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Supporting Materials for Proposed Resolutions, Town of Keene, N.Y. 
Civil Liberties and Separation of Powers Resolution:

1- Whereas, The Bush Administration claims authority that permits the Executive to interpret laws passed by Congress as he sees fit, through the use of hundreds of signing statements

2-Whereas, the Bush Administration has limited the oversight function of Congress

3-Whereas, the Bush Administration has affirmed the power of the federal government to incarcerate individuals it labels “enemy combatants” without charges, the right to counsel, or the right to a hearing thus nullifying the right of Habeas Corpus and the Due Process clause of the U. S.  Constitution.

4-Whereas, the Bush Administration claims extraordinary powers, under the banner of fighting an open-ended war on terrorism, without limit as to time, so as to authorize the National Security Administration to monitor, without any judicial oversight, any and all telephone and e-mail traffic of American citizens, thus unilaterally violating a federal statute and nullifying the Constitution’s 4th Amendment’s protection against unreasonable search and seizure.

5-Whereas, the Bush Administration cloaks evermore government information under a veil of secrecy, restricting access to formerly public information and classifying many other documents unrelated to national security, thus undermining open and accountable government. 

6-Whereas, the Bush Administration has undermined the political independence of federal regulatory agencies.

War and Terrorism Resolution:

1-Whereas, there is now substantial concern that the President of the United States and his administration misled Congress and the American people regarding the decision to go to war with Iraq, by misstating and manipulating intelligence information regarding the justification for the war.

2-Whereas, the Bush administration countenances torture and cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment of detainees it unilaterally labels “enemy combatants” in Iraq, Guantanamo, and in secret prisons abroad.

Relevant Quotes
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Civil Liberties and Separation  of  Powers  Resolution  - 1
Whereas, the Bush Administration claims authority that permits the Executive to interpret laws passed by Congress as he see fits, through the use of hundreds of  signing statements 


President Bush has advanced a doctrine of the “unitary executive” in issuing over 750 “signing statements.” According to this doctrine, the President has constitutional authority to interpret laws, which have been passed by Congress and publicly signed by the President, as he wishes by means of signing statements. Instead of using his veto power, which would engage Congress openly and allow it to reaffirm the laws it passed, the President claims authority to amend or repeal statues in whole or in part. In essence the President is exercising a line item veto in disregard of the fact that the Supreme Court held The Line Item Veto Act of 1998 unconstitutional in Clinton  v  New York, 524 U.S. 417 (1998).  Even a statute, at issue in the Clinton case, in which Congress voluntarily turned over some of its authority to the President to repeal part of a statute, violates the Constitution. “The President may initiate and influence legislative proposals, but once a law is passed by Congress” but  “[t]here is no provision in the Constitution that authorizes the President  to enact, to amend, or to repeal statutes.” Additionally, Justice Kennedy, concurring, emphasized that  by conferring on the President unilateral power to change the statute at issue violated the separation of powers which “was designed to implement a fundamental  insight: concentration of power in the hands of a single branch is a threat to liberty.” 


The extraordinary use to which President Bush has put these signing statements only came to public attention in 2006 when revealed by a reporter for The Boston Globe. They have been “quietly” appended to laws after the President has signed them and recorded in the rarely read Federal Register. Other Presidents have used signing statements, but none used signing statements to nullify routinely key components of laws passed by Congress. The signing statement which has probably garnered the most publicity is one which asserts the President’s authority to disregard the McCain anti-torture law, a law that passed Congress with overwhelming bi-partisan support after rejecting the Vice President’s efforts to water it down. Another is the signing statement giving authority to the military to conduct electronic surveillance of Americans without obtaining warrants, as required by law and the 4th Amendment to the Constitution. The President also attached signing statement to four laws, passed during his presidency, which forbid US troops from engaging in combat in Columbia. (Savage, 4/30/06).


Most signing statements involve the military and what is arguably related to national security. But Bush’s signing statements have also been attached to laws dealing, among others, with higher education, social security, coastal barrier digital imaging, affirmative action, “whistle blower” protection for federal employees, as well as for corporate whistle blowers. (Savage, 4/30/06,  Washington Post, 1/7/06).  


In the June 2006 decision of Hamdan v Rumsfeld, the Supreme Court ruled that special military commissions, created by Presidential order, to try any non-citizen suspected of participating in terrorist activities  “aimed at or harmful to the United States,” violated the Uniform Code of Military Justice and the four Geneva Conventions signed in 1949. Thus the Court has affirmed  that even as commander in chief in wartime, the President is bound by laws and treaties. The implications of this ruling are obviously far reaching. The President is constitutionally obligated  to follow laws passed by Congress, as well as treaties ratified by the United States, which includes among them, the Geneva Conventions. As discussed in connection with Resolution 3,  the Bush administration reacted to the Supreme Court’s Hamdan decision by proposing a bill that would indeed violate the Geneva Conventions, not to mention centuries of Anglo-American jurisprudence since the Magna Carta. 


Civil Liberties and Separation of  Powers  Resolution – 2

Whereas, the Bush Administration has limited the oversight function of Congress


One aspect of the President’s claim of authority to interpret acts of Congress as he sees fit, has been the refusal of  the Bush administration to provide data and briefings, as required by statute, to Congressional oversight committees. What follows are several examples among many.


“In December 2004, Congress passed an intelligence bill requiring the Justice Department to tell them how often and in what situations  the FBI was using special national security wiretaps on US soil. The law also required the Justice Department to give the oversight committee copies of administration memos outlining any new interpretation of domestic-spying laws. And it contained 11 other requirements for reports about such issues as civil liberties,  security clearance border security, and counter-narcotics efforts.” After signing the statute into law, “Bush issued a signing statement saying he could withhold all the information sought by Congress.”  ( Savage, 4/30/06).

 
The Patriot Act, which the President signed in March 2006, contains “several 

oversight provisions intended to make sure  the FBI did not abuse its terrorism-related powers to search homes.” The law requires the administration to provide information to Congress as to how often and in what situations the FBI uses its powers. But, after signing the Act, President Bush added a signing statement, invoking the concept of the “unitary executive,” stating that “he did not consider himself bound to tell Congress how the Patriot Act powers were being used . . .” (Savage, 3/24/06) 


“Bush has also said he can bypass laws requiring him to tell Congress before diverting money from an authorized program in order to start a secret operation, such as the ‘black sites’ where suspected terrorists are secretly imprisoned.” (Savage, 4/30/06)


Congress passed a law also creating the position of inspector general for Iraq. “But Bush wrote in his signing statement that the inspector ... shall refrain...from investigating any intelligence or national security matter, or any crime the Pentagon says it prefers to investigate for itself. Bush had placed similar limits on an inspector general position created by Congress in November 2003 for the initial stage of the US occupation of Iraq. The earlier law also empowered the inspector to notify Congress if a US official refused to cooperate. Bush said the inspector could not give any information to Congress without permission from the administration. “ ( Savage, 4/30/06).


Civil Liberties and Separation  of  Powers  Resolution - 3


Whereas, the Bush Administration has affirmed the power of the federal government to incarcerate individuals it labels “enemy combatants” without charges, the right to counsel, or the right to a hearing, thus nullifying the right of Habeas Corpus and the Due Process clause of the U.S. Constitution


In July 2006, the US Supreme Court delivered a 5-3 decision in Hamdan v Rumsfeld, a case that questions the legality of the military commissions. “The court ruled, in a decision so strong that it sent shock waves through Washington, that Mr. Bush violated the Geneva Conventions and American law when he created commissions to try detainees outside established judicial procedure.  The court rejected Mr. Bush’s claim of a power to handle prisoners any way he wants and said it was up to Congress to set rules.” (Editorial, New York Times, 7/9/06. pp. 11).


The administration’s intent put in place after September 11th “was to allow the Pentagon to bring terrorists to justice as swiftly as possible. Criminal courts and military courts, with their exacting standards of evidence and emphasis on protecting defendants’ rights, were deemed too cumbersome. Instead, the President authorized a system of detention and interrogation that operated outside the international standards for the treatment of prisoners of war established by the 1949 Geneva Conventions. Terror suspects would be tried in a system of military commissions, in Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, devised by the executive branch. The Administration designated these suspects not as criminals or as prisoners of war but as ‘illegal enemy combatants,’ whose treatment would be ultimately decided by the President. By emphasizing interrogation over due process, the government intended to preempt future attacks before they materialized.... Yet, almost five years later,... this model has achieved very limited results. Not a single terror suspect has been tried before a military commission. Only ten of the more than seven hundred men who have been imprisoned at Guantanamo have been formally charged with any wrongdoing... the United Nations Commission on Human Rights has called for the prison to be closed, accusing the United States of violating internationally accepted standards for humane treatment and due process. (Mayer, 7/3/06 pp. 44).


“For nearly eight hundred years, since the signing of the Magna Carta in 1215, our laws have insisted that every single human being is entitled to some kind of judicial process before he or she can be thrown in jail. The United States is trying to overturn one of the most fundamental principles of Anglo American Jurisprudence and international law. . . .We have gone back to the pre-Magna Carta medieval system, not a system of laws, but of executive fiat.” (Michael Ratner & Ellen Ray, “Guantanamo: What the World Should Know 2004).


Members of the Bush administration have repeatedly stated that the prisoners held in Guantanamo are “the worst of the worst.” Aside from the fact that the administration has been unwilling to even charge most of the prisoners with a crime so as to determine their culpability,

the manner in which people ended up in Guantanamo is in question.  The U.S. military went into Afghanistan and “scooped up ten thousand people,.” said Donald Rumsfeld. But “[m]any were in civilian clothes; many were taken in midnight raids that had nothing to do with the Taliban or al Queda. And most of them were picked up not by U.S. forces, but by the Northern Alliance. . . .Villages and warlord started turning over their enemies or anyone they didn’t like, or finally anyone they could pick up . . . Beginning in January 2002, hundreds of these prisoners were transported to Guantanamo.” 


Even before the prisoners picked up in Afghanistan reached Guantanamo their numbers were ”winnowed down,” said Donald Rumsfeld. But according to interviews with detainees, included some of whom were released, this is how they were “winnowed down”: Only a small number of the detainees, who were shipped to Guantanamo in tightly packed containers, survived. Many suffocated because of lights shone on containers by Americans or because of shots fired into the containers by Northern Alliance soldiers. (Ratner & Ray, p. 35).


In early September, 2006, “the President admitted to detaining men in secret CIA facilities and transferred 14 of them to Guantánamo: since it has become embarrassingly clear from the military’s own documents that most of the men at Guantánamo have nothing to do with terrorism and were often given over to the U.S. for bounty when they were caught in the wrong place at the wrong time, the Administration’s strategy was to move a handful of actual high-level detainees there so they could push through [its] legislation.” (Center for Constitutional Rights,  September 14, 2006).

           The bill proposed by the Bush administration, in reaction to the Hamdan decision, would   “authorize the lifelong detention of more than 400 men imprisoned at Guantánamo Bay – men who have never been charged with a crime or received a fair hearing – many of whom our military admits never took up arms against the U.S.”  Further, it would “give President Bush and Secretary Rumsfeld absolute discretion to lock up farmers and humanitarian aid workers for life – based on their exclusive determination that these men are “enemy combatants” – and subject these men to whatever treatment they themselves deem appropriate and legal.” and further, it would “ prevent any accountability for torture or abuse of detainees, rendering the McCain Amendment prohibiting torture unenforceable.” (Center for Constitutional Rights, September 14, 2006). 
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Civil Liberties and Separation of Powers Resolution  - 4

Whereas, the Bush Administration claims extraordinary  powers, under the banner of fighting an open-ended war on terrorism, without limit as to time, so as to authorize the National Security Administration to monitor, without any judicial oversight, any and all telephone, and e-mail traffic of American citizens, thus unilaterally violating a federal statute and nullifying the Constitution’s 4th Amendment’s protection against unreasonable search and seizure


On December 17, 2005, George W. Bush admitted to the nation that, under his command, the National Security Agency (NSA) has for over four years engaged in a program of widespread warrantless electronic surveillance of telephone calls and emails. According to the administration, the Program targeted for surveillance only the communications of persons somehow affiliated with al Qaeda or organization supportive of it. In some cases, the Program has targeted American citizens. Unnamed government sources have stated that approximately 500 persons inside the United States and 5,000 outside of the United States have been targets. According to the government, the Program only intercepted communications where one party was thought to be located outside the United States (although in many instances purely domestic communications were intercepted).  However, media reports have indicated that the interceptions themselves took place inside the United States - by plugging into large phone companies’ switching systems located in New York and other places in the United States where international calls enter the country through transoceanic fiber optic cables.


This program of warrant less electronic surveillance is clearly illegal. To the extent that electronic surveillance is essential to protect the national security of this country, Congress has provided a comprehensive set of procedures for such surveillance in the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA), which allows for court authorization of such surveillance only when the government produces evidence that the individual who is a target is an agent of a foreign power or foreign terrorist group. FISA includes provisions allowing for retroactive approval of surveillance up to 72 hours after it has begun in emergency situations, and for warrantless surveillance during the first fifteen days of a war.  Congress had mandated that FISA and specified provisions of the criminal code shall be the “exclusive means by which electronic surveillance... may be conducted” (emphasis added). yet the president declined to pursue these “exclusive means,” and instead unilaterally and secretly authorized electronic surveillance without judicial approval or Congressional authorization. (Center for Constitutional Rights, pp. 19,20).


 Media reports indicate that  many high-level officials within the administration felt that the NSA program was illegal. The administration could have asked Congress to modify Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) at any time if it genuinely believed the statute was standing in the way of counter terrorism operations. But it never did.


We are doubly concerned that if the actions of the current administration go unchallenged, future administrations will have the same power, further eroding the freedoms and rights in our Constitution.


Civil Liberties and Separation of Powers Resolution – 5

Whereas the Bush Administration cloaks evermore government information under a veil of secrecy, restricting access to formerly public information and classifying many other documents unrelated to national security, thus undermining open and accountable government


There are obviously legitimate national security interests that justify classifying some information so that it is not open to the public. However, not only does the Bush Administration’s expansive concept of  “state secrets” cover topics that should clearly be subject to public debate, but extends to subject matter that isn’t even tenuously connected to national security.


Steven Aftergood of the Federation of American Scientists, writes: :”[a]n even more aggressive form of government information control that has gone unenumerated and often unrecognized in the Bush era, as government agencies have restricted access to unclassified information in libraries, archives, Web sites, and official data bases. Once freely available, a growing number of these sources are now barred to the public as ‘sensitive but unclassified,’ or ‘for official use only’. . . It accords neatly with the Bush administration’s preference for unchecked executive authority” (“The Age of Missing Information,” March 17, 2005). Among documents once open to the public and marked “for official use only,” is the Department of Defense’s Telephone Directory, unclassified technical reports of the Los Alamos National Laboratory, records of orbits of Earth satellites (data available to the public for more than 20 years and critical to international efforts to mitigate space debris), the budget of the tiny Office of Intelligence in the Department of Energy,” information that “has been unclassified as long as anyone can remember . . . . This is an ironic move, considering that budget information is one of only two categories of government information to which the public has an explicit constitutional claim . . .” (Aftergood 2005). “The location of stores and restaurants that have recalled meat, the names of detainees held by the U.S. overseas and details about Vice President Dick Cheney’s 2002 energy policy task force are all among the records that the government isn’t sharing with the public.”  (Martha Mendoza, Associated Press Review, March 13, 2005).


 “All kinds of records that used to be in the public domain are now off limits–on toxic waste, on government spending. The problem is that we are undermining our own political institutions, which are designed to deliberate over public policy,” (David Kaplan, “Secrecy Under Scrutiny,” U.S. News & World Report, 3/20/06).


The list of government records removed from public access during the Bush administration goes on and one an includes environmental data from the Environmental Protection Agency reading rooms, various unclassified records on the safety of chemical and nuclear plants, and other infrastructure data.” (Aftergood, March 2006).


When President Bush invoked executive privilege to prevent the Government Reform Committee of the House of Representatives “from seeing Justice Department memos detailing the sickening thirty-five year partnership between Boston criminals and senior FBI agents,” the Committee Chair, conservative Republican Dan Burton, exclaimed:

“This is not a monarchy . . . . Your guy’s acting like a King.” (www.thenation.com)


On June 14, reporters were expelled from Guantanamo Naval Base, rescinding an invitation from the admiral in charge of the prison to cover the recent deaths of three detainees. “At a time when the administration must be transparent about the deaths at Guantanamo, they are pulling down a wall of secrecy and avoiding public accountability. This crackdown on the free press makes everyone ask what else they are hiding down there.” said Gitanjali Gutierrez, an attorney for the Center for Constitutional Rights, who represents clients at the base.  “This press crackdown is the administration’s betrayal of fundamental American values The Bush administration is afraid of American reporters, afraid of American attorneys, and Afraid of American laws,” she added.


Civil Liberties and Separation of  Powers  Resolution – 6

Whereas, the Bush Administration has undermined the political independence of federal regulatory agencies


Congress has established independent regulatory agencies, with the explicit rationale that they be independent of both the Executive Branch and Congress.  The Supreme Court has upheld their  constitutionality.  However, President Bush, “[by] his appointments and by exerting pressure . . .  has bent the supposed independent regulatory agencies (e.g., the EPA, SEC, FDA, etc.) closer to his political views . . . than any president before him.” (Drew, 2006).  See also,” Cronyism in the Bush Administration,” ( Time, 9/25/05).  


At the 2006 annual meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of American Science an impassioned session was devoted to the way “political appointees have sought to control the messages communicated by scientists to the public ....” Nobel laureate and former President of California Institute of Technology stated, “It is no accident that we are seeing such extensive suppression of science . . . .” “It is part of the theory of the “unitary executive” . . . . Scientists need to recognize the potency this philosophy represents to the long-cherished independence of Science.” (Editorial, Nature, 2/23/06).     


Congress strengthened whistle blower protection for employees of the Department of Energy and the Nuclear Regulator Commissions “because lawmakers feared that Bush appointees were intimidating nuclear specialists so they would not testify about safety issues . . . .” Bush’s signing statement declared  that “the executive branch could ignore these whistle blower protections.” (Savage, 4/23/06) The Bush administration has retaliated against whistleblowers.


Of special concern to the Adirondacks is the administration’s subversion of the 1990 Clean Air Act.  In March 2005 the EPA issued new mercury emissions rules severely weaken environmental controls of this “potent neurotoxin.” In doing so the EPA deleted any reference to studies conducted at  Harvard and the Mt Sinai Medical Center documenting the  health threats to the brain’s and fetuses of young children. Scientists have suggested that mercury may also be linked to the recent increase in autism, Parkinson's disease and Alzheimer's disease. Mercury pollution has contaminated millions of acres of lakes, estuaries and wetland -- 30 percent of the national total  (National Resource Defense Council. March 24, 2005).  Mercury pollution has led to warnings not to eat some fish caught in Adirondack lakes. For a “disturbing,” but stunning visual account of the impact of mercury pollution in the Adirondacks (The Call of the Loon, Mountain Lakes Public Television,  Plattsburgh, NY, 2006).


“In the past six months, more than 4,000 scientists, including dozens of Nobel laureates and 11 winners of the National Medal of Science, have signed statements accusing the administration of politicizing science.” (Weiss, 8/16/04).
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War & Terrorism Resolution - 1

Whereas, there is now substantial concern the President of the United States and his  Administration misled Congress and the American people regarding the decision to go  to war with Iraq, and misstated and manipulated intelligence information regarding the justification for this war.


“From the time the current administration took office until the present, President Bush and his administration engaged in fraud and conspiracy to obtain Congressional consent, as well as the support of the American people, by justifying the invasion of Iraq with false and misleading statements, the withholding of information, and intentionally misleading Congress and the American people about the reasons for the war. The administration did so with hundreds of misleading statements and lies, told through the media, at various speeches, and to Congress itself. This intentional effort to mislead Congress and the American people undercuts the ability of Congress to decide when to go to war and undercuts the rights of Americans to make the kind of informed choice that is necessary in a constitutional democracy. There are hundreds of examples that have been detailed in the media and the halls of Congress.”

          The administration based its case on two false propositions: first, that Saddam Hussein supported al Qaeda and Osama bin Laden, and was involved in the attacks on 9/11; second, tha the Iraqi government either had or was in the process of developing nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons of mass destruction (WMDs). None of this was true, and the administration knew it. (Center for Constitutional Rights. pp. 44-56).

Last December, Congressman John Conyers Jr. (Mich.) introduced into the House of Representatives a resolution requesting the formation of a committee to investigate the administration’s manipulation of pre-war intelligence and current torture policies. No action has been taken in the House.


                                      War & Terrorism Resolution - 2

 Whereas, the Bush administration countenances torture and cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment of detainees it unilaterally labels “enemy combatants in Iraq, Guantanamo, and in secret prisons abroad. 


“Despite overwhelming evidence of torture and cruel and inhuman treatment, the Bush  administration has failed to investigate, much less prosecute higher-level officials, and has attempted to conceal their responsibility and limited investigations to lower-level official. The president has instead promoted high-level officials responsible for the torture and ill-treatment of detainees.” (Center for Constitutional Rights,  pp. 75). 

President Bush has denied allegations of abuse and torture at Guantanamo, disregarding 

the  condemnation of abuses there by international bodies. Several groups, including the International Committee for the Red Cross (ICRC), the Army, the Department of Defense, investigated and documented the physical, sexual, and psychological abuse of prisoners of Abu Ghraib Prison.  In Afghanistan, detainees were also tortured and subject to cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment or punishment.

         “Torture violates the Constitution, including the Eighth and Fifth Amendments and federal statutory law. Torture is a federal crime, as is aiding and abetting, conspiring to, or attempting torture. Torture is not officially sanctioned by any nation; any use of torture violates customary international law, which is binding on all nations, regardless of their assent. Information obtained through torture is not only recognized as not credible, but using information obtained through torture in legal proceedings is prohibited by the US Constitution and international treaties ratified by the U.S.”  (Center for Constitutional Rights. pp. 61-81).

Relevant Quotes

Each of [the three branches created by the Constitution]  has certain powers, and each of these powers is limited, or checked, by another branch .... By forcing the various branches to be accountable to the others, no one branch can usurp enough power to become dominant” The American Constitution Online.

"A state of war is not a blank check for the president when it comes to the rights of the nation's citizens." Justice Sandra Day O’Connor. 

”But there is something more dangerous than of  these specific abuses and usurpations [by the Bush administration] and that is the theory of inherent powers that Bush invokes to justify most of these actions and the possibility of its being effectively institutionalized by a meek Congress and, worst of also, by a deferential Supreme Court.” Paul Starr, The American Prospect, February 2006.

 “This President has made claims that are really quite alarming. . . .It’s got the sense of Louis XIV: ‘I am the state. ‘ Bush has turned the language of the Constitution that the President will faithfully execute the law into authority to determine the Constitutionality of laws, in defiance of Supreme Court precedents.”  Bruce Fein, a Republican who voted for Bush in both Presidential elections, and who served as associate deputy attorney general in the Reagan Justice Department.

David Golove, an NYU professor who specializes in executive-power issues, said Bush has cast a cloud over ''the whole idea that there is a rule of law," because no one can be certain of which laws Bush thinks are valid and which he thinks he can ignore.

“This is not a monarchy . . ..We’ve got a dictatorial President and a Justice Department that does not want Congress involved.....Your guy’s acting  like he’s king.” Republican Congressman, Dan Burton, Illinois.

ADVANCE \d4President Bush “presents a clear and present danger to the rule of law,” and if the president “maintains this disregard or contempt for the coordinate branches of government, it’s that conception of an omnipotent president that makes the occupant a dangerous person.” Bruce Fein.

“Apparently, the government is not obliged to obey any law that Bush does not personally approve of. And how can we know which laws Bush approves of? It’s a secret. Bush’s personal thoughts thus become the ultimate law of the land–and no one can know if the government is violating the “law” because Bush has not publicly declared what the law is.” James Broward in The American Conservative, July 17, 2006. 

“Information is the oxygen of democracy. Day by day the Bush administration is cutting off the supply.” Stephen Aftergood, Federation of American Scientists,  March 17, 2005.

“Bush’s signing statements have far more in common with George III than with George Washington,” James Bovard, “Power of the Pen, “ The American Conservative,  July 17, 2006.

“A president who ignores the Court, backed by a Congress that is unwilling to challenge him, can make the Constitution simply “disappear.” ‘ David Golove, law professor at New York University who specialized in executive-power issues. 

“Concentration of power puts personal liberty in peril of arbitrary action by officials, an incursion the Constitution's three-part system is designed to avoid.” Justice Breyer, with whom Justices Kennedy, Souter and Ginsburg concurring in Hamdan v Rumsfeld (2006).

"What’s wrong with it [warrant less surveillance] is several-fold. One, it’s bad policy for our government to be spying on American citizens through the National Security Agency. Secondly, it’s bad to be spying on Americans without court oversight. And thirdly, it’s bad to be spying on Americans apparently in violation of federal laws against doing it without court order."  Robert Barr, Former Republican Representative from Georgia.

"All one has to do is look at the annual FBI report on terrorism to discover that as they watch the ACLU, Earth First, Greenpeace, and the peace movement, they refuse to apply their political attention to the violence of the right-wing and in particular anti-environmental groups." Beau Grosscup, a professor of international relations at California State University.

“The accumulation of all powers, legislative, executive and judiciary in the same hands, whether of one, a few or many . . . may justly be  pronounced the very definition of tyranny.”

James Madison, Federalist Paper No. 47, 1788.
“The American Bar Association opposes, as contrary to the rule of law and our constitutional system of separation of powers, the issuance of presidential signing statements that claim the authority or state the intention to disregard or decline to enforce all or part of a law the President has signed, or to interpret such a law in a manner inconsistent with the clear intent of Congress.” American Bar Association Task Force, August 2006.
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