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To Donald J. Trump





“At his best, man is the noblest of all animals; separated from law and justice he is the worst.”

–Aristotle







PREFACE

I began working for new media pioneer and conservative web impresario Andrew Breitbart in 2008. Today I am the editor in chief of his namesake website, Breitbart.com. Andrew was a man of many talents; he was funny, fearless, fundamentally decent, open-minded, charismatic, and even handsome in a husky-male-model sort of way. But what drew me to him more than anything else was that he was a visionary. Not only did he have a knack for seeing the political and cultural landscape with clarity, but he was also able to spot trends coming over the horizon long before anyone else in media.

I hitched my wagon to his dark green Range Rover while I was still in college and have been enjoying the ride ever since, even after Andrew passed away in 2012.

Andrew and his band of merry pranksters (all of us would also report stories, and, as it turned out, we were pretty good at it) had several crucial objectives; first and foremost was fighting the political left’s creep into core American institutions.

Andrew saw the politicization of critical elements of our society—namely the entertainment industry, the news media, and academia—as a grave threat to our country. Since Andrew first issued the warning cry, we have made significant progress on these three fronts. The news media has been thoroughly discredited. Jeff Bezos himself, Amazon founder and owner of the Washington Post, wrote in a 2024 op-ed that his own paper lacks credibility. He also noted in the same piece that journalism is the least-trusted profession.1

I declared the news media broken in my 2021 bestseller, Breaking the News, so Bezos could have drawn this conclusion years earlier, but still, better late than never.

Score one for Andrew, for me, and for the Breitbart News crew.

Another key participant in the culture war, Big Hollywood, has never faced more opposition than it faces today. Celebrity endorsements are a liability for politicians who receive them. They instantly become meme fodder for conservative provocateurs online. Box-office returns are trending in a terrible direction (I explain this phenomenon as well as Joe Biden’s fascinating and fundamental role in Hollywood’s decline in my second bestselling book, Breaking Biden). In fact, independent social media influencers and content creators have arguably surpassed the entertainment media establishment’s cultural clout.

This is another glorious development.

The third essential front in the culture war, academia, is still overwhelmingly dominated by leftists and remains openly hostile to conservatives. But a college degree seems to matter less each year. A 2024 Pew survey suggested that fewer than a quarter of Americans believe a four-year college degree is “worth it” if it’s necessary to take out loans. Meanwhile, economic outcomes for young people without a college degree have improved.2

The college bubble appears poised to burst. At the same time, it has never been easier to get an online education from pro-America conservative groups such as PragerU. You might not get a piece of paper at the end of your experience, but you will actually learn something of value. Or you can keep paying $50,000+ a year to take classes like Taylor Swift and Her World at a traditional university.3

It’s clear that in recent years, much of America has woken up to Andrew’s message that these three key institutions were the problem. More Americans than ever, it seems, get it.

So, we should rejoice, right?

Not so fast, actually.

The left, ever vigilant and perpetually developing new tactics to gain a political edge, never intended to stop their quest for cultural dominance of these three areas of American life. Since Andrew shuffled off this mortal coil, they have opened up new fronts in the culture war, setting their sights on other elements of our social fabric. They have gained a strong foothold in the sports world. And, by initiating DEI (diversity, equity, and inclusion) in the workplace, the left has taken over whole swaths of corporate America, particularly the immensely powerful tech sector. These developments, also known as woke-ification, have been deeply divisive and socially disruptive.

Yet in my view, there is one core institution among all others that, should the left commandeer it, would mean the end of America as we know it.

That is our legal and judicial system.

I was raised to believe that America is an exceptional country with exceptional people and exceptional values. That’s why I’m a conservative. I want to conserve those values, especially E Pluribus Unum (out of many, one), In God We Trust, liberty, the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution, and the Second Amendment, among others.

These are, to my knowledge, the greatest set of foundational principles established by any country in history. Whether they endure depends on one crucial factor: We must remain a society of law and order.

Or, if you’d like to start from a more cynical place, we must return to being one. Fast.

Without law and order, everything that has defined America as we know it—from our cultural preeminence to our wealth to our entrepreneurial and pioneering spirit—is in jeopardy.

In a society that upholds law and order, justice must be blind and impartial, we must show reverence to our Constitution and founding documents, and we must enforce the laws that we have put on our books.

It’s that simple, really.

Yet one side of the political aisle has turned against the basic idea that without law and order, we have nothing.

When they were in power, the Democrat Party jailed their political opponents and undermined the law enforcement officials tasked with keeping peace in our streets. They even compromised the U.S. Constitution itself, as I will explain later in this book.

Though the concept is not entirely new, Democrats have drastically increased the practice of “lawfare,” a combination of the words law and warfare. As the media’s influence over the electorate has waned, this has become the preferred tool of political combat in corners of the American left.

So, while Andrew Breitbart was correct to zero in on Hollywood, the media, and academia in his day, we are in a new phase of the battle for the soul of America.

In this moment, the American left’s political strategy is to use the legal system to target their opponents.

The left’s lawfare warriors have set their sights on one man more than any other: Donald J. Trump. Trump is at the very tip of the spear of the American culture war and is a perpetual threat to “the establishment” wherever it exists. Trump has been known to say things like “They want to take away my freedom because I will never let them take away your freedom. They want to silence me because I’ll never let them silence you. In the end they’re not after me, they’re after you, and I just happen to be standing in the way.”4

This statement is fundamentally true. President Trump is hardly their only target. He’s just the most powerful.

If America is to endure, we must acknowledge that Trump’s words aren’t merely political rhetoric but a solemn warning: Defeat lawfare and those who have used it to accumulate power for the political left, or lose the country.

The stakes are that high.

Lawfare is the new normal. Now is the time to understand what is happening and prepare ourselves for legal battles yet to come.

It is time to fight back.





INTRODUCTION

What is lawfare?

My definition has two parts: (a) the use of the legal system against political and cultural adversaries; and (b) the weaponization of the legal system for partisan political purposes. Traditionally, lawfare has come from the left. Its close cousin, judicial activism, has been a reliable tactic for modern liberals since Franklin Delano Roosevelt, who called for adding justices to the Supreme Court to give the left generational control of the judiciary. He argued that the new Supreme Court built according to his design ought to treat the Constitution as “a system of living law.” The “living law” or “living constitution” is a euphemism for activist liberal and “progressive” justices reinterpreting the plain meaning of the law to advance their political agenda.

Judicial activism, or “legislating from the bench,” became commonplace during the Warren Court, the period from 1953 to 1969 when Earl Warren served as the chief justice of the Supreme Court. This is widely regarded as the most liberal court in history.

The Warren Court marked the beginning of the end of judicial restraint. During this time, the court aggressively pursued issues that were not previously considered under their authority. Progressive justices began to impose their vision on the country, against the wishes of the other branches of government.

Judicial activism shares DNA with modern lawfare. As you’ll find in this book, this is the spirt of the lawfare targeting Trump: The law itself is subject to the prevailing liberal politics of the time.

Under the Warren Court, the left was ascendant. Liberals consistently got what they wanted. But as is typically the case, they only wanted more.

In 1973, the liberal court issued a landmark decision that would define a generation of American politics, Roe v. Wade. The decision reframed abortion as a privacy issue and legalized it across all fifty states. Abortion was suddenly a constitutional right.

Regardless of your opinion on the morality of abortion, this was an unprecedented decision. Never before in American history had the court taken a controversial debate out of the public square and imposed its collective view on all of American society. With this decision, in an instant, the liberal Supreme Court’s new role was not merely to interpret and uphold the law but to reform society at large.

The court had to expand its scope to do this. Liberal justices concocted a wild legal theory that envisioned a right to privacy that exists in “penumbras” of the Constitution. Penumbras is a pretentious way of saying that a given right, in this case the right to privacy, isn’t literally in the Constitution but is somehow implied by other enumerated rights. Why? Because enough justices say so.

And just like that, abortion became a part of our national culture. The hot-button issue of all hot-button issues—whether a woman had an unrestricted right to terminate a life inside her body—was taken out of the realm of political debate and was treated as a civil right. While people’s personal opinions on abortion didn’t dramatically change after Roe, the business of terminating nascent human beings in the womb boomed.

After Roe, conservatives began organizing to reassert influence over the judiciary. They took an approach that might seem novel in our hyperpartisan modern times: They would work slowly, gradually, and not challenge the legitimacy of the court.

Their approach worked, and by the Reagan Revolution of the 1980s, the right had rebalanced the Supreme Court.

But the left is always innovating. Today conservatives face a new form of judicial activism that threatens the fabric of our republic. It’s called lawfare, and it’s as dangerous as any other iteration of judicial activism the country has ever seen.

The only difference is that instead of legislating from the bench, liberal judges across the judiciary are taking the enforcement of the law and the implementation of policy into their own hands. Particularly, they have decided they have the right to bend the laws when it comes to one man, President Donald J. Trump, because they fear him and the movement he leads.

Stopping lawfare will require a vigilant, disciplined conservative movement as intelligent, influential, and far-seeing as the jurists who took back the Supreme Court and eventually overturned Roe. The challenge is enormous, but it has been met before.

We can end lawfare with our political will. But first we need to understand how exactly it works.


OBAMA AND HOLDER ACCELERATE LAWFARE

Lawfare radically accelerated during Barack Obama’s presidency. In fact, my friend and colleague Peter Schweizer, the top investigative researcher in conservative media, argues that Obama and his attorney general, Eric Holder, used tactics born of the Global War on Terror against his political opponents, which ushered in the new lawfare age.

One such tactic was targeted sanctions, where the U.S. Treasury’s Office of Foreign Assets Control would blacklist financiers of international terrorism. Obama and Holder had a clandestine project known as “Operation Choke Point,” with the goal of choking off industries considered unfavorable to Democrats (such as gun dealers1 and payday lenders2) from the banking sector.

Though the House of Representatives voted to end Choke Point in 2016, conservatives have claimed that debanking continued. Even Melania Trump wrote in her 2025 memoir, Melania, that she and her son Barron had been debanked.3

Another example of Obama-era lawfare was the Operation Fast and Furious gun-running scandal. Attorney General Eric Holder allowed roughly 2,000 guns to be sold or transferred into Mexico that were designed to be a part of a Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives sting operation. The ATF lost track of the majority of these arms, primarily assault rifles, some of which were used to commit crimes both north and south of the border. One of the weapons was found at the scene of the murder of United States Border Patrol Agent Brian Terry. This example often is thought of as “lawfare” because Holder’s DOJ used legal tactics to stonewall a Republican-led investigation. He should have resigned or been impeached, yet he was never held accountable at all.

Another instance of abuse of legal power by the Obama administration was the targeting of conservative groups’ nonprofit tax status by the Internal Revenue Service. Obama’s tax collection agency used political labels to screen tax-exempt applications for conservative groups for special scrutiny. A 2013 inspector general’s report revealed the IRS had isolated terms like patriot and tea party (a term associated with conservative grassroots protests during the Obama presidency) to delay processing. In some cases, the groups were told the IRS would barter with the conservative groups, offering an expedited process in exchange for restrictions on their activities. While this example doesn’t exactly fit my definition of “lawfare,” it certainly marks a new era of the executive branch using legal means to target their political opponents for harassment.



HIGH CRIME, EXPLAINED

Lawfare explains why some people or groups are targeted while others are protected. It’s a political strategy designed to weaponize the law against the opposition.

Hate-crime laws are a particularly pernicious example of lawfare, as they have been enforced selectively depending on the political zeitgeist. The federal government defines hate crimes as criminal offenses “against a person or property motivated in whole or in part by an offender’s bias against race, religion, disability, sexual orientation, ethnicity, gender, or gender identity.”4 Christian groups have been targeted for daring to speak out against abortion, but since the media never considered this a national crisis, nobody has been convicted of a “hate crime” for attacking Christians.

Likewise, in the run-up to the 2024 election, Democrats hesitated to defend Jews who were targeted in “hate” attacks. Democrats considered anti-Zionist activists their friends and Zionist Jews their enemies. They had to use the law wherever possible to defend their friends. And if they ever criticized Zionism, they inserted boilerplate language to denounce “Islamophobia” as well.

Under Democrat rule, certain types of crime were not considered significant enough to warrant legal action. The most obvious example is illegal immigration. In American “sanctuary states” (all of which are run by Democrats), it is not treated as illegal to enter the country without our government’s knowledge or permission. I hail from one, California, which has become an increasingly lawless place since I became politically cognizant over two decades ago. Throughout that time, the Golden State has sanctified illegal immigration.

It is California’s original sin. It broadcasts to the world that we selectively enforce some laws but not others. Things have spiraled from there.

Take shoplifting, for example. “Why is shoplifting so rampant? Because state law holds that stealing merchandise worth $950 or less is just a misdemeanor, which means that law enforcement probably won’t bother to investigate, and if they do, prosecutors will let it go,” wrote one fellow at Stanford’s Hoover Institution.5 The state could make it easier to prosecute, but they choose not to. Why? The answer is all too obvious: That would lead to a drastic statistical uptick in crime, which would make the ruling class look bad.

And in California, the ruling class is synonymous with the Democrat Party establishment.

Thus, if you’re a Democrat, it’s politically safer to let crime fester than actually address it, which would necessarily start with an admission that it is rampant.

California is far from the only state that is destroying itself in this way. In New York, crime has skyrocketed, while the percentage of arrests that result in prosecutions is down significantly. Crime in New York City was 33 percent higher in 2023 than in 2019.6 Arrests resulting in a prosecution dropped steeply in 2020 and have barely returned to their pre-COVID numbers, despite the large increase in crime.7 Much of this is due to a recent bail reform that quickly lets criminals back onto the streets, empowering unscrupulous offenders to wreak havoc.

Those who run New York intentionally allow taxpaying, law-abiding citizens to suffer as they coddle criminals. Why do this? New York is a single-party city, run by the Democrats, who are beholden to the far-left flank of their party. That includes radical activists who support “Black Lives Matter,” the movement that normalized mass riots in 2020. Ironically, soft-on-crime policies are unpopular among nearly every meaningful constituency, including black voters, but the activists with the loudest voices, like BLM, are the ones who have called the shots in deep blue areas in recent years.

All of this demonstrates that politics is driving much of the American judicial system today.

There is no clearer recent example of that than what happened in the aftermath of the events at the U.S. Capitol on January 6, 2021.

Even more essential, in my view, is that the judicial system has become a political weapon to wield against Donald Trump and his supporters.



THE LAWFARE TIDAL WAVE

Trump supporters who protested at the Capitol on January 6th had the book thrown at them. Before January 6, 2021, Trump allies Michael Flynn, George Papadopoulos, and Paul Manafort had already served prison time at least in part due to their association with Trump, so targeting Trump wasn’t exactly new. But the pro-Trump Capitol riots sent lawfare against ordinary Trump supporters into overdrive.

A man named Russell Alford was given a yearlong sentence for disorderly conduct. D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals Judge Karen LeCraft Henderson admitted that “he was neither violent nor destructive” during brief moments he spent in the Capitol, yet somehow was deemed to have “jeopardized public safety.”8

If you’re keeping score at home, burning buildings and looting stores on the street of Minneapolis or Kenosha or Los Angeles in 2020 did not count as “jeopardizing public safety” in most cases, but wandering around the Capitol for a few minutes on J6 did.

Even the most tenuous connection to Donald J. Trump—maybe you liked a pro-Trump post online one time—and suddenly, after J6, you ran the risk of losing your ability to do business or perhaps even your freedom itself.

If this tactic were to succeed, it would render Trump’s network, and thus Trump himself, politically impotent.

“They’re not after me, they’re after you.”

In the three years since January 6, 2021, when pro-Trump demonstrators trespassed in the Capitol, causing momentary disarray, federal prosecutors charged over 1,200 defendants. Arrests continued into December 2024, when Donald Trump was transitioning back to the White House.9

Around half these defendants received criminal sentences; hundreds were jailed,10 and hundreds of others received lesser penalties like probation or house arrest.

Proud Boys leader Enrique Tarrio received a twenty-two-year prison sentence for his role in the mayhem, even though he wasn’t even present in Washington, D.C., that day (he had been arrested two days before for allegedly defacing a Black Lives Matter sign).11

But it wasn’t just well-known activists who were caught up in the dragnet. My friends and neighbors in California were shocked when actor and vice chair of the Republican Party of Los Angeles County Siaka Massaquoi was arrested in November 2023. Siaka, a first-generation American whose mother emigrated from Liberia, was arrested for questioning by the FBI and pulled away from his pregnant wife after arriving at Bob Hope Airport in Burbank.12

Siaka is best known for appearing in sketches in conservative media like for the Babylon Bee. Meanwhile, his home was raided by “about 20 agents armed and outfitted in tactical gear shortly before 6 a.m.”

By the end of 2024, we at Breitbart News estimated that 1,500 or so Americans had been charged for supposed J6-related crimes. The protest was mostly peaceful, if ill-advised, and Trump supporters didn’t kill anyone, much less come anywhere close to “overthrowing an election.”

The establishment media and Democratic Party reacted hysterically to the day’s event and overcharged a lot of people. They thought it was their ticket to get Trump off the national stage forever. They were wrong. Most Americans didn’t take the bait. A December 2024 Rasmussen Reports survey showed that 49 percent of the country wanted pardons for the J6 prisoners.13

Considering that the Democrat regime insisted for four years that there was a violent insurrection, that number is stunningly high, and you can bet the number only went higher as President Trump was reelected and pardoned everyone involved.

I’m certainly in the group that wanted mass pardons, especially considering the fact that the same people responsible for persecuting the J6 Trump supporters had encouraged or even fundraised for Summer of Love rioters. To say nothing of the fact that President Biden, who comes from a family of junkies and criminals, pardoned his crack-addicted adult son and five other family members for undefined crimes (more on this later).

The J6 charges and sentences were politically motivated. Full stop. That’s why we needed pardons, and why Trump delivered them en masse.

Surveillance videos of the Capitol riot revealed that most of the people charged did nothing wrong and certainly stopped short of violence. Many did nothing more than peacefully enter the Capitol when the doors were opened for them. The punishment ought to fit the crime. But for the people who were there on January 6th, it often did not. And ordinary people knew it.



THE J6 OVERREACTION

The January 6 Select Committee was formed on July 1, 2021, through a House resolution. Initially the committee was supposed to include five Republicans, but then-Speaker Nancy Pelosi took the unprecedented and nakedly political position to ban House Minority Leader Kevin McCarthy nominees, Representatives Jim Jordan (R-OH) and Jim Banks (R-IN). McCarthy pulled his remaining nominees. Ultimately, anti-Trump Republicans Liz Cheney of Wyoming and Adam Kinzinger of Illinois were the only members of the GOP on the supposedly “bipartisan” committee. They both would go on to endorse Kamala Harris for president in 2024.

Representative Bennie Thompson (D-MS) chaired the committee, which prominently featured key anti-Trump fixtures Jamie Raskin (D-MD) and Adam Schiff (D-CA).

The committee would spend eighteen months investigating the causes and events of the incident at the Capitol on January 6th, conducting over 1,000 interviews and producing over 140,000 documents. The committee included teams of lawyers and spent millions. They scheduled public hearings for television “prime time” in order to maximize media attention14 for their prized witnesses, but much of the investigation was done behind closed doors. Some witnesses complained that their testimony was selectively edited in order to distort its meaning.

After Republicans regained the House of Representatives in 2022, the J6 committee rushed out an 845-page report that concluded, in the least surprising reveal of all time, that everything that happened leading up to and on J6 was Trump’s fault.

Raskin announced he would refer former President Trump for criminal investigation to the Department of Justice for four charges. These were for show—as was the entire committee—as there was nothing in the committee’s enabling resolution granting it that authority.15

McCarthy ordered the committee to preserve all documents associated with the investigation. “It is imperative that all information collected be preserved not just for institutional prerogatives but for transparency to the American people,” he wrote. This would enable Republicans to investigate the investigation itself. Thompson initially indicated he would comply with the request, but later admitted that records and videos had been destroyed before the rest was handed over to Republicans.16

The committee was largely ceremonial in nature. It had the power to subpoena and hold hearings, but it could not issue binding resolutions or impose penalties.

Some Trump allies refused to grant it any legitimacy. Senior Advisor to President Trump Steve Bannon and Trade Czar Peter Navarro refused to comply with congressional subpoenas, which landed them in prison.

Though the J6 committee could never jail Trump, the Democrats were able to use it to further their goal of keeping J6 in people’s consciousness for as long as possible. If their plan worked, it would have damaged him with the voters and he would have lost the 2024 presidential election.

Still, there was an ever-present dubiousness to the proceedings. First of all, the insistence of using the term insurrection was conspicuously political. Literally speaking, an insurrection is the violent overthrow of the government. Most of the protesters were peaceful, and few were even armed at all. There was only a single gunshot that day, by Police Lieutenant Michael Byrd, which killed Trump supporter Ashli Babbitt, a military veteran who was apparently attempting to climb through a broken window into the Speaker’s Lobby of the Capitol.

The alleged “insurrectionists” didn’t kill anyone that day.

To illustrate how little gun violence occurred at the Capitol, the anti-Trump media were relegated to amplifying a claim from Cassidy Hutchinson, a former Trump White House aide who became a star witness for the J6 committee, that she had overheard some attendees talk about guns.

That’s a rather lame attack on the protesters.

Hutchinson also testified that she had heard Trump tried to hijack17 a presidential limousine and drive it to the Capitol. Naturally, there was no evidence of anything of the sort, with Trump himself noting that that is physically impossible given the layout of the interior of such vehicles.18

As dramatic as things felt that day, Congress reconvened mere hours later.

If this is classified as an insurrection, it was certainly the lamest insurrection in world history.

What’s more, Trump emphatically claims he offered Pelosi at least 10,000 soldiers and/or National Guardsmen to be on hand but the then-Speaker turned him down.19 Long after the J6 committee had been brought to a close, video surfaced of Pelosi stating “I take responsibility” for the lack of preparedness.20

The Justice Department eventually revealed that twenty-six FBI informants attended the J6 protests. “This report confirms what we suspected,” House Judiciary Committee Chairman Jim Jordan told Fox News. “The FBI had encouraged and tasked confidential human sources to be at the Capitol that day. There were 26 total present. Four entered the Capitol and weren’t charged, which is not the same treatment that other Americans received.” “This has been our concern all along—agencies being weaponized against the American people,” he continued.21

Christopher Wray, the FBI director at the time, was originally appointed by Trump during his first administration but built a reputation for allowing investigations into conservative and religious groups. For example, his FBI had infiltrated Catholic congregations supposedly to rid the country of the scourge of violent “radical-traditionalist Catholics” (RTCs),22 who may or may not exist, as far as I can tell. He also famously deployed antiterrorism tools to target parents who objected to coronavirus pandemic protocols in schools.23

So it was hardly a surprise when FBI malfeasance came to light. Nor was it surprising to learn that they had put five thousand agents on the cases that sought to investigate and lock up the J6 protesters.24

Americans saw through the political charade. Polling data from Quinnipiac University suggested that the opinion of Donald Trump stayed stable throughout the committee’s tenure.25 By April 2022, the polling analysts at fivethirtyeight.com suggested the American people were already writing off the committee with the headline “Americans Are Moving On from Jan. 6—Even If Congress Hasn’t.”26

Navarro spoke to Breitbart News during his prison sentence and summed it up as follows: “[T]his was not equal justice under law but unrestrained lawfare designed to interfere with the 2024 election.”27

I wholeheartedly agree with this assessment. Not only was all of this political, it was designed to keep Americans focused on ethereal ills supposedly done by Donald Trump and his supporters and not on Joe Biden’s fledgling presidency, which was marked by ballooning inflation, a flood of illegal migration, and escalating foreign tensions.



THE ULTIMATE GOAL

The (over)reaction to January 6th was illustrative of the left’s ultimate goal: stopping Trump and his movement.

Donald J. Trump is the focal point of the left’s lawfare attacks. His political opponents have brought the heat of a thousand suns upon him. He has been charged with trying to overturn an election, accused of retaining documents he could have declassified at any point while he was president, as well as bank fraud, sexual assault, defamation, and on and on.

It’s the spaghetti method: Throw everything against the wall and see what sticks.

No former president has ever been treated this way in our country’s history.

The left attempted to use the courts to vanquish Donald Trump as a political threat. From Robert Mueller’s special counsel to the two impeachments that occurred during his first administration, to cases both criminal and civil in his postpresidency, there seems to be no end to the left’s bloodlust. I expand on all of this in this book.

I go into great detail on Jack Smith’s special counsel, which charged Trump with trying to overturn an election and subvert the U.S. government. Smith also pursued brazenly partisan classified-documents charges against Trump, whereby the former president was unreasonably held to a law that Barack Obama, Joe Biden, George W. Bush, Mike Pence, and CIA directors were not.

Once the election was over, so were these cases, proving they were political in nature.

I will also cover a civil case where Trump was accused of sexually assaulting and then defaming columnist E. Jean Carroll. Trump told me personally he doesn’t even know who she is. There is a list of problems with this case—it gets more absurd with each new detail—but the most glaring is that the suit was funded by Democrat megadonor Reid Hoffman (a recurring villain in the Marlow Universe of investigative research) and orchestrated by anti-Trump TV pundit and lawyer George Conway. This deep corruption wasn’t merely tolerated, it was an invention of the Democrat establishment.

Trump shared with me his opinion of Hoffman in a 2025 interview: “He’s a big, fat sleazebag, and a criminal.”

I’ll cover New York State Attorney General Letitia “Tish” James’s New York City bank fraud case that saw Trump fined nearly half a billion dollars despite the fact that his supposed crime was entirely victimless.

I’ll cover the Alvin Bragg and Juan Merchan business records case in New York City that led to dozens of convictions. Out of all the cases I cover in this book, it was the weakest of them all, yet it was the only one that yielded a conviction. I’ll explain why.

Then there’s the Georgia election interference case, led by partisan lawfare-ista Fani Willis. This case also has glaring flaws, but what is most relevant to the broader thrust of this book is that Willis, like Tish James in New York, had actually planned the Trump prosecution before she even took office.

Many of the lawfare practitioners profiled herein promised to target Trump and did so out loud.

All of this is brand new in this nation. It is also a Rorschach test for committed partisans. If you are a supporter of Donald Trump, you will find one outrage after the next within this book. It might even cause your faith in our country (at least our legal system) to waver. If you’re a full-fledged Trump hater, you probably see each one of these cases as legitimate.

Yes, we are that divided.

Scary stuff.

With the establishment media on board, the Democrats’ main strategy for the 2024 election cycle was to frame Donald Trump as a singular threat to democracy. According to exit poll data, this did drive a strong percentage of their voters to polls. But is it really Trump who is the major threat?

Is it truly democratic to try to sue (that is, jail) the front-runner of a major political party?

It does not show confidence in our democracy if one of the major political parties fearmongers by falsely claiming that fascists and Nazis will take over the country if their candidate doesn’t win. Ironically, the claim that democracy dies if you lose is patently undemocratic. That’s emotional blackmail, and it’s what the Democratic establishment does on a routine basis.

So, what comes next for America? I offer a grave warning, but also some optimism. The political left hopes to turn the judiciary into a tool of executive power. This would leave their megadonors, party elite, and activist classes as the stewards of our politics.

If they prevail, the political prosecutions will intensify. There will be more harassment, more intimidation, more deplatforming, and even more incarceration for anyone who is a threat to their power.

In other words, it will be the end of democracy as we know it.

Yes, locking up their political opponents is on their agenda, but that’s not all. They will attempt to pack the court, expand voting rights to residents as opposed to citizens, and curtail free speech, among other agenda items that will convert the legal system from a roadblock against the usurpation of power into a tool to sanctify the “progressive” agenda.

But it doesn’t have to be this way.

After Trump’s resounding victory in the 2024 election, I can confidently say there is still time. Conservatives and originalists can claw back crucial elements of our legal system. We have done this, to one degree or another, in each of those three core American institutions Andrew Breitbart identified. We can do it again now—and we must.

Toward the end of the 2024 campaign, Joe Biden said of Donald Trump, “We gotta lock him up.” This candor surprised me to a degree. I studied Biden, the patron saint of lawfare (more on this later), for well over a year for Breaking Biden, and I chronicled his presidency every day at Breitbart News. He doesn’t speak this directly often. The leader of the Democratic Party came clean: If they can’t stop Trump and his movement at the ballot box, they will stop him in the courtroom.

That’s not democracy. That’s not America.

The law, as in the court system that exists to uphold and interpret our customs and rules, is broken.

It was broken by Joe Biden and the Democrats to target Donald Trump and his supporters.

We must recognize this fact and its perilous nature, and then do the hard work to fix it.

President Trump sees exactly what is happening. He summed it up to me in a 2025 interview: “The left is using this, their final weapon, to take down America.”

We cannot let them.






CHAPTER 1 BROKEN SCALES

In his final minutes as president, Joe Biden gave blanket pardons to five of his family members. The list included three siblings and their respective spouses: James “Jim” Biden and his wife, Sara Biden; Valerie Biden Owens and her husband, John T. Owens; and Francis “Frank” Biden. All three siblings have been suspected of potential crimes.

For years reports have indicated that Joe’s brothers Jim and Frank Biden used the family name to bag foreign cash and engage in questionable business dealings. Valerie, Joe’s sister, leveraged her last name to nab lucrative consulting gigs stateside. Sara Biden, Jim’s wife, was accused of laundering money for her husband and brother-in-law when Jim admitted to lending Joe $200,000 without a repayment plan.1

Controversial as the Biden family pardons were, the uproar was a fraction of what had come before. These were not the first Biden family pardons. Just a few weeks earlier, Joe had granted his son Hunter a full and unconditional pardon dating back more than ten years for any crimes of which he might be accused in the future. America had largely grown numb to Biden family antics, but this news was jarring, especially since Hunter had been investigated for several crimes during Joe’s presidency.

In June 2024, Hunter was convicted of three felony charges related to a gun offense. Reports of Hunter’s criminal misdoings had circulated for years, amplified by a leak of the contents of his laptop in the run-up to the 2020 election. The fact that he was convicted on a gun charge and only a gun charge was notable, as it was Hunter’s only alleged crime (to my knowledge) that did not implicate Joe. Hunter got away with any impropriety in his extensive business ties to oligarchs around the world, especially in China and Ukraine. He never registered as a foreign agent even though he clearly took money from influential people and businesses with close connections to foreign governments.

The pardons extended all the way back to 2014, right before Hunter’s career as an international businessman took off. Anyone who thinks this is a coincidence isn’t paying attention.

Pardon recipients extended beyond the Biden family. Biden made wide use of preemptive pardons that granted high-profile political allies amnesty from future prosecution. Recipients included Dr. Anthony Fauci (who had overseen the mismanagement of funds that were used for gain-of-function research at the Wuhan Institute of Virology and then lied about it in a Senate hearing), Congresswoman Liz Cheney (who appeared to tamper with at least one witness on the January 6th Committee), and General Mark Milley (who had told the Chinese Communist Party that he would warn them if President Trump had planned to attack). Most if not all of Biden’s high-profile pardons extended back to January 1, 2014, a period spanning ten years.

The stunning breadth of these pardons all but guarantees that many crimes will go uncovered and uninvestigated. We will probably never learn the full truth of Hunter’s influence-peddling, since he was pardoned of all potential wrongdoing before anyone investigated his actions.

It was the most far-reaching use of the pardon power in American history, a gross act of hypocrisy—even for an administration that traded in doublespeak and propaganda. But there are only two creatures that never forget a thing: elephants and the Internet. And the Internet to be consistent soon took Joe Biden to task for his about-face regarding the rule of law.

Clips quickly flooded social media of Biden and his media allies criticizing Trump for even contemplating granting preemptive pardons on his way out in 2020. Biden and his surrogates repeatedly stated that he would not pardon his son. This, like so many of Biden’s utterances over the years, was bullshit.

“You sit there and go, if you haven’t done anything wrong, then what do you need a preemptive pardon for?” asked lawfare poohbah and Mueller Report henchman Andrew Weissmann on MSNBC.

At that time, Biden responded with emphatic bullshit: “It concerns me in terms of what kind of precedent it sets and how the rest of the world looks at us as a nation of laws and justice. You’re not going to see in our administration that approach to pardons.”2

In his first administration, President Trump never issued the preemptive pardons liberals had fixated on, not even one. Joe Biden, on the other hand, dished them out like dollar bills at an erotic club.

It was ironic, infuriating, and darkly hilarious—the perfect way for Joe Biden to end his failed presidency. His last act confirmed what we already knew: The man who standardized the modern practice of lawfare (more on this momentarily), proved once and for all that two systems of justice exist in the country.

I saw it coming, of course. We weren’t being entirely tongue-in-cheek at Breitbart News when we began calling them “The Biden Crime Family.” I knew from my extensive research into the Bidens that Joe would never let his family members go to jail, so long as he could help it, nor would he let protracted legal entanglements bankrupt them.

Unending lawsuits, expensive legal bills, and judicial harassment from your political opponents? That was for the Trump family! For those MAGAts who stormed the U.S. Capitol on January 6th! No Biden was ever going to rot in a cell.

Throughout the Biden administration, Democrats tried to bankrupt Trump by filing civil cases against him in liberal districts. Judges and juries who hated Trump awarded absurd penalties to accusers in flimsy cases. And when that failed to alienate Trump from the American public, Biden’s DOJ, together with some suspiciously recent DOJ alumni, tried to throw him in jail.

Yet, luckily, they all failed. In the end, Trump fought off his most malicious detractors and proved they were powerless against him. At least for the time being.

Despite Trump’s victory, however, it’s still important to consider the damage the left has done to our legal system. Lawfare is a multifaceted tool. The left deploys it at the court to enact change and tarnish their adversaries. They use it at the White House to circumvent constitutional roadblocks. They use it at the ballot box so they don’t leave a single close election to chance.

Joe Biden, a famously lousy law student (as thoroughly documented in Breaking Biden), had introduced modern lawfare decades earlier with the “borking” of Supreme Court nominee Robert Bork and the unsuccessful high-tech lynching of nominee Clarence Thomas. In the intervening years, the Democrats built a lawfare superstructure that remains one of their most potent political weapons.

The Democrats always had long odds for the 2024 election. They had a weak candidate at the top of the ticket, then swapped him out for a candidate who was even worse. Republicans had both political and cultural tailwinds and a candidate so strong it looked at times like God himself willed Trump to take back the presidency.

The Democrats should have known they were in a losing battle. They should have stood down and lain low. But they are fighters, and they fought to the bitter end. This was a fateful choice because it meant they didn’t just lose in November, they exposed their playbook in the process. Now it’s on us to identify its elements, dismantle what we can, and prepare for the battles ahead.

If we fail, the machine will only get stronger. The left plans to use lawfare to expand voter eligibility to include illegal aliens, eliminate voter ID requirements, and widen the time window in which people can vote. They want to rig the deck so they can’t lose. They will game campaign finance laws so that they always have a fundraising advantage. They will pack courts to limit the power of conservative and originalist judges. They will add new left-leaning states, grant mass amnesty to illegal aliens, and more. Scariest of all, they will try to declare the conservative movement an existential threat to “democracy” itself with no legitimate right to exist.

If they had their way, 2024 would have been the last real election. Under a second Biden or Kamala Harris administration, the political left would have used their power to cement their gains and guarantee that no sane Republican would ever test the lawfare machine again.

Anyone who challenged them would have been subjected to the Trump treatment.

It would have been the end of democracy as we know it.

In November 2024, we got a stay of execution, but we still have much to fear.

The left believes that America is not an exceptional place and that our core institutions are not worthy of respect. Once you understand this fundamental outlook, you can begin to understand how easily they are willing to bend the system to their will. They don’t believe in precedent, tradition, and principle: their only pursuit is power.



THE LEFT HATES LAW AND ORDER

The left has never regarded the rule of law as essential. They consider
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