Minar et of Freedom Dinner 2004
5,000 Mudim Immigrants Unjustly Incarcerated in the U.S. since 9/11

Attorney and Author David Cole speaks about hisbook Enemy Aliens

Sharmin Ahmad: Asyou proceed with the dinner, we are looking forward to listening
to afew distinguished voices of conscience. I’ m surethat after the presentations they
will open the door for more discussion and reflection. Inthe Holy Qur’an God
describes Himself. Among His attributes are Truth and Light. And Truth is conceived
asthat Light, Light of the eternal spirit. I’ m surethat the voi ces of conscience among us
today will reflect that light of truth. Thank you so much.

Shahid Shah: I’'m aproduct of American Public School. You don’t haveto laugh. Of
course, we learned in school that freedom was created in the United States. Aswe
grew up and went to college, we kind of found out that that wasn't the case. Maybe
there are other lands that believe in freedom, that believein liberty, and that | asan
American, don’'t haveto feel alienated by other groupsthat have those samefeelings.

I’m aso one of the co-founders of acompany called I SIL where we' ve created an
application program for computers called the Alim, which allows you to do research on
Islam using fundamental and classical sources of knowledge. Aswe were doing that
program, writing it, working it, and trying to sell it, and bringing more and more young
people and othersinto Ilam and into technology, | ran into brother Imad here. We
started talking about why is it that when people think about liberty and economics and
science and these kinds of thingsthat we all learn about in high school and in college,
why do they think that it’ salien to Muslims, that Muslimswouldn’t necessarily believe
in those things? It's mainly because we Muslims haven't done our job to do the
outreach, to talk to different groups and let them know we' re not that different. There
isno difference between Muslim and American.

Just acouple of yearsout of college, | went on to be oneof the co-founders of the
Minaret of Freedom. There are many ideas and concepts that we growing up as
Americanstend to forget. We founded the Minaret of Freedom Institute to do that basic
outreach, to be ableto go to basic sourcesto show that 1slam fostersliberty and private
property. Thisisathink tank that bridges agap, bringing two groups together.

That wasthe general ideawhen we started talking about it. What isit now? The
Minaret of Freedom Ingtitute is eleven years old this year. From the beginning, we
wanted not just to think about stuff or to talk about stuff, but really doit. We'renot just
sitting around talking about creating position papers and hoping somebody will pick
them up. We' regoing out there to the street and get theword out. We are abunch of
doers. And wereally need your help. And that’ show | introduce our president hereto
introduce our speaker.



Imad-ad-Dean Ahmad: Thank you Shahid. As-salamualaikum. | hopeyou love what
we' re doing and you' l| want to support it. We love freedom, and we especially love and
appreciatethecivil libertiesthat are part of the structure of thisgreat country. What
made Americastrong was not its natural resources. Therearealot of countriesthat
have more natural resources than the United States. What made this country strong, for
along time, wasn’t itsmilitary power. Thiscountry’ smilitary power isa product, not
the source, of its strength. What made this country string isfreedom. Much of that
freedom was freedom of commerce and trade. And those arethingsthat we're
interested in and we deal with. There are some things even more fundamental,
however, and that’ s freedom of expression, freedom of religion, and freedom of speech.
Those are now under attack, asyou look at people being detained without cause. It's
become so obvious now, when Cat Stevens, Y usuf Islam, istold he can’t cometo the
United States. (As John Stewart said, they finally got him for writing Peace Train.) It's
so obvious now, when Tariq Ramadan, who hasreached out to the Muslim youth of
Europe, caling for moderation and modernity with arguments well rooted in authentic
Idamic tradition, istold he can’t come here to work at the University of Notre Dame,
not exactly ahotbed of terrorism. Thereissomething radically wrong. When you look
at Sami a-Arian and seethat they haven’t produced ashred of evidence for the awful
charges they made against him, we begin to suspect that they want to silence him
because he' sspoken out so powerfully and so effectively for the Palestinians.

| could go on and on, but I’'m not going to because you' re all eager to hear from our
main speaker. | am very honored and pleased and delighted that David Cole agreed to
be heretonight. Heisalaw professor at Georgetown University, aman whom | respect
personally, and whose work | admire enormoudy. | must agree with Ralph Nader,
who, at last night’s CAIR dinner said we need more lawyerslike David Cole. If we had
enough lawyerslike David Cole, some of the thingsthat are going on just couldn’t
happen. | wroteareview of Mr. Cole’ sbook Enemy Aliensthat you can see on our
website, published in the AJSS (American Journal of Idamic Socia Sciences). Thisis
awonderful book, and it'son salein theback. And hewill signit for you if you'll buy
acopy. You needthisbook. And not just you. Y ou know the Prophet said “ Those
who are heretell those who are not here.” | want you to read thisbook and then | want
you to go out thereto the other Muslims and the other peoplein the freedom
community and tell them what’ sin that book. 1t isnot just about the double standard in
thewar on terrorism. Itisnot just about enemy aliens. It'sabout aset of lawsthat can
and will, if something isn’t done, eventually be used against all Americanswho don’t
tow thelineto an increasingly authoritarian government. Theselaws could be used
against anybody, and professor Cole has made the arguments very well.

| am looking forward to his presentation. Afterwards|’ll beback to introduce a
presidential candidate and some of the representatives of presidential campaigns who
will give ashort critique of what professor Cole hasto say so we can get aflavor of
where some of the presidential candidatesfeel ontheseimportant issues. And now my
pleasureto introduce to you, professor David Cole.

[Applause]



David Cole:  Thank you, I’m delighted to be here thisevening to talk about the state
of civil libertiesin the wake of September 11th. It’simportant in talking about civil
libertiesin the wake of September 11th to be succinct, so I’ll try to be.

A story that appeared in the New Y ork Timesin December of 2001, just three months
after the horrific attacks of September 11th about a collegein Sacramento that had
invited an editor of aloca newspaper to come and give amid-term commencement
address. She chosethetopic for her address, “ Civil Libertiesinthe Wake of 9/11.” It
made the New Y ork Times because she was being hissed off the stage. Now the New
York Times being, at that time anyway, the paragon of objective journalism, thiswas
beforethewar in Irag, went out and interviewed the students. And they quoted a
students saying the reason she was being hissed off the stage had nothing to do with the
content of her speech, it was simply because she went on for too long. Then, the New
York Timesbeing at that time the paragon of objective journalism, got avideotape of
her presentation, which turned out to be 8 minuteslong. The boos and hissesbegan at 4
minutes. Now you look like a better-behaved audience, so | hopeyou’ll indulge me, but
I’11 try to be succinct.

| want to talk about where the most common themes that we hear when peopletalk
about September 11th and that isthat everything changed. And | think the peoplein
thisroom know that in fact amore accurate statement would be that everything
changed for some, none of it did for others. That thereisan argument, alegitimate
argument that in the wake of September 11th, seeing the depths to which humankind
will gotoinflict pain and suffering on innocent human beings and realizing the
vulnerabilitiesthat we face, for rethinking the balance between liberty and security. If,
infact, we can be made more secure by some marginal sacrifice of liberty, it may well
beworth it. That isalegitimate discussion to have, but for the most part my contention
isthat we haven't had that discussion, because our government hassaid to us, “ Y ou
don’t have to make the difficult decision of which of your liberties. Y ou, the
mainstream Americans, don’t have to make this decision of which of your libertiesare
you going to sacrificein the name of apromise of greater security. Becausewe' vegot a
better deal for you. Wewill target their liberties (meaning your libetties) for the
security of mainstream Americans. And by they, they mean of course, principally
foreign nationals, and Arabsand Mudlims.” It' san easy way for apolitician to strikefor
battles between liberty and security, because foreign nationals can’t vote, and because
inthiswar context, Arabs and Muslims are them in an us-versus-them dichotomy
which hastaken hold in the country.

Thisisthe easy way to strike the balance, but | would suggest thereisawrong way to
strike the balance and a counterproductive way to strike the balance. 1t callsto mind
for me an earlier period in our history, 1919, when there was atremendous unrest in the
United States, widespread unemployment, 1,600 strikes involving four million workers
inthat oneyear alone. The Communists had taken over in the Soviet Union; they were
taking over eastern block countries; they were threatening several of the western block
countries. All of it cameto ahead in the summer of 1919 with aseries of terrorist



bombings. First mail bombs addressed to people like Supreme Court justices, Senators,
the Attorney General. That wasfollowed one month later inasingleday, inthe same
hour, bombswent off in several U.S. cities. One of them blew up the home of Attorney
General Pamer who lived in Georgetown. In the wake of those terrorist bombings,
how did the government respond? They did not go out and catch the bombersand do
themjustice. The bomberswere never brought to justice. Rather, what they did wasgo
out and round up foreign nationals by the thousands, not on charges of being involved
in bombing, or conspiring to engagein violence of any kind, but rather on technical
immigration violations and guilt by association. At thispoint of course, guilt by
association with the Communist Party.

Writing about that period, after thefact, L ouis Post wrote that the delirium caused by
the bombingsturned into adirection of adeportation crusade with all the spontaneity of
water seeking out the course of |east resistance. What he meant by that, of course, was
that the course of |east resistance was for nationals and communists. 1t wasn't because
they were the bombers, that they were targeted, but because they were the course of
least resistance. In fact at the time the administration was asking Congressto alow it
to use guilt by association against citizens, but congress said no. Twenty billswere
pending in Congressto extend this concept, which applied only to foreign nationals, to
citizens. Congresssaid no. But aslong asthey only did it to foreign national's, congress
stood silently by.

So let metalk briefly about the double standard that has been employed in the wake of
September 11th to cheat, essentially, on the difficult question of which of our liberties
ought to be sacrificed in the name of apromise of greater security. | think that with this
double standard you have to start with John Ashcroft’ s preventive detention campaign.
He announced his campaign in a speech on October 2001 in New Y ork City tothe U.S.
Conference of Mayors, nationaly covered in the press. In that speech he compared
himself to President Robert Kennedy. (He' sthe only one who's made that
comparison.) Hesaid, just like Bobby Kennedy would arrest amobster for speeding on
the sidewalk, so, too, | John Ashcroft will use everything within my power, including
immigration law, to target suspected terrorists, lock them up, keep them off the streets
and prevent the next terrorist attack from occurring. And from that day forward he has
talked about his paradigm of prevention. The argument isan understandable one. The
argument isthat it is not enough to catch theterrorists after the fact; especially if

they’ re suicide bombers. We need to prevent them from engaging the attack in thefirst
place. But when you usethe coerciveforce of thelaw in apreventive future oriented
way, you put tremendous pressure on the basi ¢ principles of theruleof law.

Inthefirst several weeks after September 11th, every time John Ashcroft got on
televisiontold us how many peoplethey had locked up, how many suspected terrorists.
Almost like McDonalds has how many hamburgersthey’ ve sold. Sewe' velocked up
200 suspected terrorists. We' velocked up 800 suspected terrorists. I'm hereto tell you
we' ve locked up 1,100 suspected terrorists. A few people started asking questions.
How come none of these people, if they’ re suspected terrorists, has been charged with a
crime of terrorism? And who arethese people? What are their names? Where arethey



held? Why arethey arrested? And the government had no good answersto those
guestions. No good answers. So on November 5th 2001 the number was 1,182 the
government announced that it was now too difficult to keep count of al the peoplethey
were arresting, and so they weren’t going to give usan acumulativetotal in the future.
Sincethat time the government has acknowledge they’ ve locked up over 4,000 foreign
nationalsin other anti-terrorism prevention campaigns, so in total over 5,000 foreign
nationalshave been locked up in preventive detention anti-terrorisminitiatives since
September 11th.

Now of those 5,000, how many have been convicted of acrime of terrorism? Zero. It
used to beone. It used to be onefor 5,000 until last month when acourt in Detroit
threw out the only terrorist conviction that John Ashcroft had obtained against the
5,000, morethan 5,000 foreign national swho had been subjected to preventive
detention in the name of finding terrorists. So arecord of now zero for 5,000. Most of
these peoplewere arrested initially on no chargesat all. Picked up off the streets of
America. Locked up and ask why, and the answer iswe' re not going to tell you
becausethere are no charges. They werelocked up in secret. So awifewhose husband
didn’t come homethat night could call the FBI, the IRS, thelocal police and ask do you
have any record of my husband and the answer would be no. Evenif hewassdittingin
jail right behind the man who answered the phone. Becausethe policy wasand is to
thisday that these arrests are secret. Hundreds of these people were eventually charged
withimmigration violationsand tried entirely in secret. So again awoman could see
her husband, the father of her children deported from this country with no opportunity
even to addend a hearing that would decide hisfate.

How were these people picked up? They called them suspected terrorists back when
John Aschcroft was making the public announcements, but now we know from the
office of theinspector general that people were picked up on such thingsasan
anonymoustip that there are too many Middle Eastern men working at a convenience
store down the street. So the FBI goes out to the convenient store, picks up the Middle
Eastern men. Reading their name, they can’t rule out that they’ re not aterrorist, they’re
treated asasuspected terrorist, locked up. They search around for some chargeto hold
them on, and then they investigate them to try to determine whether in fact he has any
connectiontoterrorism. By the end of the day virtualy all of these people, not only are
not charged with aterrorist crime, but were affirmatively cleared by the FBI of any
connection to terrorism. Y et they were held without bond, denied accessto lawyers,

and when many of them agreed to |eave the country, said okay, | won’t appeal my
immigration status, I’ [l leave the country. The government said no, we' re not going to
let you |leave the country until we have concluded our investigation of you. And so
people sat in detention after ajudge had ruled that they could leave the country. They
sat in detention for two, three, four, five months smply because the FBI had not gotten
around to convincing themsel vesthat they wereinnocent. And then oncethey were
determined to be innocent of any connection, then they were allowed to |eave the
country.



Now the government couldn’t have gotten away with thiswith U.S. citizens. 1f John
Ashcroft had locked up 5,000 U.S. citizens and had not asingleterrorist conviction to
show for it, he' d be out of ajob. Peoplewould be marching in the streets. But because
these were foreign nationals, people stood silently by. Most people stood silently by.
And of course, most of the way that John Ashcroft was able to obtain these people was
by exploiting the immigration law. Using immigration law for purposesit was never
designed to serve. He couldn’t do that against citizens because the immigration law
appliesonly to foreign nationals.

These arethe domestic detainees. They’rethelucky ones. They’rethe lucky ones
compared to the detaineesin the war on terrorism outside the United States. In
Guantanamo over 600 people detained there are locked up without charges, without
accessto lawyers, without accessto the outside world. Why? Because the President
has them an enemy combatant. Or as President Bush callsthem, abad guy. Andthe
President’ sargument isthat we can lock up any person anywherein the world who the
President callsabad guy forever, without any trial, without any accessto courts,
because these people areforeign nationals, and, therefore, they have no rights. Even
after the Supreme Court rebuffed the President this summer, the administration
continuesto take aposition that the people arein Guantanamo because they’ re foreign
nationals, have no rights whatsoever.

Some of those people on Guantanamo will get atrail. It will beamilitary trial under a
military tribunal, under rulesthat permit the person to be tried and executed, executed
on the basis of evidencethat neither he or hischosen lawyer had any opportunity to see
or confront. He can be executed on the basis of secret evidence. Now, who did this
apply to? Under theterms of President Bush’ smiilitary tribunal order issuedin
November of 2001, it appliesonly to foreign national s accused of terrorism. Not to
U.S. citizens accused of terrorism. Why isthat? There sno legal bar against the
applying military tribunalsto U.S. citizens. Infact we did that in World War 11 and the
Supreme Court upheld it. Thereasonisnot legal; the reasonispolitical. Dick Cheney
explained it the day the order wasissued when he got ontelevision and said when a
foreigner comesin the process, he doesn’ t deservethe samerightsand guaranteesasan
American citizen. So again the message to the Americanswas:. 100k, it’s not your
rights we' re taking away, it’ s their rights.

Ethnic profiling. We ve seen the most extensive campaign of ethnic profiling under
this administration than we have ever seen in this country since World War I1. Nowe
haven't locked up 110,000 people because of their ethnicity. But we havecaledin
80,000 men for specia registration smply because they come from Arab and Mudim
countries. We have sought to interview 8,000 men, by the FBI, ssimply because they
come from Arab and Muslim countries. And by the way, none of those 80,000, and
none of those 8,000 have been charged or convicted of any terrorist crime. And what
doesthe government say when charged that thisis ethnic profiling? Herel quote
Michael Chernoff testifying in congress, who was then the head of the crimina division
in thejustice department under Ashcroft. He said, “We do not engage in ethnic



profiling.” Next sentence: “What we do istarget foreign national s based on country
and passport.”

[Some laughter]

Cole: ThePatriot Act, theworst provisions of the Patriot Act are not the onesthat get
onthe press. Theonesthat get on the pressare the onesthat might apply to an
American, likethelibraries provision. That meansthat any American’srecords could
be seized without showing that they’ re aforeign agent, without showing aforeign
engagement of any criminal activity. That appliesto anybody. Anybody who goesto
thelibrary, or at least thinks they should go to thelibrary, and so everybody’ s
concerned about that, right? But theworst provisions are not those provisions. The
worst provisions are those that apply to foreign nationals. They keep foreign nationals
out of thiscountry solely on their speech as Tarig Ramadan learned. They allow people
to be deported from this country for innocent associations with any group that the
government labelsasterrorist. And they allow locking up foreign national s without
showing that they’ re adanger to the community, without showing that they’ re arisk of
flight, and without charges of any crime whatsoever. Those are the worst provisions of
the Patriot Act, but you don’t hear much about them because they apply to foreign
nationals.

Maher Arar, aclient of mine at the Center for Constitutional Rights, a Syrian-Canadian
dua nationa, had been living in Canadafor twenty years. Coming back to Canada
from atrip abroad takes aflight that has a changed of planesin JFK. All hewasdoing
was changing planesin JFK. The INStakes him into custody, putshiminto a
deportation hold, orders him deported based on secret evidencethat he hasno
opportunity to confront or rebut. He says, well fine, deport me to Canada; that’ swhere
I’m going anyway. |’vegot aconnecting ticket, here. They said no thank you. Instead
of putting him on his connecting flight to Canada, they charter ajet and send him to
Syria, where he was tortured and locked up for ten months without charges, most of the
timein acell the size of acoffin. Now that we could not do to U.S. citizens. We
exploited theimmigration law to treat Mr. Arar and render him for torture.

Finally, consider Abu Ghraib. Consider thisanaysis from the Bush administration
justice department on what you can and can’t do when interrogating people. Thisis
from an August 2002 memo which was secret, which was rel eased this summer of
which was adopted by the military’ sworking committee on [ Audio cuts out] months
later in March of 2003 and was only repudiated after it became public. But beforeit
became public, no repudiation whatsoever. The memo argued that the criminal ban on
torture requires specific intent. So if the interrogator knowsthat his actionswill inflict
severe harm on the persons he' sinterrogating, if he doesn’t specifically intend them to
do o, he' soff thehook. Threats of death are also permissible, aslong asthey are not
threats of imminent death. It ispermissibleto administer drugs designed to disrupt a
suspect’ s personality, aslong asthey do not, quote “ penetrate to the core of an
individuals ability to perceive the world around him.” It's permissible to inflict mental
harm, aslong asthe mental harmisnot prolonged, and it’ s permissibletoinflict



physical pain, aslong asit’ sless than the pain that accompanies serious physical injury
such asorganfailure.

Now thiskind of argument and the kind of treatment that we saw depicted in the
picturesfrom Abu Graib are not the kind of treatment that you would afford to any
person who identified with and treated asan equal. It isonly possible becauseit was
being inflicted on people who were foreign national s, on people whom we didn’t treat
asdeserving of the same equal dignity and respect asourselves. Sotimeand timeagain
wefind adouble standard in the way that we have struck the balance between liberty
and security.

| want to close by suggesting that thisiswrong and that it’s counterproductive. Many
peoplewill say, and many Americansthink, well foreign nationals don’'t have the same
rightsascitizens. Dick Cheney wasright. When aforeigner comesto Americahe
doesn’t deserve the samerights he guaranteesan American citizen. | will suggest that
that iswrong with respect to the basic human rightsthat I’ ve talked about this evening.
It may be justified to distinguish between citizens and foreign national s with respect to
theright to vote, with respect to the right to run for office, with respect to theright to
not be expelled from the country no matter how heinously you act. Those are
legitimate distinctions between citizens and foreign national sfound in our constitution
and reflected in most other liberal democracies. But if you look in our constitution,
those arethe only rightsthat are limited to citizens. Therest of therightsin the
constitution, the First Amendment right to free speech and association, the Fourth
Amendment of privacy, the Fifth Amendment of due process, the Sixth Amendment
right to afair trial, the Fourteenth Amendment right to equal protection, all of these
rights extend to persons, not just to citizens. They understood at the timethat they were
drafted as not privileges of citizenship but as natural law rights that came from God,
and God didn’t only givethem to peoplewith American passports. Today, most
constitutionaistsdon’t believe in God-given rights. We have instead akind of secular
version of that, the human rights movement of the last 50 years, which we' ve seen all
the human rightstreaties all around the world, some of which we’ veactually signed,
and abide by. Those treaties extend these rightsto all human beings, and they al do so
inthe same predicate, on the basisof human dignity. And Americanshaveno
monopoly on human dignity. Soitiswrong to draw distinctions between foreign
nationalsand U.S. citizens with respect to these basic human rights.

Finaly, it's counterproductive to do so. If all you care about isour security, thisisa
crazy way to go about it. Why? Because the end that we' re engaging with. Theend of
not having another 9/11 isunquestioningly alegitimate end. Nobody wantsto see
another 9/11. Nobody would question our right as anation to defend against that kind
of an attack. So we're engaged in what ought to be alegitimate enterprise. But if you
pursue alegitimate enterprise through illegitimate means, you sacrifice the legitimacy
of the enterprise. And we have sacrificed thelegitimacy of thisenterprise. And when
you sacrifice the legitimacy of your enterprise, it has devastating consequences.



Y ou see those consequences around theworld. 'Y ou see those consequencesin the fact
that on September 12th of 2001 you had the world’ s sympathy. And today anti-
Americanismisat an al timehigh around theworld. In Turkey, one of our closest
aliesinthe Middle East, our favorable rating has gone from 65% to 15%. In Egypt,
which I’'m told gets the second highest amount of U.S. aid after Israel inthe Middle
East, our approval rating isexactly 0%. If youlook at what aretherisksin that huge
rise of anti-Americanism in atimewhen you would think people would be sympathetic
to anation under attack, whereyou find it, as| write out in my book, by looking at
foreign press accounts and foreign government statements, wefinditin criticismin the
way we are going about the war on terrorism. In particular, the double standards we' ve
employed imposing on their people, obligationswewould not bewilling to bear
ourselves. That kind of anti-Americanism makes it much less likely we' re going to get
the cooperation we need to find the terrorists before they attack us, and makesit much
more likely that Al-Qaedaand other groupswill find willing recruitsto their cause
against us. So both for reasonsfor security and most of all for reasons of principle we
ought to resist the temptation of striking the balance between liberty and security by
adopting thisdoubl e standard.

Let me close with aquote. | usethis quote as the epigraph for my book Enemy Aliens.
It comes from a Jewish Philosopher, Herman Cohen. He' swriting about the Bible, but
he could well be writing about the constitution. And what he said was, an alien needs
to be protected, not because he was amember of one' sfamily, clan, or religious
community, but because hewasahuman being. Inan aien, therefore, man discovered
theideaof humanity. It seemsto methat one of the great challengeswefaceinthe
wake of 9/11, in the wake of the picturesfrom Abu Graib, iswhether we can reclaim
that idea of humanity aswe seek to make ourselves secure. Thank you very much.

[Applause]

|. Ahmad: WEe re going to now in amoment turn to the critiques from our other guests
onthedaishere. First, onelast comment about Prof. Cole. As Shahid said about the
Minaret of Freedom Institute, that we don’t just write, we DO, so it iswith Prof. Cole.
He doesn't just write, he does. He' sgot clients he' s defending out there on the line.
We appreciate that very much.

[Applause]

I.Ahmad:  Weareanon-profit organization. We are a501 organization, and so we
do not take sidesin the political racesand partisan questions. Soweinvited al of the
presidential candidates to come and to address professor Coles comments. If they
were unableto attend, we asked them to send asurrogate. Mr. Bush declined to come.
We understand, he’ svery busy so weinvited his peopleto send asurrogate. They sent
avery politeletter saying no, we don’t want to send asurrogate either. Mr. Kerry’'s
campaign didn’t respond at all. However we did get aregret from Mr. Petrouka’'s
campaign of the Constitution Party. The other three candidates on the ballotsin enough
statesto theoretically win the election did respond. The independent candidate Ralph



Nader was kind enough to send us Mr. Kevin Zeese and we' [l be happy to hear from
Mr. Kevin Zeesefor six minutesfor hiscomments on thisissue.

[Applause]

Kevin Zeese: Thank you very much. Mr. Nader issorry hecan’t be here. He'sin

M assachusetts starting his Northeast tour. The topic that we' retalking about isthe
Muslimsstriving civil libertiesin America. If you visit our web site you can see his
positionson theseissues, particularly on the bigotry as being shown now to Muslim
Americans. It'snot just the Patriot Act, and immigration laws, and racial profiling; it's
thewhol e series of harassment that needsto be stood up to. What has always advanced
our country toward amore just society is standing up when you' re under attack. These
daysthat’ sthe Muslim and Arab community. Y our standing up will make things better
for al of us. Andwe need more like David Coleto stand up with you. Infact, Ralph
Nader is urging more lawyersto respond to what' s going on now.

We aretold by the administration that we should livein fear, that there are cellswithin
this country that are willing to sacrifice their livesin suicide attacks on Americans
throughout the world and in the United States. Welook at our schools, our power
plants, our nuclear plants, our roads, our subways, we are open to attack. Wearereally
insecure. 1t would be easy for somebody who was a suicide attacker to wreak havocin
thisculture. | think it’ simportant to ask why it’s not happening. Arewe being led
down apath of falsefear? Isthe crimina gang that caused thisworldwidewar not as
great aswe' re being told? Those are questions that need to be answered as searchesare
rounding up thousands of Muslim and Arab Americans. Arethey realy justified by
thisfalse fear?

The Patriot Act isagreat example of our failureto ask questions. Therewasarush to
rapid action by our legidature in the Senate and the House, and neither John Edwards
nor John Kerry stood up to that rapid attack on our civil liberties. They both voted for
the Patriot Act, sadly. Only one Senator didn’t, Senator Feingold from Wisconsin.
Pieces of the act will run out next year, and hopefully Senator Kerry will find some
backbone and stand up and not alow civil libertiesto erode so rapidly. But thislapse
injudgment is a serious matter.

What might be akey question iswhy do they hate us? No one raised the question to
president Bush, “ Do you really believe they hate us because we' refree? Do you really
believe that?’

Our foreign policy has emphasized military might, foreign aid to buy military weapons,
and supportsoligarchsand dictatorships. That’swhy they hate us, that our foreign
policy blindly, unfairly, and consistently supports|srael without question no matter
what human rights violations occur to the Palestinian people iswhy they hate us. And
that’ sfor agood reason. Wedon’t ask that question is because we don’t want to hear
those answers. Raph Nader feelsthat putting out the points about our foreign policy,
particularly around Israel, iscritical to usfacing reality. Infact he'sinabattle with the



Anti-Defamation League and going to continue next week with Abraham Foxman
about the way that we are kow-towing to Isragl without question. It’sacritical issue.

Both major candidates are running on the politics of fear. They both show no respect to
the Arab and Muslim communities. They don’t attend these events. They ignore your
concerns. They both play politics of fear. President Bush played politics of the fear of
terrorism. John Kerry playing the politics of the fear of George Bush.

[Laughter]

In 2000 both the Mudim and Arab communities endorsed George Bush, and ook what
he’ sdonefor you. Now thisyear you' re being pushed to vote for anybody but Bush.
When you have three candidates running for office fromtwo minor partiesand asan
independent who are urging you to stand for something. | know agreat desireto vote
for awinner. But voting for awinner who doesn’t stand for your rightsis not going to
get you anywhere. Eugene Debswas athird party candidate in 1920. He ran from
prison because he spoke out against the war when it wasillegal to speak out against the
war. Hesaid, I’d rather vote for something | believein and lose than vote for
something | don’t believein and win. And that’ sthe choiceyou' refacing.

[Applause]

I.Ahmad:  Thank you, Mr. Zeese. Now we'll be hearing from the Green Party
candidate David Cobb’ s surrogate, Mr. Asa Gordon.

[Applause]

AsaGordon: | would like to acknowledge the fact that the Green Party hasreceived
the Macolm X award from the American Mudlim Alliance. And Racism Watch
recently rated al of the candidates. David Cobb received 60 out of 60 possible points.
Ralph Nader got 57. The Libertarian candidate beat both Kerry, Bush, and the
Constitution party candidate combined. Bush got one point above the lowest ratings.

I’m going to talk alittle bit about the structural basis of our double standard. 1’d liketo
start with aquote from Frederick Douglas. “ The practical construction of American life
isaconvention against us. Human law may know no distinction among men in respect
of rights, but human practice may. Examples are painfully abundant.” (From “A Color-
Blind Supreme Court,” by AsaGordoninthe World and I, February edition).

Before you is someone who grew up under the process of double standards. I’'m not
dead. I’'m not that old. | grew up in asegregated South. In my lifetime, | could not go
to the University of Georgia. | went to what we called at that time, in Georgia, to be
blunt, the“Nigger get out of Georgia” scholarship. That scholarship wasascholarship
for any black, because the Southern states could not offer you the same degrees that
you were seeking at their state colleges, they had to pay your out of stateaid to go to
any college outside of their state. | went to [college] on one of those scholarships, and



when | graduated | worked for 25 years as an astrodynamicist at Goddard Space Flight
Center. One of the sourcesthat | want to read to you that gets at the heart of the
structure of the differencesthat we havein our systemis Social Darwinismin American
Thought. Just read chapter nine. “Imperidists calling upon Darwinism in defense of the
subjugation of [other] races can point to the Origin of Specieswhich arereferredin a
subtitleto The Preservation of the Faded Racesin the Srugglefor Life. Darwin had
been talking about pigeons. But theimperialists saw no reason why histheories should
be not applied to men. Washington Post (4/15/2004), “ Nature makes no mistakes, Mr.
Bush drove homethe single-mindedness that has become the hallmark of his
presidency, hisgreatest strength in the eyes of hisadmirers and adangerous, never-
change-course stubbornnessin the eyes of hisdetractors. ... language about America' s
moral mission intheworld seemsdrawn in the eraof Teddy Roosevelt whose speeches
he keeps on the coffee table at hisranch in Texas. He described an Americachosen by
God to spread freedom.” From the Isragli newspaper in June 2003, quoting Bush, “ God
told meto strike Al Qaeda, and | stuck them. And then he instructed meto strike at
Saddam, which | did.” A manwho hasbeen told by God to actisnot going to listen to
any intelligence that comes from mere man.

We have an administration that had invoked the synthesis of Manifest Destiny with
neo-soci al-racial-nationa-Darwinism asitsforeign policy. We have aman who
invokesthe passion of patriotism. Patriotism isindeed atwo-edged sword. It
emboldensthe blood just asit narrows the mind. And just when the drums of war reach
afever pitch, and the blood boils and the minds close, there should be no need in the
leadersin seizing theright of the citizenry. Rather the citizenry infused with fear and
blinded with patriotism will offer al off these rights unto the leader, and gladly so.

It has been said that this administration has the support, overwhelmingly of those who
goto church. 1I’'m not impressed by those polls. 1n 1995 the largest protestant
denomination of the United States, the Southern Baptist convention apologized for their
church having committing slavery and segregation. Even more remarkably, the
convention finally acknowledged the fact that it had been founded in 1845 in order to
defend davery ashiblically sanctioned. And let’sunderstand the core of the beliefsthat
isthebasis of the policy that isdriving thisadministration. Andlook moretoward a
universal belief that it wasin our constitution. But our constitution, let’s be clear,
originally designed, asthe electoral college was designed, to protect awhite minority to
frustrate amajority, that would interfere with the preservation of supremacy. And that
isademocracy that they are talking about spreading throughout theworld. Thank you.

[Applause]

|.Ahmad:  Thank you Mr. Gordon. Our fina commentator isMr. Michael
Badnarik, the Libertarian candidate for President of the United States.

[Applause]



Michael Badnarik: Good evening. Patrick Henry understood that there were three
possibilitiesin life. Thefirst possibility wasyou livelifefreeinliberty. The second
possibility isthat you diefighting for your liberty. And thethird option asto give up
and liveasadave. Asfar asPatrick Henry and | are concerned, slavery isnot an
option. Therefore, the only options are liberty or death, preferably lifein liberty. The
choice of abalance between liberty and security isafalse choice. Thefactisthat we
areall mortal. Sooner or later, each of uswill die. If we areforced to choose between
liberty or security, asthe balance suggests, we could on one hand hold liberty in highest
esteem. Recognize that we live our lives with some lack of security, some danger in
our life. Andwewill die. But wewill have lived our lifewith liberty. The aternative
isto focus primarily on security. And we could, you know, maximize our security by
living our entirelifein acell. And we may be secure our entirelife, without freedom,
without liberty, and we will die having lived our livesasaslave. From my position |
will not sacrifice liberty, at al, for anything. The Bill of Rightsisnot negotiable.

Now one of the problemsthat we' refacing isadouble standard. We were speaking
about Abu Ghraib. Thereason for the double standard, the reason for it to exist isthe
dehumanizing effect. We uselabelsto categorize one group of humans as substandard,
subhuman, unlike us. And because we label them basically asanimals, we seem to
justify the fact that they have norights. Thisis sad and unfortunate, and basically the
comment earlier wasthat foreign nationals have no rights, and the only way that could
betrue, wasif they were not considered human. And that is precisely what we have
donethroughout the course of history. We pit one group against another. We choose,
generally, aminority. Thisparticular subset of our population issub-human. They
don’t deserve rights, which basically denies the concept of being human. Individuals
have rights regardless of their gender, regardless of their religion, regardless of their
ethnicity or their sexual persuasion, or any other distinction that we may be ableto
make superficially.

Now, one of the reasonsthat John Ashcroft likesto do that, he hasthis prevention
strategy. Theideaisthat we'regoing to prevent the crime beforeit happens. There
was recently amovie, a Tom Cruise movie called appropriately Minority Report. The
ideathat you can pretend to know what a person wasthinking. But | amaLibertarian
candidate, | am for everyone' sindividual rights. Whilel am very sympathetic to the
special conditionsthat the Mudlims are experiencing, | am concerned about even more
than that. We have free speech zonesin the United States. When | spokerecently at a
college, | was obligated to speak in a huge auditorium, which was capable of holding
over 300 students. Y et there were only fifteen to eighteen studentsin thefirst two
rows. And | wastold asapolitical candidate, | was required to speak in the auditorium
because it was a free speech zone. Theimplication of courseisthat therest of the
university was not afree speech zone. And when | watched the Democratic National
Convention on television, they had afree speech zone which consisted of achain-link
fence and razor wire. Thisisthe United States. Anywhere| happento bestandingisa
free speech zone. Anywhere you happen to be standing is afree speech zone, whether |
happen to like what you’ re saying or not.



I’d like to address the wasted vote syndrome. The only wasted voteiswhen you vote
for acandidate that you do not respect. The only wasted voteiswhen you vote for a
candidate who isgoing to raise your taxes, continue the war, restore the draft, and pass
additional lawslike the Patriot Act. We're supposed to be the land of the free and the
home of the brave. Y ou cannot have one without the other. If you want to be free, you
also haveto bebrave. And | encourageyou to be brave enough to vote your
conscience. | encourage you to be brave enough to vote liberty. Thank you.

[Applause]

I.Ahmad:  Thank you Mr. Badnarik. Asl said, we are a non-partisan organization,
S0 We cannot give you advice on whom you should vote. However, | think it’ swithin
the province of our mission to make the following observations. There aretwo criteria
that should weigh strongly in the decision of who you should votefor. Whoiswilling
to talk to you? Where do candidates stand on your coreissues. | would liketo once
again thank those candidates who were willing, directly or through their surrogates, to
talk to us about where they stood on one very important issue for us. Thank you.

[Applause]

[End of Video]



