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OUR VIEW: 
PUBLIC SAFETY

The Minnesota Board of Peace Officer Standards 
and Training put the “public” back in public safety as it 
strengthened standards for police officer conduct and 
added new hiring requirements that can only improve the 
state’s police forces.

The most significant change would allow the POST 
board to consider revoking a peace officer’s license based 

solely on officer conduct instead of the re-
quirement that the officer have a criminal 
conviction before their license is revoked. 
The new standards also prohibit officers 
from joining or promoting white suprema-
cist groups or other hate groups that have 
goals to promote violence and discrimina-
tion.

The rules were vetted by an administra-
tive law judge and still must be approved 
by the chief administrative law judge and 
Gov. Tim Walz, who appoints all members 
of the POST board.

Law enforcement unions and police lob-
bying groups challenged the language pro-

hibiting associating with groups, saying it violates officers’ 
First Amendment rights. But an earlier federal court ruling 
held that police agencies can be considered paramilitary 
organizations and therefore officers can be held to higher 
standards than other government employees.

An administrative law judge required the POST board to 
be more specific about defining what groups officers can-
not associate with. The board defined the groups as those 
using or advocating force and violence to deny someone 
civil rights or to advocate for criminal activity against a 
state, local or federal government.

The board also reduced barriers for hiring officers by 
removing rules that prohibited hiring officers who had 
minor crimes on their record like shoplifting or marijuana 
possession. The new rules also remove requirements that 
officers be U.S. citizens and instead allow them to be of-
ficers if they simply are able to work legally in the U.S.

The changes were prompted by the police killing of 
George Floyd in 2020 and resulting investigations that 
showed how lax some of the police training and conduct 
oversight rules were and how rules that existed were not 
enforced.

Post Board Chair Kelly McCarthy, Mendota Heights 
police chief, noted the new rules were just a start and the 
police board would be looking at other ways to tighten 
standards and enforcement.

All of these changes put the public interest in front of 
police or union interests. That’s what public safety should 
be all about.

Police board made 
needed rule changes

Why it 
matters: 
Oversight of 
police conduct 
by the state 
licensing 
board adds 
necessary 
guardrails and 
boosts public 
confidence.

OTHER VIEW

Whittier (Calif.) Daily News

The State of the Union 
address is an annual event 
that allows the president 
to speak unfiltered and at 
length to the American 
people about his record and 
his goals.

Tuesday’s address by 
President Biden also offered 
the public a preview of his 
plans for 2024.

Twelve times the 
president declared that he 
wanted to “finish the job.”

Woven into the speech 
was a look at what a poten-
tial second term would look 
like. 

The president called for 
passing the PRO Act, a 
union-sponsored bill that 
seeks to reduce work op-
portunities for independent 
contractors, similar to Cali-
fornia’s career-destroying 
AB 5 law, because indepen-
dent contractors cannot 
be unionized under federal 
labor law.

On China policy, Biden 
declared that “we” would 

be “investing” in industries 
“that China’s government is 
intent on dominating.” Is he 
promising to beat a totali-
tarian nation at the game 
of centralized industrial 
policy? That won’t end well 
for U.S. taxpayers, and 
opens the door to more 
crony capitalism.

Regarding the economic 
problem that Americans cite 
most often as a concern, 
Biden took no responsibil-
ity. “Inflation has been a 
global problem because of 
the pandemic that disrupted 
supply chains and Putin’s 
war that disrupted energy 
and food supplies,” he said. 
That ignores the effect of 
massive, unfunded spend-
ing bills, which economists 
acknowledge as a cause of 
inflation even if the presi-
dent doesn’t.

Overall, though, Biden 
effectively used the speech 
more or less as intended: 
a partisan political rally. 
Again, we ask: Why do we 
bother having State of the 
Union addresses?

Biden’s expensive vision

Abraham Lincoln, 16th president 
of the United States, was born on 
Sunday, Feb. 12, 1809, at 
“Sinking Spring Farm,” near 
Hodgenville, Kentucky—40 
miles from Louisville.

He was named for his 
paternal grandfather, who was 
killed by an Indian, “not in 
battle,” as the president later 
told the story, “but by stealth, 
when he (Lincoln’s grandfa-
ther) was laboring to open a 
farm in the forest.” Lincoln’s father, 
Thomas (a young boy at the time) 
was about to be taken captive by the 
same warrior, when Thomas’ older 
brother, Mordecai “jumped over the 
fence — ran to the fort,” and shot the 
man dead, at a distance of 160 paces.

Mordecai aimed at a silver half-
moon medallion the Indian had been 
wearing. The warrior was found dead 
the next day. Had Mordecai been 
unsuccessful in rescuing his younger 
brother Thomas, there would not 
have been any Great Emancipator 
or Savior of the Union a generation 
later, when the nation needed him 
most.

“The story of his (the grandfa-
ther’s) death by the Indians, and of 
Uncle Mordecai, then fourteen years 
old, killing one of the Indians, is the 
legend more strongly than all others 
imprinted on my mind and memory,” 
stated President Lincoln, many years 
later.

The president went on to recount 
that the slaying of Thomas Lincoln’s 
father (Abraham Lincoln’s grandfa-
ther) was the transformative event 
in Thomas’ life. His father’s death 
diminished the family’s earning 
potential, and as the youngest son, 
Thomas found himself in a precarious 
position.

His brother Mordecai, having 

saved Thomas’ life, lost interest in 
his brother’s fortunes. “Owing to my 

father being left an orphan at 
the age of six years, in poverty 
and in a new country (Ken-
tucky), he became a wholly 
uneducated man,” wrote 
President Abraham Lincoln 
about his own father, Thomas.

Much of the poverty that 
plagued Thomas, Abraham’s 
mother Nancy, step-mother 
Sarah and sister Sarah in the 

president’s early years, and to a large 
extent, throughout his parents’ entire 
lives, can be attributed to this single, 
tragic event. If anyone had a right 
to nurse a grudge against Native 
Americans or hold them responsible 
for all the things he was deprived of 
in those formative years, it would be 
Abraham Lincoln.

However; to his credit, he did not. 
He chose the high road, instead.

President Lincoln lived out the 
message he brilliantly articulated in 
his Second Inaugural Address, “with 
malice toward none, with charity for 
all.” He did the walk as well as he did 
the talk.

The proof is that when Lincoln was 
in a position of authority; on at least 
two occasions, he dealt with Native 
Americans fairly and openly. The first 
instance was during the Black Hawk 
War of 1832, when Lincoln (serving 
as captain of a local Illinois militia 
composed of his friends from New 
Salem) came across an old man who 
had been left behind by his own tribal 
members. Lincoln ordered his men 
not to harass nor harm the Native 
American man.

The second instance was 30 years 
later, in his treatment of the 303 
Dakota prisoners already convicted 
of crimes against white settlers, in 
the aftermath of the U.S-Dakota War. 

As president, Lincoln ordered the 
death sentences reversed for 265 
of those prisoners. In doing so, he 
risked alienating Minnesota’s military 
and political support he desperately 
needed to win the Civil War.

Displaying enormous moral cour-
age, Lincoln did what was morally 
right, not what was either popular 
or expedient, pointing out that “I 
cannot hang men for votes.” Modern 
politicians should follow his example.

Lincoln was not a perfect human 
being. None of us are. He made 
mistakes, as we all do. Civil War 
Indian policy (most of which Lincoln 
inherited from his predecessors) left 
much to be desired.

But to remove or deface Lincoln’s 
statues, or call his policies into 
serious question 160 years after the 
fact, without adequate proof, in an 
unfair effort to discredit him, in order 
to appease current “cancel culture” 
advocates, is, in this author’s view, 
shameful and inappropriate.

Lincoln was assassinated on Good 
Friday, 1865. He lost his own life, due 
in large part for his efforts to improve 
the lives of others, namely the 4 mil-
lion slaves he freed, with the passage 
of the 13th Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution, and final Union victory 
in the Civil War.

He should not have to be tried 
again and crucified in the court of 
today’s public opinion— especially 
for crimes he didn’t commit.

I am reminded of the words spoken 
from the cross on the first Good Fri-
day; words that can apply to Lincoln’s 
treatment at the hands of the “cancel 
culturists” as well, “Father, forgive 
them; for they do not know what they 
are doing.”

Bryce Stenzel is a teacher, historian 
and has a master’s degree in history. 
He lives in St. Clair.

Ahead of Valentine’s Day, trade 
researcher Ed Gresser engaged in the 
most romantic of exercises: He 
looked up tariffs on under-
wear. (No judgment. We all 
have hobbies.) Lo and behold, 
he found that ladies’ undergar-
ments are systematically taxed 
at higher rates than men’s.

The average U.S. tariff rate 
on men’s underwear is 11.5 
percent. The average rate on 
women’s undies, on the other 
hand? It’s a few points higher, at 
15.5 percent. All things considered - 
including transportation costs, sales 
taxes, marketing, different retailer 
markups — Gresser estimates that 
on average the U.S. tariff system adds 
about $1.10 to the cost of each pair 
of women’s underwear, compared 
with 75 cents for men’s.

In almost any other context, 
women’s rights groups would be 
livid. Yet when it comes to the U.S. 
trade system, such discrimination 
gets a pass.

Unfairness on underwear reflects a 
broader, bizarrely anti-lady pattern in 
our trade system: With a few excep-
tions, men’s apparel items are more 
lightly tariffed than women’s.

When people talk about “pink 
taxes,” they don’t typically mean lit-
eral taxes on women’s products. The 
term refers to companies charging 
higher markups on women’s products 
than on very similar men’s products 
(such as razors, deodorant, body 
wash). Some recent studies have cast 
doubt on the widespread existence of 
this company-enforced price-discrim-
ination, but nonetheless indignant 
calls for gender-based price parity are 

common in the media, NGO reports 
and occasionally even Capitol Hill.

But what of the “pink tax” 
that is literally mandated by 
U.S. trade laws — that is, 
higher import tax charged 
by the U.S. government on 
ladies’ clothes and other 
items? Few seem to recog-
nize its existence, let alone 
organize petitions calling for 
its elimination.

Incidentally, gender is 
not the only dimension on which 
U.S. trade policies are systemically 
discriminatory. The even starker 
pattern Gresser (a former U.S. trade 
official, now a vice president at the 
Progressive Policy Institute) and 
other researchers have identified over 
the years involves disparate impacts 
by income class.

For example, let’s return to the 
item of the day, your spicy Valentine’s 
Day gift: U.S. tariffs on underwear 
also vary considerably depending on 
how high- or low-end the material is. 
Fancier silk products are by far the 
most lightly taxed (2.1 percent for 
women’s panties and 0.9 percent for 
male boxers and briefs); middle-class 
cotton options have slightly higher 
tariffs (7.6 percent for women and 
7.4 percent for men); and working-
class polyesters are most heavily 
taxed (16 percent for women, 14.9 
percent for men).

This regressive tariff pattern exists 
across many categories. “Almost 
invariably, things made of cheap, 
simple materials meant for mass 
markets are taxed more heavily than 
those made for elite, richer buyers,” 
Gresser says.

Luxurious cashmere sweaters face 
lower tariffs than do acrylic ones. 
Likewise with snakeskin or leather 
handbags vs. canvas purses. In a met-
aphor that’s almost too on the nose, 
even silver spoons get preferential tax 
treatment, when compared with their 
cheaper stainless steel counterparts.

Gresser says it doesn’t generally 
work this way in other countries: 
U.S. trade barriers appear unusually 
sexist and regressive, and have been 
for many, many decades.

It’s not exactly clear why the U.S. 
trade system is so rigged against 
women and the working class, but 
the patterns seem to date back to lob-
bying from earlier eras.

In the garment industry, U.S. 
manufacturers might have felt most 
threatened by foreign competition on 
more labor-intensive products, which 
were disproportionately women’s 
products. (“Women’s clothing often 
has more lace and frills and adorn-
ments on it than men’s, so men’s was 
more suited toward machine produc-
tion,” Gresser explains.)

So why aren’t feminists and 
anti-poverty advocates up in arms? 
Perhaps because there’s such limited 
understanding of how the U.S. trade 
system works. Like so many features 
of government, it is cloaked in com-
plexity. Plus, those who usually fight 
for more equitable treatment might 
be loath to take on the political allies 
who push protectionism.

Maybe someday we’ll build a trade 
system that’s friendlier to women 
and the poor. Now that would be 
romantic.

Catherine Rampell’s email address 
is crampell@washpost.com. 
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