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When China slows, the world economy will stutter
Desmond Lachman (Opinion Contributor) - The Hill
There is good reason to believe that the acute financial problems besetting
Evergrande, China's highly indebted property developer, will not constitute a Lehman
Brothers moment for the Chinese economy. But this should be no reason for
complacency.
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Rather, Evergrande's problems should be a wakeup call to the strong likelihood that
China's days of very rapid economic growth fueled by its property sector are over.
It should also be alerting us to the strong likelihood that the world will no longer be
able to rely on China, the world's second-largest economy, to be its main engine of
economic growth and to be the main driver of the international commodity market.
With more than $300 billion in debt, Evergrande is the world's most highly indebted
property developer.
Yet despite its dire straits, it is highly improbable that the Chinese government will
allow Evergrande to fail in the way that Treasury Secretary Hank Paulson and
Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke allowed Lehman Brothers to fail in
September 2008.
Rather, being mindful of the likely contagion to the rest of its heavily over-leveraged
property sector that an Evergrande failure would entail, the Chinese government is
very much more likely to use its large resources and its control of its financial system
to secure an orderly debt restructuring of the troubled Evergrande.
The real significance of the Evergrande debacle is that it should be a reminder to us
of the unsustainability of China's present economic model, which has relied on an
outsized housing and credit market bubble to keep the country on a high economic
growth path.

That model has allowed the Chinese property sector to increase to more than 25
percent of the overall economy. And it has caused China's housing prices to increase
to a level some 25 times the average citizen's income.
Those ratios are almost double the comparable U.S. ratios. China's economic model
has also allowed China's private sector credit to increase by a staggering 100 percent
of GDP over the past decade.
That is a faster pace of credit expansion than that which preceded Japan's "lost
decade" in the 1990s or the United States' 2006 housing and credit market bust.
The task of weaning China off its property and credit dependent economic growth
model will not be easy, especially considering the worryingly high degree of the
country's present property and credit market excesses.
It is also all too likely that this process will be seriously complicated by the fact that it
will be occurring while President Xi Jinping is embarked on his "common prosperity
program," which seeks to reduce the country's income inequality.
Among the challenges that the "common prosperity program" poses for the
longer-run Chinese economic outlook is that it involves an assault on the private
sector in general and the high-tech sector in particular.
By so doing, it seems to be rolling back Deng Xiaoping's economic reforms of some
40 years ago, which have been the fundamental factor in the Chinese economic
miracle that has made China the world's second-largest economy.
If the Chinese economy were to slow in the same way that Japan's economy slowed in
the two decades following its economic miracle and property bubble in the 1960s and
1970s, it will have a profound long-run impact on the world economy.
No longer will China generate around one-third of world economic growth, as it has
done over the past decade. No longer too will China provide the enormous support
that it has done to date to the international commodity market or to the export
markets of its Asian economic partners.
"Let China sleep," Napoleon purportedly said, "for when she wakes, the world will
shudder." If he were alive today, Napoleon might warn that when the Chinese
economy slows, the world economy will stutter.

Facebook settles claims it discriminated against U.S. workers for some jobs in favor
of temporary visa holders
Lauren Feiner - CNBC

Provided by CNBC Mark Zuckerberg, chief executive officer and founder of Facebook
Inc., speaks during a House Energy and Commerce Committee hearing in
Washington, D.C., U.S., on Wednesday, April 11, 2018.
Facebook settled claims that it refused to recruit or hire U.S. workers for positions it
set aside for temporary visa holders, the Department of Justice announced Tuesday.
It also settled separately with the Department of Labor over potential recruitment
violations through a program that makes jobs available to temporary visa holders.
Under the program, companies must make good-faith efforts to recruit U.S. workers
for the roles.
The DOJ settlement stems from a complaint filed under the Trump administration in
December, claiming Facebook discriminated against U.S. workers by reserving
certain posts for temporary visa holders from at least Jan. 1, 2018, until at least Sept.
18, 2019.
The agencies said Facebook illegally and intentionally discriminated against U.S.
workers based on their citizenship or immigration status while using the permanent
labor certification program, or PERM.
Facebook will pay a $4.75 million civil penalty under the terms of the settlement and
make available up to $9.5 million to pay eligible victims, according to a press release.
A DOJ official said on a call with reporters that the Civil Rights Division would work
with Facebook to identify potential victims and the agency would ultimately approve
the list of people eligible for the payout.
Although the fine is ravishingly small for a company worth nearly $1 trillion, the
settlements are the latest development in the steady drip of bad news for the company.
In recent weeks, Facebook has faced even greater scrutiny than usual from the U.S.
government after a whistleblower and former employee released thousands of pages
of internal research to The Wall Street Journal and the Senate shedding light on how
its products can negatively affect some young users.

The figures in the settlement represent the largest fine and monetary award the DOJ
Civil Rights Division has recovered under the Immigration and Nationality Act's
antidiscrimination provision.
The company will also have to advertise job opportunities for PERM positions more
widely and take steps to ensure its processes for filling those positions match its
typical recruitment practices.
Facebook's separate settlement with the DOL stemmed from a 2021 audit of the
company's pending PERM applications, which it opened after the DOJ filed its
lawsuit. The department identified potential violations in Facebook's recruitment
process as a result of the audit.
The company will give additional notice and recruitment for U.S. workers and will
have to submit to ongoing audits and greater scrutiny to ensure its compliance with
the PERM program for the next three years.
"While we strongly believe we met the federal government's standards in our
permanent labor certification (PERM) practices, we've reached agreements to end the
ongoing litigation and move forward with our PERM program, which is an important
part of our overall immigration program," a Facebook spokesperson said in a
statement.
"These resolutions will enable us to continue our focus on hiring the best builders
from both the U.S. and around the world, and supporting our internal community of
highly skilled visa holders who are seeking permanent residence."

China's march to global tech dominance is hitting some serious stumbling blocks
Jonathan A. Knee (insider@insider.com) - Business Insider
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When I first visited Beijing as a student in the 1980s, just before the Tiananmen
Square massacre,there were only a couple of ring roads surrounding the city. The
second of these loops ran for 20 miles near where the city walls once stood and
enclosed a population of around six million.
Fast forward to today and the sixth ring road, completed in 2010 and well over a
hundred miles long, now encircles a booming metropolis of over 20 million
inhabitants.
But for all the changes, much about China has remained the same. On my first trip
into the center of the capital city I sat next to a student on a crowded bus who was
eager to engage me in order to practice his English.
As we passed what looked like a new Western-style hotel along the way, I observed
that the parking lot was empty. The student moved in closer and explained in hushed
tones that the building had been a signature government project but that an engineer
had miscalculated the correct pitch of the elevator shaft.
Due to the miscalculation, the elevator could not reach the revolving restaurant that
sat atop the modern empty structure. The engineer, according to the student, had been
executed.
I was reminded of this chance encounter as I read Jonathan Hillman's engrossing
account of China's digital aspirations, "The Digital Silk Road: China's Quest to Wire
the World and Win the Future."
During that first trip in the 80s, it would never have occurred to me that the
combination of grand ambition, central control and ruthless determination - even
when sometimes paired with comical inefficiency - would ultimately succeed in
turning China into the economic powerhouse it has become. That rise has also gotten
the notice of many democracies, who view China's growing stature and authoritarian
nature as a threat.
Hillman's book is meant to echo those concerns and serve as a call to democracies
around the world to actively thwart inevitable Chinese digital dominance. But
Hillman's own thorough reporting suggests that the threat may not be as dire as his
far-reaching policy proposals imply.
An empty threat
The Digital Silk Road is the technology arm of China's Belt and Road Initiative, a
massive project launched in 2013. The idea is to build physical and digital
infrastructure in countries around the world, connecting them to China and driving
President Xi Jinping's bid to become a global superpower by 2050.
Hillman weaves together academic research with on-the-ground journalism to paint a
vivid picture of China's Digital Silk Road efforts to dominate a number of hardware
businesses critical to global communications infrastructure.

There are many cautionary tales: the story of how the once giant Nortel partnered
with the Chinese government to gain access to its gigantic market only to end up
bankrupt with its intellectual property in the hands of its Chinese competitors' is
reminiscent of Circuit City and Borders who partnered with Amazon to execute their
digital strategies to the same deadly effect.
But many of the cases that Hillman describes sound like high tech versions of the
white elephant hotel story I heard thirty years ago: undersea cables that carry no
traffic, building smart cities in rural Africa that attract no investment, a succession of
failed satellite launches.
And in many of the critical technologies of the future like cloud computing and low
earth orbital (LEO) satellite deployment, China is so far behind that it has no
reasonable prospect of catching up.
Hillman's core argument seems to be that by giving China free reign to undertake
money losing projects in developing countries, democracies are mortgaging their
future.
As these countries being wooed by China represent an increasing percentage of
global GDP, democratic nations will be left out from this booming segment of the
world.
However, everything about the highly transactional nature of these governments
described in "The Digital Silk Road" suggests that they will be happy to abandon
China in the future if something better and cheaper comes along. And it sure feels like
in the not too distant future Western-owned LEO satellites will provide that cheaper
and better thing.
Many of Hillman's policy proposals seem animated by legitimate concerns regarding
the growing digital divide not just globally but in rural America. These deserve
serious consideration, but not primarily because of the China threat.
The failure of China to make more headway along the Digital Silk Road is a function
of both its insistence on total control at home and its nefarious activities abroad.
Despite its mixed record in technology hardware, China is home to two of the largest
companies in the world: Tencent and Alibaba.
Why the same factors that have constrained China's growth on the technology
hardware side have apparently not hampered its ability to nurture these leaders in
consumer internet services, is a topic oddly ignored in "The Digital Silk Road."
So too are the many policy questions beyond those related purely to technology
infrastructure that the extraordinary success of these increasingly global internet
giants raise.
Sixty years ago, Joseph Heller observed in Catch 22 that "just because you're
paranoid doesn't mean they aren't after you." The Digital Silk Road certainly
demonstrates the legitimate basis for American paranoia about China's intentions.

Hillman's call to establish a multilateral Coalition of Open and Resilient Economies
to address these dangers, however, faces a long list of practical obstacles.
As he points out, these countries have very different objectives and America's own
credibility to influence such a group has rarely been lower. That doesn't mean we
shouldn't try, just that expectations should be modest.
In light of these limitations, the best news contained in "The Digital Silk Road" may
unintentionally simply be how surprisingly ineffective China's massive efforts to
control the global communications networks outside of its borders have actually been.
(Jonathan A. Knee is Professor of Professional Practice at Columbia Business School
and a Senior Advisor at Evercore. His most recent book, "The Platform Delusion:
Who Wins and Who Loses in the Age of Tech Titans," was released last month.)

Colin Powell's legacy will always be tainted by his worst mistake
Zeeshan Aleem - MSNBC
Colin Powell, who died Monday due to complications related to Covid-19,
commanded respect from Washington elites and the broader public across the
political spectrum — an extraordinary feat that stemmed from his reputation for
discipline and fairness.
The Harlem, New York-born son of Jamaican immigrants, Powell became a four-star
general and the first Black secretary of state and chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
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Unfortunately, Powell marshaled that reputation and power in service of a terrible
misdeed: making the Bush administration’s most powerful case for the Iraq War.
Powell went on to express at least some regret for his part in the invasion, and his
legacy cannot be reduced to this one chapter of his career. But in this instance, his
judgment was so poor and his actions were so consequential that any discussion of
his legacy must include a reckoning with his complicity in one of the most heinous
foreign policy decisions in modern American history.
The Bush administration chose Powell to address the U.N. Security Council in
February 2003 precisely because he was immensely popular.
In the run-up to the Iraq War, Powell was skeptical of the wisdom of invading Iraq
and argued in high-level meetings for the U.S. to work on coalition-building against
Iraq at the United Nations instead of rushing to invade it. In private conversations, he
described invading the country to topple Saddam Hussein as foolish. But he never
expressed outright opposition to the president.
Powell once famously told Bush during a private dinner in August 2002 that invading
Iraq could go wrong and define his presidential legacy. “You break it, you’re going to
own it,” he told Bush in a widely cited line. But when Bush asked him point-blank,
“What should I do?” Powell did not say he thought the U.S. should not invade Iraq.
Instead he suggested going to the U.N.
Eventually the U.N. became the site of the United States' most powerful and
agenda-setting case for the Iraq War, and it was Powell who made that argument.
The Bush administration chose Powell to address the U.N. Security Council in
February 2003 precisely because he was immensely popular, had bipartisan appeal
and was regarded as a straight shooter.
This was another major juncture at which Powell could’ve acted on his reported
misgivings. He could have declined the order — a decision that very likely could have
precipitated a resignation and, in the case that it triggered other resignations,
potentially pushed the Bush administration’s Iraq agenda into a tailspin.
This wasn’t unthinkable: While Powell is known for being an understated statesman
deferential to presidential power, he once threatened to resign over the prospect of
out gay people being allowed to serve in the military under the Clinton
administration.
Instead, Powell gamely took on the task of being the face of the Bush administration’s
case for invasion to the international community, enumerating the CIA’s alleged
evidence of Hussein’s weapons of mass destruction and links to Al Qaeda.
He immediately scrapped the speech materials that were first given to him —
which he described as “bull----” in part because of how poorly it was argued — and
worked directly with the director of the CIA at the time, George Tenet, to build what
was meant to be an airtight case for describing Hussein as an intolerable threat to the
world.

It would later turn out that Powell’s more refined and rigorous version of the speech
was also, well, horse manure. While in many mainstream media accounts Powell is
portrayed as a victim of poor intelligence — and he himself benefited from implying
this was the case — there are, in fact, many indicators that he knew he was using
poor intelligence and actively manipulating it to strengthen the case for war.
As The Intercept’s Jon Schwarz wrote in 2018, Powell obscured his private doubts
and projected false confidence about the case for Iraq by knowingly exaggerating,
cherry-picking or distorting questionable intelligence despite warnings from the State
Department’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research about the credibility of the claims
he was using. Even Powell’s own chief of staff at the time later confessed that “it
didn’t seem to matter to us that we used shoddy or cherry-picked intelligence” to
make the case for war.
Across the board there was a kind of epistemological corruption: scrounge up
information that rationalized war.
As the CIA fed intelligence to the Bush administration’s top officials, some operated
with the assumption that Bush was working backward from the presumed conclusion
that an invasion was just and simply wanted some intelligence to back up that agenda.
And many Bush administration officials simply lied about the actual intelligence they
were getting if it interfered with the case for toppling Hussein. Across the board there
was a kind of epistemological corruption: scrounge up information that rationalized
war.
Again, Powell’s legacy does not rest solely on his actions regarding the invasion of
Iraq. But when it came to that momentous decision, his behavior was shameful. In one
of the most important moments of his career, his intelligence and prudence as a
thinker and a leader were used to bolster a war of aggression rather than to thwart it.
The fact that Powell apparently knew all along it was a mistake doesn’t make it less of
tragedy, but more of one.

China's reported hypersonic weapon test raises security concerns
ABC News
Reports that China may have tested a new hypersonic weapon have grabbed the
world's attention and divided national security experts about its strategic significance
and whether the U.S. was falling behind in a new arms race.
But it also raised basic questions about the new technology, what it all means, and
what it is that China may have tested.
"The U.S. does not currently have the ability to even track this weapon, much less
defeat it," said Steve Ganyard, a retired Marine colonel and ABC News contributor.

On Monday, China's foreign ministry denied a Financial Times report that it had
tested a nuclear-capable hypersonic missile and instead claimed that it had conducted
a "routine test" of a reusable space vehicle.

TASS via Getty Images, FILE DF-17 Dongfeng medium-range ballistic missiles
equipped with a DF-ZF hypersonic glide vehicle participate in a military parade to
mark the 70th anniversary of the Chinese People's Republic in Beijing Oct. 1, 2019.
The newspaper cited five American officials who said China had launched a
long-range rocket that deployed a hypersonic glide vehicle that circled the earth in a
low orbit before returning to a target area in China, missing it by two dozen miles.
ABC News has not independently confirmed the report.
The development raised the possibility of a new arms race for a concept and
technology that few people have even heard of.
The idea is that gliders fitted atop ballistic missiles use the rocket's force to achieve
hypersonic speeds, more than five times the speed of sound, as they glide and
maneuver through the atmosphere for longer distances than ballistic missiles.
It is believed that because the gliders travel at lower altitudes than a warhead
launched from an ICBM, current early warning systems would have a hard time
tracking them as they head toward their targets.

Kevin Frayer/Getty Images, FILE The Shenzhou-13 carried by a Long March-2F
rocket launches with three astronauts from China Manned Space Agency on board in
Jiuquan, China, Oct. 16, 2021.
They are also hard to track because the glide vehicles are maneuverable in the
atmosphere, unlike ballistic warheads that follow a fixed trajectory, meaning they
could weave their way around ground-based interceptor missile systems.
The U.S. has been developing its own hypersonic weapons programs, but both Russia
and China have claimed technological advances that they say have made their
programs already operational.
But China's test launch would be a significant step forward because a glider was
placed into a low earth orbit and then reentered the atmosphere as it headed towards
a target at hypersonic speed.
"What China tested was an orbital bombardment system," said Jeffrey Lewis, with the
James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies. "The glider entered orbit and had
to be brought back down with a de-orbit burn. It's not clear how much gliding it
actually did."
Either way, the possibility of a new Chinese glider capability from space is raising
concerns, particularly if it is capable of carrying a nuclear warhead and able to
evade current missile defense systems.
"It will give the Chinese the ability to conduct a nuclear strike anywhere in the world
without warning," said Ganyard.
"They now have a weapon that we don't have, we can't defend against, we can't even
see. So, we are at a strategic disadvantage," he said. "And it is probably the first time
since the end of World War Two, maybe 1945-46, that the U.S. has been at a strategic
disadvantage to any other country. We are behind, and the Chinese have the edge."
Taylor Fravel, the Director of the Security Studies Program at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, acknowledges that the new Chinese capability "does expose
the limits of the U.S. missile defense system" designed to counter ballistic missiles

from North Korea and Iran," but he does not see a new Chinese glide vehicle as
destabilizing.
"Given the continued large gap in warhead stockpiles, whereby China possess only a
fraction of those of the U.S. this particular test should not upset the U.S.-China
nuclear balance or be destabilizing in that way," he told ABC News.
"However, it underscores China’s determination to strengthen its deterrent,
especially as amid the steep decline in U.S.-China relations and long-standing
concerns about missile defense," he added.
A nuclear military power since the 1960s, China is believed to maintain a small
stockpile of at least 250 nuclear warheads, as well as a modest launch capability
housed in dozens of missile silos.
Meanwhile, the United States has declared a stockpile of 3,750 warheads capable of
being deployed by hundreds of land-based and sea-launched missiles and a strategic
bomber fleet. But recent open-sourced satellite images indicate that China is
constructing more than 200 additional missile silos, an indication that it may be
expanding its nuclear weapons capability.
In an interview with Stars and Stripes Adm. Charles Richard, the head of U.S.
Strategic Command, declined to confirm the details of the Financial Times report but
said “It almost seems like we can’t go through a month without some new revelation
coming about China.”
“I am not surprised at reports like this. I won’t be surprised when another report
comes next month,” he said, adding, the “breathtaking expansion of strategic and
nuclear capabilities” means “China can now execute any possible nuclear
employment strategy."

Susan Tacheny You are so right
Vince Kunicki He even said in a interview that if he could have just a front man
wearing a ear piece and he could just stay in his basement feeding him answer he
would consider it is a 3rd term!

FREE MONEY! ANYBODY?

This was featured on FoxNews last night. All I did was enter my zip and now I'm
getting $3,700 back in savings. It was free to check, just enter zip!
Did Mark Zuckerberg FACT CHECK this post?

Some Black Leaders Starting To Believe Joe Biden Set Kamala Harris Up To Fail
Mike LaChance - American Lookout

A recent poll showed Biden losing a significant amount of support from black voters.
Now he is losing some leaders in the black community as well.
They apparently believe that Biden has set Kamala Harris up to fail by assigning her
too many high-level tasks on which she is obviously not delivering.
Of course, Harris didn’t have to take on all these jobs if she didn’t want them.
The Washington Examiner reports:
But to many black leaders and her friends, it’s all a charade. That’s because some
believe Harris has been saddled with garbage issues and teamed with an
unsupportive president.
“Her portfolio is trash,” said friend Bakari Sellers of Biden’s assignment to her of
immigration and election reform. “You give someone a portfolio that’s not meant for
them to succeed,” he said at a discussion hosted this week by Washington’s Politics
and Prose bookstore.
While an impressive list of issues, he said that Biden has stopped her from making
progress and often blocked her path by compromising with congressional Democrats
on issues such as ending the filibuster.
“The reason I call it trash, which is a colloquialism to describe a no-win situation, is
because you did not give her something where she could be successful. You did not
give her something that best used her talents to improve the plight of many people in
this country, particularly people of color. For example, immigration, I mean, allow
her to go to the border and have a conversation,” he added.
The problem with Kamala Harris is that she is often her own worst enemy.

She is making all the wrong moves.

Who’s making the right decision?

In-N-Out Unveils Exciting New Menu Item, The 'Let's Go Brandon'

Erdogan orders removal of 10 ambassadors, including US envoy
Associated Press (AP)
ISTANBUL (AP) — Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdogan said Saturday that he
had ordered 10 foreign ambassadors who called for the release of a jailed
philanthropist to be declared persona non grata.

Provided by Associated Press Turkey's President Recep Tayyip Erdogan looks up
during a joint news conference with German Chancellor Angela Merkel following
their meeting at Huber Villa presidential palace, in Istanbul, Turkey, Saturday, Oct.
16, 2021. The leaders discussed Ankara's relationship with Germany and the
European Union as well as regional issues including Syria and Afghanistan. (AP
Photo/Francisco Seco)

The envoys, including the U.S., French and German representatives in Ankara, issued
a statement earlier this week calling for a resolution to the case of Osman Kavala, a
businessman and philanthropist held in prison since 2017 despite not having been
convicted of a crime.
Describing the statement as an “impudence,” Erdogan said he had ordered the
ambassadors be declared undesirable.
“I gave the instruction to our foreign minister and said ‘You will immediately handle
the persona non grata declaration of these 10 ambassadors,’” Erdogan said during a
rally in the western city of Eskisehir.
He added: “They will recognize, understand and know Turkey. The day they don’t
know or understand Turkey, they will leave.”
The diplomats, who also include the ambassadors of the Netherlands, Canada,
Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Norway and New Zealand, were summoned to the foreign
ministry on Tuesday.
A declaration of persona non grata against a diplomat usually means that individual
is banned from remaining in their host country.
Kavala, 64, was acquitted last year of charges linked to nationwide anti-government
protests in 2013, but the ruling was overturned and joined to charges relating to a
2016 coup attempt.
International observers and human rights groups have repeatedly called for the
release of Kavala and Kurdish politician Selahattin Demirtas, who has been jailed
since 2016. They say their imprisonment is based on political considerations. Ankara
denies the claims and insists on the independence of Turkish courts.
The European Court of Human Rights called for Kavala's release in 2019, saying his
incarceration acted to silence him and wasn't supported by evidence of an offense.
The Council of Europe says it will start infringement proceedings again Turkey at the
end of November if Kavala is not released.
The current U.S. ambassador, David Satterfield, was appointed in 2019. The
nomination of his replacement, Jeff Flake, was approved by the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee on Tuesday.

Firing Dr. Fauci Now May Help Joe Biden Manage the Next COVID Wave, and
His Poll Numbers
Bill Powell - Newsweek
Joe Biden built his presidential campaign around his assertion that he would "shut
down the virus, not the economy." Accordingly, his approval rating has slumped and
risen along with U.S. infection and death rates. The number of COVID cases
nationwide is again on the decline—and, some Democratic strategists say, that gives

the administration an opportunity to change the tone of the discussion around the
virus. Biden now has a chance to depoliticize the issue with an action that is suddenly
less controversial than it would have been just days ago: Fire Anthony Fauci.

Stefani Reynolds-Pool/Getty Images Dr. Anthony Fauci, Director of the National
Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases, arrives to testify before the Senate Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions Committee at the Dirksen Senate Office Building on
July 20, 2021 in Washington, DC. Fauci has faced criticism for comments about
Christmas gatherings and COVID-19.
In a testy exchange with Senator Rand Paul last July, Dr. Fauci asserted flatly, "The
NIH [National Institute of Health] has not ever and does not now fund
gain-of-function research in the Wuhan Institute of Virology."
That wasn't true. The NIH has conceded that EcoHealth and the Wuhan Institute of
Virology did in fact conduct controversial gain-of-function experiments. Fauci,
perhaps unknowingly, misled Congress in denying that.
https://t.co/mmxcjr1bZG pic.twitter.com/58aMhkMjd3
— Oversight Committee Republicans (@GOPoversight) October 21, 2021
There is no proof that a lab accident at the Wuhan Institute started the pandemic, or
that SARS-CoV-2 leaked from a lab in Wuhan or elsewhere. Still, the disclosure that
U.S. funds supported the controversial research—and the failure to acknowledge
that—has deepened already-widespread distrust of Fauci and by extension the Biden
administration.
Only the most partisan Democrats dispute the notion that Fauci has long since
become a polarizing figure on the issue of COVID. The reason for that was on full
display on October 17, when in an interview with Chris Wallace of Fox News, Fauci
once again presented himself as the embodiment of "science, data and hard facts,"
and said those who disagree with or criticize him are "conspiracy theorists."

"Those are people that don't particularly care for me, and that's understandable
because what I do and I try very hard is to be guided by the truth," he said. "And
sometimes the truth becomes inconvenient for some people, so they react against me."
Biden himself has also alienated skeptics with his dismissive tone. At a presidential
town hall Thursday evening, he mocked people with concerns about vaccine safety or
government mandates by joking, "I have the freedom to kill you with my COVID."
While Biden's frustration with Americans who remain, for whatever reason,
unvaccinated, may be understandable, ''it is not presidential," says a senior staffer to
a centrist Democratic Congressman not authorized by his boss to speak on the record.
"Too often he sounds like the President of Twitter, not the President of the United
States." Part of the reason that message isn't breaking through to some Americans is
that the virus, like so much else in American life, has become intensely politicized.
The disclosure that the NIH did indeed fund gain-of-function research further
undermines Dr. Fauci's standing to direct the U.S. response to the pandemic. His
attitude had already infuriated a not-insignificant segment of the population.
And even before the disclosure that his statements to Congress and to Senator Paul
about the NIH's role were inaccurate, Democratic strategists told Newsweek that
Biden could do himself and the country some good by finding a less polarizing figure
to oversee the closing chapters of the pandemic.
"If you can take some of the political poison out [of COVID] in an election year, it's a
big win," says Ryan Pougiales, Deputy Director of Politics at Third Way, a centrist
Democratic think tank.
Some senior public health officials in the Biden administration are already taking a
different approach to Fauci's when talking about the pandemic. In interviews this past
summer, CDC Director Rochelle Walensky discussed the current guidance on vaccine
booster shots without setting off a backlash from skeptics and opponents. Her
measured tone and transparency about scientists' uncertainty offered an alternative to
Fauci's black-and-white presentation of the issues.
President Donald Trump, who clearly disliked Dr. Fauci and disagreed with his
guidance, could not have fired him without intense criticism and charges that he
simply didn't want to hear the truth about the virus, vaccines, masks or lockdowns.
President Biden isn't constrained by that concern.
The new revelations about U.S. taxpayer support for the Wuhan lab research raise
more questions about Fauci's credibility and give Biden more freedom to move
forward.

Email shows Loudon superintendent knew of bathroom sexual assault on same day
Asher Notheis - Washington Examiner

A newly disclosed email sent by the superintendent of Loudoun County Public Schools
alerting school board members of an alleged sexual assault on school grounds
contradicts what he later said publicly about there being no record of such an
incident.

Provided by Washington Examiner
Superintendent Scott Ziegler, who now claims his public statement was made after
misinterpreting a question, sent the email on May 28, saying the Loudoun County
Sheriff's Office in Northern Virginia was investigating an alleged sexual assault at
Stone Bridge High School.
“The purpose of this email is to provide you with information regarding an incident
that occurred at Stone Bridge HS," Ziegler said in the email obtained by WTOP News.
"This afternoon a female student alleged that a male student sexually assaulted her in
the restroom. The LCSO is investigating the matter.”
But a month later, on June 22, when he addressed an unruly school board meeting
over claims of a female student getting raped by another student in the girl's restroom,
he said, "We don’t have any record of assaults occurring in our restrooms."
In October, the Daily Wire published a report in which a father of a student at Stone
Bridge said his daughter was raped by a boy allegedly wearing a skirt in the girls'
bathroom on May 28.
Another incident allegedly occurred in the same school district on Oct. 6, when a
female student at Broad Run High School in Ashburn was allegedly forced into a
classroom and inappropriately touched by the same student from the May 28 incident.
A 15-year-old male from Ashburn has been charged in both crimes, Loudoun County
Commonwealth’s Attorney Buta Biberaj told WTOP. He is being held at the Loudoun
County Juvenile Detention Center.

In the ensuing fallout, parents demanded Ziegler's resignation of superintendent at a
Oct. 12 Loudoun County school board meeting, accusing him of allegedly overseeing
cover-ups of two sexual assaults occurring on school grounds.
Ziegler issued an apology on Oct. 15 for the school system’s reaction to recent sexual
assaults on school grounds, saying members of the school board "acknowledge and
share your pain." He said he would propose changes “to ensure school discipline and
criminal investigations can happen simultaneously."
John Beatty, a Loudoun County school board member, said the disclosure of Ziegler's
May 28 email shows the school needs an investigation. Beatty, who said he was
speaking on his own behalf, said he did not recall receiving the email.
Ziegler's response on June 22 was "incredibly concerning," Beatty said on WMAL.
"I'm always trying to give people the benefit of the doubt, so I think it's important that
we get all the facts just so we can have justice for the students and for the employees
and not make any rash decisions," Beatty said. "But it is incredibly concerning to
hear that and now everything else coming to light."
Ziegler apologized for the comments he made during the June 22 meeting, saying he
misinterpreted the question, believing it was solely about transgender students.
“I regret that my comments were misleading and I apologize for the distress there
that caused families,” he said. “I should have asked board member [Beth] Barts
clarifying questions to get to the root of her question rather than assuming what she
meant I will do better in the future.”
The Virginia Department of Education is investigating the discrepancies in LCPS
reports.
"During the past week, Loudoun County Public Schools has received a number of
questions from community members regarding if, and when, the School Board was
made aware of the alleged sexual assault that occurred May 28 at Stone Bridge High
School," LCPS said in a statement reported by ABC 7.
"Board members are regularly informed about major incidents that happen in our
schools. In this case, the superintendent sent an email message to the board on Friday,
May 28, 2021," the statement added. " ... In the message, board members were
informed in a general fashion that an alleged incident took place and that the
Loudoun County Sheriff’s Office was conducting an investigation of the incident.
As LCPS has stated, the School Board was not provided specific details or the names
of those involved, and were advised by Dr. Ziegler that they would not receive
updates regarding this matter, as it was being investigated by the Loudoun County
Sheriff’s Office.
The School Board had not been provided any specific information regarding this
matter from LCPS staff prior to the June 22, 2021 meeting or at any point thereafter
until the recent news reports were published."

Loudoun County Public Schools next school board meeting is scheduled for Oct. 26.

Every Day, Biden Smells Like More of a Loser
Matt Lewis - Daily Beast
With a hint of confusion in his eyes and a whiff of failure in the air around him, Joe
Biden is watching his approval ratings continue to plummet to the point where
just 42 percent of Americans approve of his job performance.
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Which makes sense, since at least so far Biden really doesn’t seem very good at this
whole being president thing despite dreaming of and preparing for it for decades.
With his staff trying to hide him from the press, and his penchant for saying confusing
things, Biden isn’t rhetorically equipped to talk himself out of this mess. He was
elected on a simple mandate to not be Trump, but after promising not to do Trump
things, doing his own thing has proven more difficult.
To some degree, he put himself in this corner. By governing as he campaigned (as a
competent centrist), Biden might have locked in a governing majority of alienated
center-right Americans along with his extant Democratic coalition. However,
Biden chose to abandon efforts to transcend the current political paradigm, choosing
instead to appease his base. Talk about a tragic plot twist.
His deference to progressives was foreshadowed early on: first when he flip-flopped
on taxpayer funding of abortion during the campaign, and then with the partisan
passage of his COVID-relief bill in February. But real trouble arrived this summer,
when he prematurely declared “independence” from the virus (followed by mixed
messaging over boosters), and his Afghanistan withdrawal went dangerously
sideways. Then it became clear that allowing progressives to hold his bipartisan
infrastructure bill hostage would result in more than just a temporary delay.

One could argue that Biden’s decision to pander to the leftward flank of the
Democratic Party caused or exacerbated the various crises he now
confronts—ranging from the border crisis (his “compassionate” policies and rhetoric
served as a magnet) to violent crime (it’s hard to blame Biden for this, though his
party’s “defund the police” rhetoric didn’t help) to inflation, which is now tied with
COVID as Americans’ biggest concern (Biden ignored Larry Summers’ warnings
about overheating the economy).
The current stalemate over his legislative agenda is the clearest example of this
deference to progressives. And since his stalled legislative agenda feels especially like
a self-inflicted wound, it’s worth spending a little additional time here.
Had Biden aggressively moved to pass the bipartisan infrastructure bill, he would
likely have garnered dozens of Republican votes, and progressives would have likely
either caved to his will or been shown to be impotent. This is my counterfactual
analysis, at least.
Instead, though, Biden let progressives press him into (sort of) linking passage of the
bipartisan bill with a $3.5 trillion social welfare reconciliation package. By trying to
have it all, there’s now a chance that he could get neither.
Why would an experienced former senator and vice president—who spent his career
working across the aisle—make this mistake? Here’s one hypothesis: Ideas have
consequences. And the assertion has taken root that Americans are so polarized and
ideologically sorted that persuasion is a fool’s errand.
Since Bill Clinton, every U.S. president has essentially bought into this premise,
despite all of them except Trump having explicitly campaigned as game-changing
uniters. Bush and Obama won re-election with this formula, which probably explains
why it isn’t easily abandoned, even as the trajectory of America this time at
least feels like it has been headed downard. Biden had a fresh opportunity to break
the cycle, but he has instead followed the path of his predecessors.
That aside, his even more fundamental problem is a lack of competence. We saw this
in Afghanistan, where the dubious decision to withdraw all U.S. troops was
compounded by the hamfisted manner in which the withdrawal was executed. And this
same lack of competence is evident when it comes to Biden’s stalled legislative
agenda.
If Biden was going to make the foolish decision to link the bipartisan infrastructure
bill with the reconciliation bill, he could have first made sure he had all 50
Democratic Senators on board.
It’s no surprise that Manchin, who hails from West Virginia, would pose a roadblock
when it comes to passing the Democrats’ “green” agenda items, so discussions with
him should have begun on day one. Instead, Biden and the Democrats tried to jam
their own framework through—and retroactively sell it to him.
Of course, it’s even more complicated, since Arizona Sen. Krysten Sinema is the other
holdout. Unlike previous examples where duos like recalcitrant Republican Sens.

Susan Collins and Olympia Snowe of Maine could be won over simultaneously,
Manchin’s problems with the bill (mainly climate related) are entirely different from
Sinema’s (generally having to do with taxes).
And don’t forget the fact that appeasing them too much could alienate other, more
progressive, Democratic votes. This is just one big mess.
And the problem for Biden (and America) is that the problems keep piling up. China
is menacing Taiwan and testing hypersonic weapons (Biden says we will defend
Taiwan if they are attacked). Gas prices are up, with Biden admitting they’re not
coming down any time soon. And then there is the ongoing supply chain crisis.
Biden’s problems are piling up so fast that it reminds me of lyrics from Hank
Williams, Jr., “The interest is up and the stock market’s down. And you only get
mugged if you go downtown.”
Those lyrics, recorded in 1981, reflected those dark times. It’s worth noting that
Ronald Reagan went on to win 49 states, three years later.
Joe Biden better hope for a similar turnaround.

DHS awards $455,000 contract to build fence around Biden beach house
Luke Gentile - Washington Examiner
A $455,000 fence may soon surround President Joe Biden's Delaware beach house.
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The Department of Homeland Security awarded a $456,548 contract in September to
Rehoboth's Turnstone Builders, a Delaware construction company, to erect the
security barrier, according to USASpending.gov.

Construction on the wall had not begun as of Oct. 20, the Cape Gazette reported,
but the government spending website says the project is expected to be finished by the
end of the year.
Biden bought the North Shores home in 2017, and he paid $2.7 million for the
property, according to county tax records.
He has visited the property twice so far during his presidency.
During Biden's first visit in June, the Secret Service and local police set up a security
checkpoint, a nearby pond was closed, and the Federal Aviation Administration
issued temporary flight restrictions, according to the local report.
For his second visit, a couple of months later, the Coast Guard created security zones
in the Lewes-Rehoboth Canal and the Atlantic Ocean.

Which is more expensive: charging an electric vehicle or fueling a car with gas?
Jamie L. LaReau (Detroit Free Press) - USA Today
Last year, Patrick Anderson went electric: He got a Porsche Taycan EV in dark blue.

Lenny Ignelzi, AP There are four additional costs to powering EVs beyond
electricity: cost of a home charger, commercial charging, the EV tax and "deadhead"
miles.
Anderson, who is CEO of East Lansing-based economic consulting firm Anderson
Economic Group, loves the zippy acceleration and "exciting" features the car offers.
He also gets satisfaction in knowing that driving an EV benefits the environment, he
said. But Anderson's joy comes with a dark side.

"They are a wonderful driving experience. But at the same time, they're an
enormous burden in time and in energy in finding chargers and getting them
charged," Anderson said. "And you’re not really saving much in terms of charging
costs ... you may be paying more.”

Courtesy of Les Stanford Chevrolet-Cadillac Learning to charge an EV is comparable
to learning how to pump gas for the first time – electric car chargers are designed to
be easy to use.
Costs to drive an EV compared with a gasoline car are detailed in a report Anderson
Economic released Thursday called "Comparison: Real World Cost of Fueling EVs
and ICE Vehicles."
The study has four major findings:
There are four additional costs to powering EVs beyond electricity: cost of
a home charger, commercial charging, the EV tax and "deadhead" miles.
For now, EVs cost more to power than gasoline costs to fuel an internal combustion
car that gets reasonable gas mileage.
Charging costs vary more widely than gasoline prices.
There are significant time costs to finding reliable public chargers – even then
a charger could take 30 minutes to go from 20% to an 80% charge.
It is the first of a series of reports Anderson Economic Group will release.

Patrick Anderson Patrick Anderson with his Porsche Taycan EV in dark blue in June
2020.
Anderson has worked with the auto industry for 20 years and given the
industry's transition to EVs, the group decided to do
the studies to assess the likelihood consumer will adopt the cars.
General Motors and Ford Motor Co. are banking on such a switch. Both are
investing tens of billions of dollars to go all-electric in the next two decades. GM has
promised to double its revenues largely on the backs of new EVs.
"Part of the strength of the analysis is we’re showing the real-world costs that EV
drivers face," Anderson said. "You typically have to go to a commercial charger and
commercial charger rates are two, three or four times that of residential charger
rates."
Then, there are the "deadhead miles" car owners spend driving around trying to find
a commercial charger. Even charging at home on a Level 1 or Level 2 charger is time
consuming and expensive.
The study found that the average cost of a Level 1 charger is $600. To install a Level
2 costs $1,600 because it requires hiring an electrician. An L1 charger uses a
120-volt supply of electricity and can take 20 or more hours to charge, whereas an L2
chargers uses 240 volts and can charge in a few hours.
Real cost to charge up
Anderson's report considers four costs beyond the cost of residential electricity when
calculating how much it costs to drive an EV:
Cost of the residential charger
Cost of commercial electricity
An annual EV tax
Deadhead miles to get to a fast charger

Given all of that, the conclusion is EVs cost more to "fuel" than gasoline cars that get
reasonable gas mileage, Anderson said. It all depends on how the car is used and how
much commercial charging is involved.

Patrick Anderson Patrick Anderson, CEO of Anderson Consulting, drove from his
home in East Lansing to Petoskey in his EV. Here he charges his car for an entire day
in July 2020 at a public charger in Petoskey.
A mid-priced internal combustion car that gets 33 miles per gallon would cost
$8.58 in overall costs to drive 100 miles at $2.81 a gallon, the study found.
But a mid-priced EV, such as Chevrolet Bolt, Nissan Leaf or a Tesla Model 3, would
cost $12.95 to drive 100 miles in terms of costs that include recharging the vehicle
using mostly a commercial charger.
On a yearly basis, assuming the mid-priced cars traveled 12,000 miles, it would
cost $1,030 to drive an internal combustion car and $1,554 to drive an EV.
For luxury cars that get 26 miles per gallon and use premium gas at $3.25 a gallon,
the cost to drive an internal combustion car 100 miles is $12.60. The cost to drive a
luxury EV, such as a Taycan, Tesla Model S or X or Jaguar I-Pace, is $15.52 to travel
100 miles. That is using mostly commercial chargers.
“That’s apples to apples and includes the extra EV taxes, the commercial charging
and the home charging and the allowance of driving to a gas station, which, for most
Americans, is very short compared to driving to a commercial charger for an EV
owner," Anderson said.

The study differs from some reports that show it's cheaper to drive an EV than a
conventional car.
For example, a 2018 study from the University of Michigan's Transportation
Research Institute found the average cost to operate an EV in the U.S. was $485 per
year compared with a gasoline-powered vehicle at $1,117.
Anderson said most studies include only the cost of residential electricity and don't
factor in the four other costs that this study does.
Still, he noted there are environmental benefits to EV ownership and costs could come
down if there are more reliable commercial charging centers built. Electric cars also
require less costly maintenance than gasoline-powered vehicles.
“Our research is consistent with what President Joe Biden and the Detroit
Three have said, which is, a chokepoint for a number of consumers is the lack of
infrastructure," Anderson said.
"My own experience with an EV is that the biggest challenge is getting them charged
so that it’s something you can use on a daily basis.”
Beyond range anxiety
Charging costs vary much more for EVs than gasoline prices, too, by 100% or more
from month-to-month or week-to-week, Anderson said.
"Even if you drive to the most expensive gas station, your varying price won’t be as
great as that," he said.

Patrick Anderson Patrick Anderson gives a thumbs-up after getting a commercial
charger to work on a trip to Cleveland, Ohio.
“That’s going to be a big surprise to a lot of drivers," Anderson said, adding that
many commercial chargers will also require the EV driver to enroll and
sometimes pay a $20 fee, but that might be reimbursed with charging.

Also, don't plan on ever having a 100% charge on your EV, he said.
"It’s very difficult to charge it up to 100%," Anderson said. "The chargers slow down
and the manufacturers warn you not to do it because there is additional burden on the
battery system when you get your vehicle above a 90% charge.”
That means if the vehicle advertises a range of 240 miles on a full charge, a driver in
reality will get considerably less on, say, an 80% charge, he said.
For new EV drivers these costs, time constraints and other considerations are often a
surprise, Anderson said.
“Unlike their reliable gas cars that have 300 or 400 miles of range that can be filled
up at a number of gas stations in our country, you have to think about what available
chargers you have and plan it out," Anderson said. "It’s more than range anxiety, it’s
a burden of constantly monitoring the charging status.”
The Anderson report lists about two dozen sources in its research, which relied on
consumer experiences and costs for drivers that go beyond government data on fuel
economy and electricity prices.
Anderson said it did stopwatch measurements of the time required to refuel gasoline
cars and EVs, recorded customer experiences on reliability of chargers, charging
time and costs. It used consumer reports from actual EV drivers, including those
posted on forums for Taycan and Tesla drivers, Reddit and applications serving EV
drivers such as PlugShare and ChargePoint.

Biden remarks on Taiwan leave administration scrambling
Laura Kelly & Morgan Chalfant - The Hill
President Biden's public remarks Thursday that the United States would come to
Taiwan's defense if it were attacked by China left White House officials scrambling to
explain it did not represent a shift in U.S. policy.

Getty Images President Biden addresses the situation with Haitian migrants at the
southern border
The comments come amid historically high tensions with China over trade, human
rights, technology, the coronavirus and the island-nation just 80 miles off its coast,
which Beijing considers to be a part of its country.
Fears that China might invade Taiwan have been on the rise as Beijing has been
flying military aircraft into Taiwan's airspace on a near-daily basis. The heavy
military presence has left China watchers recalculating over what Beijing's aims
might be with Taiwan.
As a result, Biden's answer to a question at a CNN town hall about whether the U.S.
would defend Taiwan if it were attacked by China - "yes, we have a commitment," the
president said - was major news and led to a predictably tough response from China.
"When it comes to issues related to China's sovereignty and territorial integrity and
other core interests, there is no room for China to compromise or make concessions,
and no one should underestimate the strong determination, firm will and strong
ability of the Chinese people to defend national sovereignty and territorial integrity,"
Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesperson Wang Wenbin told The Associated Press.
The White House on Friday sought to walk back Biden's comments.
"He wasn't announcing a change in policy nor have we changed our policy," White
House press secretary Jen Psaki told reporters. "We are guided by the Taiwan
Relations Act."
Under the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979, the U.S. is committed to providing Taiwan
with arms for its defense. The law does not commit the U.S. to sending troops to
Taiwan to defend it.
Defense Secretary Lloyd Austin on Friday dodged questions about Biden's remarks,
and about whether the U.S. would defend Taiwan from a military attack by China.
"Nobody wants to see cross-strait issues come to blows, certainly not President Biden,
and there's no reason that it should," Austin said from NATO headquarters in
Brussels.
Austin also said the U.S. remained committed to the Taiwan Relations Act and the
"One China" policy.
Under that policy, the U.S. recognizes Beijing as the legitimate governing body of
China but does not recognize China as being the sovereign power over Taiwan. The
U.S. does not support Taiwan's membership in international forums.
Biden has focused much of his foreign policy around China as he faces criticism from
Republicans that he has not been tough enough with Beijing.
S. and Chinese officials have tentatively planned for Biden and Chinese President Xi
Jinping to hold a virtual bilateral engagement by the end of the year - their first
one-on-one meeting since Biden took office.

Even with all the problems between the U.S. and China, Taiwan occupies a central
spot. It is an issue long scene as one that could lead to a real military conflict.
"This is really the only issue that our two countries could go to war over. It is really,
truly dangerous," said Bonnie Glaser, director of the Asia Program at the German
Marshall Fund.
She said the virtual summit is an important opportunity for the president to clarify his
remarks toward Taiwan with the Chinese leader in an effort to offset tensions.
The Biden administration in August approved a $750 million arms package to Taiwan,
viewed as part of a continuation of a more robust American defense commitment to
Taiwan that took place under the Trump administration, which authorized more than
$7 billion in military sales.
Thursday wasn't the first time Biden has suggested the U.S. would come to Taiwan's
aid militarily.
Following the approval of the arms package in August, Biden offered similar
comments to ABC News, prompting a separate response from the White House
clarifying that U.S. policy to Taiwan and China had not changed.
Col. Joseph Felter (Ret.), who served as U.S. deputy assistant secretary of defense for
South Asia, Southeast Asia, and Oceania during the Trump administration, said the
"strategic ambiguity" at the heart of U.S. policy toward Taiwan allows for a
ratcheting up of U.S. rhetoric without changing the American military position.
"It's not a binary thing - we either have strategic ambiguity or we don't - it's better
measured on a spectrum. It can be modulated, dialed up and down," he said. "Based
on China's actions, maybe we're communicating a little more strongly our
commitment to Taiwan's defense."
Richard Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations who served as director
of policy planning for the State Department under then-President George W. Bush,
welcomed Biden's rhetoric, but argued the Biden administration needs to do more to
bolster U.S. military presence in the region and deepen coordination with allies.
"The rhetoric is a small piece of a much larger policy," Haass said. "What the focus
needs to be on is how we build capability and how we raise costs to China if it is
tempted to act."
Some lawmakers think Congress should have a more robust discussion on U.S. policy
toward Taiwan.
Rep. Elaine Luria (D-Va.), vice-chair of the House Armed Services Committee and a
20-year Navy veteran, put her support behind Republican calls to discuss broadening
the president's authority on directing military support for Taiwan.

"If the president's hands remain legally tied in preventing Chinese military action
against Taiwan, then an even larger conflict with China is most certainly assured resulting in potentially disastrous loss of life on both sides and plunging the global
economy into recession for a generation," she wrote in an op-ed for The Washington
Post.
"The time for this debate in Congress is now, not when conflict occurs."
In February, Senator Rick Scott (R-Fl.) introduced the Taiwan Invasion Prevention
Act, which would authorize the president to respond with armed force to defend
Taiwan from an invasion.
Luria called this legislation a "starting point for debate, not a finished product."
Likewise, Rep. Ami Bera (D-Calif.), chair of the House Foreign Affairs subcommittee
on Asia, the Pacific, Central Asia and Nonproliferation, said during a defense event
hosted by Politico that he favored more "clarity" in how the U.S. is deterring China in
the Taiwan strait.
"I use the term 'strategic deterrence,' but deterrence only if there's clarity in that
deterrence," he said. "And often, we just talk about the military and deterrence.
There's economic, as well. What kind of multilateral sanctions would be placed on
China should they invade Taiwan? What else would happen in the region?"
Senator Bill Hagerty (R-Tenn.), a member of Senate committees on foreign relations
and appropriations, told The Hill that he has requested the Biden administration to
give Congress an updated threat assessment.
"China's rapid buildup of nuclear and conventional military capabilities is
increasingly probing for weakness and opportunity in the defense of Taiwan, and the
United States cannot operate from any position other than strength," he said.

