.

— Denny Freidenrich,  
Laguna Beach

Beto for president

I’m a staunch supporter of 
Beto O’Rourke. I believe he has 
a very good chance of defeat-
ing a Republican, as he almost 
did in the Republican state of 
Texas. But that’s not the only 
reason. I am impressed with 
his platform on immigration, 
minimum wage, gun control 
and  transparency within gov-
ernment. I also believe he’s the 
“younger” Bernie Sanders and 
could get younger people en-
gaged in the political process. 
I believe that too many young 
people don’t care enough about 

everyday politics and the push-
ing forward of a sustainable so-
ciety, and that they only be-
come engaged when there is 
crisis. There is a crisis — it is 
the future, and it must be pro-
tected and upheld at every 
level.

— Richard T. Valero,  
Long Beach

Biden for president

Joe Biden will be the Dem-
ocratic candidate as he is the 
only one with a chance of beat-
ing Trump. California Demo-
crats may want someone more 
progressive and socialist, but 
they are out of step with the 
rest of the country and would 
lose to Trump without Biden. 

Nancy Pelosi will use her role 
to influence the party delegates 
to choose Biden as the Dem 
leadership only cares about 
beating Trump.

— Mark Allen,  
San Juan Capistrano

Letters

MALLARD FILLMORE: By Bruce Tinsley

How can Southern Califor-
nia city and county govern-
ments earmark billions in tax-
payer dollars for solutions to 
the tragic problem of home-
lessness and still see the num-
bers on the streets go up in a 
recent survey?

That’s our Question of the 
Week for readers.

But more than that, and 
more than simply indulging 
the natural skepticism among 
the citizenry about govern-
ment work — and boondoggles 
— what of the possibility that 
the issue is simply bigger than 
can be imagined? So many 
economic and social issues are 
at play at the same time that 
there likely is not one easy so-
lution to too many without 
roofs over their heads.

Plus, if we — brace your-
self — put ourselves in the lo-
cal politicians’ shoes, it’s not 
as if they want the awful num-
bers to keep going up. A fig-
ure such as Los Angeles Mayor 
Eric Garcetti saw his chances 
of entering national politics 
fall away, for now, precisely be-
cause of the intractable nature 
of homelessness in his city. He 
would have loved to be able to 
point to more success through 
the city’s Measure HHH and 
the county’s Measure H, taxes 
set aside by voters to cure 
what ails our region. 

And perhaps new housing 
construction plans, plagued 
by NIMBY neighbors at ev-
ery turn, have made some dif-
ference — perhaps even more 
people would be homeless 
without the new, big money.

So, if you were homeless 
czar, what would be your fo-
cus? Is it dealing more forth-
rightly with institutionaliz-
ing the mentally ill? Is it vastly 
increasing drug and alcohol 
treatment programs? Is it sim-
ply stricter enforcement of 
sidewalk-camping laws, roust-
ing the homeless from the area 
to become other regions’ prob-
lem? 

Given the rash of what some 
in the media are calling “me-
dieval diseases” such as ty-
phus associated with rodent 
infestations in downtown Los 
Angeles, is this a public health 
emergency — as much for mid-
dle Americans just trying to 
go to work and school as for 
the indigent?

Should homeless encamp-
ments be cleared on the prin-
cipal of protecting the rest 
of us? Or is the real answer 
trade education and job cre-
ation? Email your thoughts to 
opinion@scng.com. Please in-
clude your full name and com-
munity of residence. Provide a 
daytime phone number (it will 
not be published).

Question of the Week

What would you do 
as a homeless czar?

California’s business com-
munity isn’t totally out of the 
woods this year when it comes 
to onerous plans by the Legis-
lature to pass job-threatening 
taxes and regulations. Given 
that Democrats expanded 
their supermajorities in the 
state Assembly and Senate in 
the November election, busi-
ness officials are fortunate 
that their troubles aren’t any 
worse. 
A big deadline recently passed 
by which bills must be ap-
proved in the house where 
they originated if they are to 
survive the session. Only five 
of 31 bills deemed by the Cali-
fornia Chamber of Commerce 
as “job killers” moved for-
ward. Last year, all 29 “job 
killers” were defeated, giving 
the statewide business group 
a 92% success rate at derailing 
measures it believes to pose 
a clear and present danger to 
job development. 
This year’s still-living “job kill-
ers” include Assembly Bill 51 
by Lorena Gonzalez, D-San Di-
ego, which would ban arbi-
tration agreements as a con-
dition of employment. The 
bill’s union sponsors argue 
that these mandatory agree-
ments force workers to sign 
away their rights, but the mea-
sure likely violates federal la-
bor law. It also would lead to 
higher workplace costs be-
cause arbitration agreements 
help settle disputes without 
litigation. A similar bill was 
stopped last year — so it’s a 
test case for the power of busi-
ness groups following Novem-
ber’s Democratic wins. 
Assembly Bill 1066, also by 
Assemblywoman Gonza-
lez, is almost breathtaking in 
its pursuit of union favorit-
ism. The bill “permits work-
ers involved in a trade dispute 
to collect unemployment in-
surance benefits,” which ob-
viously would drag out labor 
actions given that the state 
would be subsidizing work-
ers who strike. It would give 
unions an unfair upper hand 
in negotiations. 
Assembly Bill 1080 would, 

as the Chamber notes, “sub-
stantially increase the cost to 
manufacture and ship con-
sumer products” by giving 
the state CalRecycle agency 
vast power to impose fees and 
rules on manufacturers. Sen-
ate Bill 54 would do the same 
thing. 
Senate Bill 1 is targeted at the 
Trump administration. As 
the Senate analysis explains, 
it “establishes specified mini-
mum federal environmental, 
public health, and labor stan-
dards as state baselines in the 
event the Congress or presi-
dent repeals or weakens corre-
sponding federal standards.” 
The bill gained job-killer sta-
tus because, in stopping fed-
eral rollbacks of state regu-
lations, it would strengthen 
state regulatory powers — and 
would provide California resi-
dents with an expanded right 
to sue businesses. This, too, is 
a repeat battle from last year. 
The state’s business commu-
nity at least can celebrate that 
26 equally bad measures never 
made it to the second legisla-
tive house (or were amended 
sufficiently to reduce most 
concerns). Lawmakers killed: 
a bill to ban non-zero emission 
vehicles; a statewide rent-con-
trol cap; a tax on sugary bev-
erages; a ban on new oil and 
gas development; bans on cos-
metic products that contain 
the presences of trace chem-
icals; a targeted tax on tire 
purchases; and expanded civil 
liability for companies that 
had a consumer data breach. 
Other failed clunkers included 
a bill that would let local gov-
ernments create their own 
publicly funded banks, a new 
mandate for developers to pro-
vide below-market housing 
units and various measures 
that give consumers and work-
ers an expanded right to sue 
companies for various reasons.  
Wouldn’t it be nice if lawmak-
ers stopped introducing so 
many harmful bills and in-
stead passed alternatives that 
reduced taxes, streamlined 
regulations and helped busi-
nesses create more jobs?

Editorial

Most job killer 
legislation fails 
to advance By Tom Campbell

Whether against China, or 
just recently, Mexico, President 
Trump has used the threat of 
tariffs to gain trade and immi-
gration concessions. It might 
be a successful bargaining 
tool, but is it legal? The Consti-
tution gives Congress, not the 
president, authority to “lay and 
collect . . . Taxes, Duties, Im-
posts, and Excises.”

Over the years, Congress has 
delegated some of its powers 
over international commerce 
to the president. Its great-
est delegation came as Amer-
ica was entering World War 
I, when Congress passed the 
Trading With the Enemy Act 
(TWEA). Congress gave the 
president great power relative 
to war, including the power to 
confiscate assets of individuals 
whose countries were at war 
with America, and to prohibit 
trade with those countries. 
In the late 1970s, Congress 
amended the TWEA, passing 
the International Economic 
Emergency Powers Act (IEEPA) 
on which Trump’s threats 
against Mexico were based. 
This law allows the president 
to declare an emergency and 
then empowers him to impose 
restrictions on international 
trade he deems appropriate for 
dealing with the emergency. 
Congress retained, however, 
the right to declare the emer-
gency over, by a simple major-
ity of both houses, thereby ter-
minating all the sanctions the 
president might have imposed. 
This simple majority could not 
be vetoed by the president.

Seven years later, in an un-
related case, the United States 
Supreme Court ruled that Con-
gress could not act by a sim-
ple majority, unable to be ve-
toed by the president. The 
court reasoned that Congress 
can constitutionally act only 
by passing laws, and laws have 
to be submitted to the pres-
ident for his veto. This deci-
sion affected almost a hundred 
other laws than the one before 
the court, laws in which Con-
gress had given up some power 
to the president, thinking it 
had retained an important fi-
nal check. But the 1983 Su-
preme Court decision left Con-
gress with the consequences of 
a bad bargain: it had given up 
power, but lost its fail-safe con-

trol over the authority it had 
delegated to the president.

Now all Congress can do is 
pass a law undoing any pres-
idential tariffs. However, the 
president could veto such a 
law, and it would take two-
thirds of both houses of Con-
gress to override that veto. 
Congress did not have to give 
the president any authority 
over tariffs. For almost two 
centuries, the tariff power re-
sided exclusively with Con-
gress. A single house of Con-
gress, by majority vote, could 
have prevented any tariff 
power from going to the pres-
ident; but now, because of an 
unrelated Supreme Court opin-
ion, it takes two-thirds of both 
houses to stop him.

But the president’s tar-
iff might not be legal. The sit-
uation on our southern bor-
der is serious, but it is not 
war. Trump has used a legisla-
tive tool because it was avail-
able, not because it was ever 
intended for situations of this 
kind. The wording of the stat-
ute doesn’t say “tariff.” It says 
the president, upon finding 
an emergency, may “regulate 
. . . any property in which any 
foreign country or a national 
thereof has any interest.”

President Trump’s use of the 
IEEPA to impose tariffs should 
be challenged in the courts. In 
a previous challenge to IEEPA, 

the Supreme Court upheld 
President Jimmy Carter’s hos-
tage settlement with Iran. That 
agreement had required Amer-
icans whose property had been 
confiscated by Iran to go to 
third-country arbitration in-
stead of American courts. This 
was an integral part of the hos-
tage release Carter had negoti-
ated with Iran. Congress could 
not have made that deal.

By contrast, setting of tariffs 
is still overwhelmingly a func-
tion the Constitution gives to 
Congress. If the president can 
use IEEPA to set tariffs sim-
ply by declaring an emergency, 
there is nothing left to Con-
gress’ exclusive tariff author-
ity. The Supreme Court was 
hesitant to overturn the Ira-
nian hostage settlement, but 
that should not keep it from re-
storing the balance of power 
regarding tariffs to what Con-
gress had intended and the 
Constitution requires.

Tom Campbell is a professor 
of law and a professor of 
economics at Chapman 
University. He is the author 
of a constitutional law 
text, “Separation of Powers 
in Practice,” published by 
Stanford University Press. He 
served five terms in the House 
of Representatives. He changed 
from the Republican Party to 
independent in 2016.
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It’s time to rebalance the 
separation of the powers
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It’s time for Congress to take back some of the powers over 
international commerce that it has delegated to the president. 
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