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Current Events

1. This article discusses the passing of a bill that will allow special military courts to try terrorist suspects being held a Guantanamo Bay.  The bill would also allow the use of evidence obtained by harsh interrogation methods.

2. This is an international concern.  The bill would allow the harsh interrogation of foreign born people as the United States searches for terrorists.

3. An act concerning a federal law to ban any harmful interrogation methods.
1. This article concerns the opinion that we are creating more terrorists by fighting terrorism.  It states that we are only creating more enemies because of our poor international image.

2. This is a national concern because it pertains to keeping terrorism off American soil.

3. An act concerning a federal law to allow significantly increased military presence fighting terrorism overseas.

SENATE PASSES CONTROVERSIAL BILL

The US Senate has approved contentious legislation to impose George W Bush’s proposals for the interrogation and trial of foreign terror suspects, setting new and far-reaching rules on how such prisoners may be treated.

After a heated debate, the Senate eventually passed the bill by a 65-34 majority, a day after the House of Representatives passed an almost identical measure. President Bush is expected to sign the new legislation in a matter of days.

The bill sanctions the use of special military courts to try suspects being held at Guantanamo Bay, and would allow the use of some evidence obtained by harsh interrogation methods. 

Crucially, it also eliminates the right of habeas corpus, stopping foreign prisoners from going to a federal court to challenge their own detention.

In one concession, defendants would, however, be given access to the evidence being used to prosecute them, even when it is classified.

The new legislation forbids US guards from inflicting treatment which could constitute a war crime – including torture, rape, murder, and any act intended to cause "serious" physical or mental pain – but gives the President the right to define and decide which other techniques can be used short of that. The CIA would be allowed to continue its secret prisons programme. 

Human rights groups have expressed concern that harsh techniques that border on torture, such as sleep deprivation and induced hypothermia, can be used under the new law.

The bill also expands the definition of the "enemy combatants" who can be held and tried, to include those who provide weapons, money and other support to terrorist groups. The bill also enables evidence found in the US or abroad to be taken without a search warrant.

While the President had to concede on some of the specifics, the final bill contained broadly all the key measures he was hoping to see passed.

"The Senate sent a strong signal to the terrorists that we will continue using every element of national power to pursue our enemies and to prevent attacks on America," Mr Bush said in a statement after the Senate vote.

"The Military Commissions Act of 2006 will allow the continuation of a CIA programme that has been one of America’s most potent tools in fighting the war on terror," he added.

The legislation had become a major battleground in US politics, pitting measures to safeguard the country from terrorism against the need to protect civil liberties, just weeks ahead of November legislative elections.

Republicans argued that the new legislation was essential, arguing that lawsuits from Guantanamo Bay inmates were blocking the courts’ ability to proceed with the course of justice and were detracting from the war on terror. They accused the Democrats of being soft on matters of national security.

Twelve Democrats joined the Republicans in voting in favour of the bill, while one Republican, Senator Lincoln Chafee of Rhode Island, opposed it and another did not vote. 

However, most Democrats slammed the measures as "unconstitutional" and "un-American", saying they fell short of fair judicial standards and would further increase international anger towards the US at its treatment of detainees since 9/11.

They accused Republicans of rushing through the legislation in order to gain votes in the November elections, rather than because the bill made good sense.

"This longstanding tradition of our country about to be abandoned here is one of the great, great mistakes that I think history will record," said Democrat Chris Dodd.

The removal of habeas corpus came under particular criticism, from both sides, with even some Republicans who voted for the bill nonetheless predicting it likely that the Supreme Court would strike down the legislation because of its scrapping of the right of prisoners to challenge their own detention.

Democrats also criticised the sanctioning of harsh interrogation techniques which they said would border on torture. "This bill gives an administration that lobbied for torture exactly what it wanted," said Senator John Kerry

"I’m convinced that future generations will view passage of this bill as a grave error," said Harry Reid, a Democrat and Senate Minority Leader. 

Dianne Feinstein, another Democrat, added: "We are being asked to consider legislation that will determine how our troops and personnel, foreign troops and personnel, as well as innocent bystanders, will be treated when captured during conflict."

The new bill was sent to Congress after the Supreme Court ruled that the military tribunals set up by President’s Bush after the September 11 attacks, mainly to try suspected Taleban and al-Qaeda fighters captured in Afghanistan, violated the US Constitution as well international law under the Geneva Convention. 

Another bill was then submitted by the White House earlier this month, but was contested by three key Senate Republicans, who argued they would not support a bill that flouted the Geneva Convention.

John McCain, one of the three Republicans who rebelled, said that the new bill was a compromise, which, crucially, maintained the country’s commitment to adhere to the Geneva Convention.

"The United States should champion the Geneva Conventions, not look for ways to get around them, lest we invite others to do the same," he said, speaking minutes before the vote.

FIGHTING TERRORIST CREATES MORE TERRORISTS

WASHINGTON - War opponents are cheerfully heralding the National Intelligence Council’s national intelligence estimate that portrays our war in Iraq as the catalyst for increasing terrorist volunteers. 

Completed in April but recently cited in The New York Times, the NIE reportedly assesses that we’re creating more terrorists by fighting them. Apparently, the alternative strategy is hoping that the enemy will surrender to the relentless blows of our acquiescence. 

Central to their alleged analysis is that Iraq has become a pivotal tool for attracting fanatical jihadists in numbers so vast and diverse as to present an agility that’s quite beyond our scope of competence. 

Given that their 2002 report on Iraq wrongly but confidently warned of Saddam Hussein’s weapons of mass destruction and ongoing nuclear program, why is there no cause for pause in response to the NIE’s latest rationale? 

Assuming the full report bears out the media’s portrayal of it thus far, one wonders about its value as a guide. Yes, Iraq has been used to generate terrorist support against the U.S. — thank you, NIC, for sharing your report’s vice-like grip of the obvious. Now please tell us how that’s illustrative of why we shouldn’t be there.

The enemy’s accelerated recruitment is the natural bi-product of its resistance so what on Earth is the point behind this finding and why does it provide comfort to anti-war advocates? Never in our history has the enemy’s resistance become the self-serving justification for our not stepping up the war against them. 

By that standard, bad-acting forces would have license to attack with impunity. “Don’t attack your attackers because they might again attack” isn’t much of a winning tactic. 

America has had only two reasons for putting an end to its fighting in one location or another: winning, or no longer believing in the effort. Standing down because of the enemy’s predictable opposition and its equally foreseeable increase of fighters isn’t worth the pathetic prize of angering a few less jihadists. 

According to The New York Times, unnamed counter-terrorism officials associated with this report have asserted that we’re preoccupied more with combating terrorists than with how they’re created — suggesting that the emphasis should be reversed. This school of thought seems incredibly counter-intuitive because it forgets that no one has control over the power of someone else’s ingrained delusion. We have consistently vanquished the ideologies of past enemies’ only after definitively and unambiguously crushing the mechanisms that would otherwise give them continued hope for victory. It would seem that the NIC’s account could have been a more scholarly summation — again, assuming that the news industry’s presentation is loyal to what the NIE truly conveyed. 

What’s additionally infuriating about the report’s supposed stance is its blind allegiance to the position that battlefronts should be chosen in a fashion not so objectionable to the enemy. Whatever angers the fanatical jihadists most should be done more often not less because that very result usually exposes what they perceive as their greatest weakness — that just goes to the nature of humans. 

The press characterizes the NIE account as indirectly backing the war opponents’ view that Afghanistan is where the real fight against terrorists exists — as if the jihadists feel confined by a nation’s boarders. Just like a fence can never restrict poisonous smoke billowing over a neighbor’s yard, terrorists too are not limited to geographical boundaries. 

CNN reported that Senate Minority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., said, “Press reports say our nation’s intelligence services have confirmed that President Bush’s repeated missteps in Iraq and his stubborn refusal to change course have made America less safe.” 

The chair of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee, Illinois Congressman Rahm Emanuel, surmised that the report shows how the war in Iraq has not only proved more dangerous for our troops but also has “made the war on terror more dangerous for every American.” 

All of these maladroit insights exist because we’ve allowed whatever might be the terrorists’ “rallying cry” to become the measure of what we should or should not do. However, this formula permits the enemy to manipulate us away from their greater vulnerabilities and, by consequence, truly does endanger both our troops and citizens. Who wins a war by letting the other side set the terms? 

Compounding the confusion is the controversy over whether or not Iraq is even part of the war on terror. Democratic National Committee Chair Howard Dean and other anti-war advocates are fond of saying that the effort is detracting resources from the battle against al-Qaida. Yet, these same voices so eager to champion the NIE’s analysis also wish to ignore some of its other parts — such a bin Ladin’s repeated contention that Iraq is the main battleground in their war against the West. 

It makes you wonder. How are we on the wrong front if the enemy calls it the central front?

