
CULTURAL REVOLUTIONS 

THE DOWNING STREET MEMO, 
a British-government document on Iraq 
leaked in May to the Sunday Times, may 
be as close as the American public will 
get to a "smoking gun" implicating the 
Bush White House in manipulating this 
country into war, A July 23, 2002, memo 
(actually, the minutes of a British cabinet 
meeting) written by Matthew Rycroft, a 
Downing Street foreign-policy aide, ap
pears to confirm what Chronicles main
tained even before the ill-fated imperial 
adventure in Mesopotamia: The Bush 
White House desired a war with Iraq 
and was willing to twist, distort, even fab
ricate "evidence" to justify an invasion. 
And neither the White House nor Down
ing Street has denied the authenticity of 
the memo. 

The key paragraph in the particularly 
infamous memo (one of a number of doc
uments leaked to British journalist Mi
chael Smith) reports on the impressions 
of "C" (Richard Dearlove, then head of 
MI6, the British intelligence service) af
ter a visit to Washington. According to 
"C," the White House viewed military 
action against Iraq as "inevitable." Pres
ident Bush "wanted to remove Saddam 
through military action" and to use the 
"conjunction of terrorism" and weap
ons of mass destruction (WMD's) to jus
tify war. The White House was so intent 
on war that "the intelligence and facts 
were being fixed around the policy." "C" 
maintained there was "little discussion in 
Washington of the aftermath" of militarv 
action, implying that the Bush admin
istration had no postwar plans for Iraq 
and no e.xit strategy. (The apparent lack 
of U.S. postwar planning was also men
tioned in other leaked Downing Street 
documents.) Judging by Dearlove's ob
servations, the Bush administration was 
growing impatient and wanted to get on 
with the war, was willing to "fix" intel
ligence to justify "regime change," and 
was not especially concerned with plan
ning ahead. 

Rycroft's memo further reported that 
the United States was then contemplat
ing two options for the coming war. The 
first, dubbed "generated start," would 
involve a slow buildup of U.S. forces, a 
quick air campaign and a strike at Bagh
dad, something like the "shock and awe" 
operation that was eventually launched. 
The second seemed to point to possible 

U.S. plans to provoke an incident to jus
tify a "running start" option. In this op
tion, the United States would use forc
es already in the region, launching an 
air campaign "initiated by an Iraqi casus 
belli." In the meantime, the Pentagon 
"had already begun 'spikes of activity' to 
put pressure on the regime" months be
fore Congress authorized military action 
in October 2002. 

As related in the British memos, at 
least some U.K. cabinet members ad\'ised 
against a rush to war. British Foreign Sec
retary Jack Straw thought it "clear that 
Bush had made up his mind to take mil
itary action" but called the case for war 
"thin." The U.S./U.K. coalition needed 
a pretext for war since Saddam was "not 
threatening his neighbors" and his W M D 
capability "was less than that of Lib\'a, 
North Korea, or Iran." These are impor
tant admissions, since both British Prime 
Minister Tony Blair and President Bush 
cast the alleged Iraqi threat in almost 
apocalyptic terms before the war. (Presi
dent Bush, for instance, told reporters in 
September 2002, that Iraq could launch a 
chemical- or biological-weapons attack in 
45 minutes.) Straw suggested posing an 
ultimatum to Saddam on allowing U.N. 
weapons inspectors back into Iraq. Such 
an ultimatum would "help with the legal 
justification" for war, as Saddam would 
likeK' refuse. 

In another leaked memo from March 
25, 2002, Straw wrote that there was "no 
credible evidence" linking Iraq to Osama 
bin Laden or September 11, a connection 
the Bush White House was alleging at 
the time to manipulate U.S. public opin
ion. And what would come after regime 
change? Again, Straw contradicts the 
public line of the war parfy, writing that 
installing a democracy in Iraq seemed 
highly unlikely. Straw wrote that Iraq 
"has NO history of democracy. No one 
has this habit or experience." 

True , the Downing Street memos 
show us only what British-government of
ficials were thinking. We have no equiv
alent from the White House. Neverthe
less, when taken together with the mass 
of material readily available to anyone 
curious enough to log on to the internet, 
it seems clear that the White House ma
nipulated this country into war. 

What's missing in all this is the ques
tion of Bush's motivation. Why did this 

president personally want a war with Iraq? 
Bush was apparently obsessed with Iraq 
long before he became president. Dur
ing the 2004 election campaign, jour
nalist Russ Baker interviewed the Hous
ton Chronicle's Mickey Herskowitz, who 
worked with Bush on a ghostwritten 
memoir (A Charge to Keep). Herskowitz 
told Baker that Bush "was thinking about 
invading Iraq in 1999 . . . He said, 'One 
of the keys to being seen as a great leader 
is to be seen as a commander-in-chief 
And he said, 'My father had all this po
litical capital built up when he drove the 
Iraqis out of Kuwait and he wasted it.' He 
went on, 'Ifl have a chance to invade.. .if 
I had that much capital, I'm not going to 
waste it. I'm going to get everything passed 
that I want to get passed and I'm going to 
have a successful presidency.'" According 
to Baker, Wliite House communications 
director Karen Hughes eventually took 
charge of the project, and Bush staffers 
took Herskowitz's notes and tapes of con
versations with Bush. 

Herskowitz, Bob Woodward {Bush at 
War), and Richard Clarke (Against All 
Enemies) have all told similar stories re
garding Bush's predisposition toward war 
with Iraq. It's likely that the pro-Israeli 
dispensationalist views of Bush's evangel
ical Christian Zionist supporters (and the 
Likud lobbyists in his administration) 
pla\'ed a role in his intent to go to war. The 
sheer fun of imperial games and military 
adventures, too, may have been more 
than Bush II could resist. And the oil lob
by may have made arguments for the 
"strategic" value of Iraq. If what Herskowitz 
claims is true, however, it was old-fash
ioned political cynicism that did the trick 
for "W." Perhaps he and Karl Rove were 
made for each other. 

— Wayne Allensworth 

G U A N T A N A M O BAY is the subject 
of continuous debate. Can the United 
States detain indefinitelv members of 
the Taliban captured in Mghanistan, or 
Al Qaeda insurgents captured in Iraq, at 
our military base in Cuba? What sort of 
interrogation measures are permissible 
by international law in order to obtain 
information to protect Americans from 
the continuing threat of terrorism? What 
rights, under international law and trea
ties, are the detainees entitied to? No one 
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knows the answers to any of these ques
tions, because they are matters of first im
pression. We have never been engaged 
in a struggle quite Hke this one; we have 
no treaties with the terrorists; and, while 
particular protocols, such as the Gene
va Conventions, govern the treatment 
of prisoners of war declared by sovereign 
countries, there is no authoritative pro
nouncement from the U.S. Supreme 
Court regarding treatment of the Gitmo 
detainees. Some lower courts have sug
gested that the detainees are entitled to 
some form of "due process," but no one 
knows precisely what that means. 

As might be expected, given that some 
of the detainees were bound, sooner or 
later, to find legal counsel and bring law
suits, the Bush administration has been 
fairly careful, as events in wartime go. 
The detainees appear to have food of at 
least as high a qualit)- as the soldiers who 
are their caretakers; they are allowed to 
keep copies of the Koran; they have med
ical treatment available; and, apparent
ly, none have yet died as a result of their 
treatment in captivity. Commentator 
Michelle Malkin reported that "[e]very 
single detainee currently being held at 
Guantanamo Bay has received a hearing 
before a military tribunal," where detain
ees may contest the facts on which their 
classifications as "enemy combatants" are 
based. "As a result of those hearings," ac
cording to Malkin, "more than three doz
en Gitmo detainees have been released." 
These status hearings are apparently com
parable to the requirements of the Ge
neva Conventions and appear to be fully 
consistent with the Supreme Court's re
cent Hamdi v. Rumsfeld decision, which 
held that, in the case of U.S. citizens de
tained in military custody, due-process re
quirements, such as hearings and an op-
portimitv' to contest one's detention, must 
be provided. This is probably more than 
any other similarly situated country has 
done to secure the rights of her sworn fa
natical enemies. 

Still, the critics of the Bush adminis
tration's conduct have not been molli
fied, hi the most interesting instance, 
the senior senator from Illinois, Richard 
Durbin, took to the Senate floor on June 
14 to read from what he claimed was an 
account of interrogation at Gitmo re
corded by an FBI agent. Some detain
ees had been shackled, the agent report
ed; sometimes, the air-conditioning was 
turned off, rendering cells too hot, and 
sometimes it was turned up, rendering 
them too cold; rap music was played in

cessantly to soften up detainees to get in
formation out of them. In words that he 
soon came to regret, Durbin declared: 
"If I read this to you and did not tell you 
that it was an FBI agent describing what 
Americans had done to prisoners in their 
control, you would most certainly believe 
this must have been done by Nazis, Sovi
ets in their gulag, or some mad regime — 
Pol Pot or others —that had no concern 
for human beings. Sadly . . . this was the 
action of Americans in the treatment of 
their prisoners." Durbin proceeded to 
call for an inveshgation. 

Instead of launching an investigation, 
however, the senator's comments ignit
ed a firestorm. The obvious points were 
gleefully made by Republicans: Hitler, 
Stalin, and Pol Pot had killed tens of mil
lions, and this doesn't exactly compare 
with turning the air-conditioning on and 
off. Durbin also touched the rhetori
cal third rail in American ethnic politics, 
since no one is now permitted to invoke 
the holocaust except to protest the holo
caust. After Chicago's Mayor Richard 
Daley (one of the few sensible moderate 
voices in the Democratic Part)') castigat
ed Durbin for his Nazi comparison, and 
after a week of refusing to back down, 
Durbin went back to the Senate floor and 
did the requisite tear-filled, voice-chok
ing, crow-consuming apolog)'. 

Wliolly apart from tlie problem of wheth
er there is an)- law that governs what we 
do in terrorist detentions, and whether 
what we are doing is necessar\' in a strug
gle of this kind, it does appear that the 
President's critics have yet to find an ac
ceptable critical political vocabulary to 
analyze the War on Terror. 

— Stephen B. Presser 

T w o W O M E N MARINES and a fe
male Navy pett)' officer were killed, and 
eleven were wounded, when their con
voy was ambushed on the night of June 
2? in Fallujah. The Pentagon took sev
eral days to confirm the casualties, and 
media coverage was thin. If Americans 
took note of the traged\' at all, it was not 
to recoil (at last) at the horror of mothers, 
wives, and daughters d)ing on the battle
field. On the contrar}', the single bloodi
est day for American women in the Iraq 
war (the deadliest for American women 
in uniform since a kamikaze claimed the 
lives of six nurses aboard the U.S.S. Com
fort in 1945) moved us one step closer to 
accepting women in combat as routine. 
Nearly 50 female American soldiers and 

Marines have died in Iraq and Afghani
stan. Over 300 have been wounded. At 
least ten American children have lost 
their mothers to the war. Contrast these 
figures with the total number of Ameri
can female war dead during the entire 
Vietnam War: eight nurses. 

Courageous journalists such as Brian 
Mitchell and organizations such as the 
Center For Militar)' Readiness have pre
sented enough evidence to choke an el
ephant that women are not equal to the 
rigors of combat and that further sexual 
integration of the Armed Forces will un
dermine our national defense. Their ar
guments are ignored by feminists, who, 
rather than confront the reality that the 
Armed Forces use softer physical-fitness 
standards for women than for men, speak 
of equal opportunity and American val
ues. Marine Lt. Col. Sara Phoenix, cur
rently serving in Fallujah, told USA To
day that "The ideal of equality is not just 
about the right to vote or work. This no
tion that women are somehow not able 
to perform their jobs in the military in a 
combat environment flies in the face of 
ever)'thing we say we value in the USA." 

Does it? Americans value 19-year-old 
girls being raped and sodomized as pris
oners of war and 23-year-old single moth
ers being torn apart by shrapnel? Where 
is the public outer)'? 

The groimdwork for the events of June 
2 3 began decades ago with legislation such 
as former senator Pete Dupont's sexual in
tegration of the sen'ice academies. At the 
time, the idea of women on aircraft car
riers, much less in the cockpits of fighter 
jets, would have been laughable. When 
women are at last assigned to submarines, 
Americans will not even notice. 

Republican legislators take pains to 
point out that it is women in combat to 
which they object, not women in the mil
itary. The Iraq war has shown this to be 
a distinction without a difference. As the 
more practically minded Army Sergeant 
Rachel Deaton told USA Today of her 
assignment in Baghdad, "I could stay on 
base my whole time here and be in just 
as much danger," adding that keeping fe
male soldiers out of the line of fire would 
require "keep[ing] us in Kuwait." 

That is not likely. American law, for 
now, prohibits women from serving in 
combat-arms specialties such as infantry, 
armor, and artillery; however, the Army, 
determined to push the envelope, now 
"collocates" female soldiers in support 
specialties with forward-deployed com
bat units in Iraq. Since these support 
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jobs (mechanics for the most part) could 
be filled by men, we do not have to think 
too hard to determine the Arniv's inten
tions—parHcularly when, on June 16, to 
much fiHifare, 23-year-old Sgt. Leigh Ann 
Hester was awarded our nation's third-
highest award for valor, the Silver Star, for 
killing three Iraqis in a firefight. Sergeant 
Hester is a believer, telling the Washing
ton Post that "Women can basically do 
any job that men can." Mission accom
plished. The ghost of Jessica Lynch has 
been exorcised at last. 

Sergeant Hester is not the first woman 
to be awarded a Silver Star. Two nurs
es earned the medal in World War II for 
heroism at Anzio. Hester is, however, 
the first woman to be decorated so high
ly for acdon in close combat. If purists 
are concerned with whether affirmative 
action might have influenced Sergeant 
Hester's award, they can compare her ci
tation to Silver Star citations from World 
War II, Korea, and Vietnam. The more 
important question is, "Wliy was a wom
an in a situation where she might earn a 
Silver Star in the first place?" The media 
attention lavished on Hester provides the 
answer. In the Posf's words, "[t]he med
al, rare for any soldier, underscores the 
growing role in combat of U.S. female 
troops in Iraq's guerrilla war, where tens 
of thousands of American women have 
served . . . " 

— Christopher Check 

WHENEVER WASHINGTON targets 
some poor, misbegotten countn,' for "re
gime change," references to that unfortu
nate nation's media by Western journal
ists are usually preceded by the modifier 
state-owned or state-controlled. The infer
ence is clear: These gu}s are shills, not real 
journalists. Yet the West has its own state-
owned and controlled media: The Brits 
have the BBC, and continental Europeans 
all run the same show, the only difference 
being that the strings are a bit more visible. 
State-funded propaganda is a feature of 
American "journalism" as well, although 
here the effort to ]Dretend that PBS isn't fol
lowing a political line is more elaborate — 
and even convincing on occasion. 

For example, during the Kosovo war, 
the NewsHour With Jim Lehrer (the PBS 
flagship news show) aired a segment on 
Antiwar.com —at a time when the Clin
ton administration was emitting a barrage 
of war propaganda designed to justify an 
attack on a country— Serbia —that repre
sented no threat to the United States or 

her legitimate interests. During the Iraq 
w ar, howe\'er, they did no follow-up sto-
r\ —and the reason seems to be a discern
ible shift in ideological tone. 

No one denies that public television 
and National Public Radio have an un
mistakably liberal tinge, but one aspect 
of the liberal tradition that allows other 
views to get through the door is at least 
a formal commitment to intellectual di-
versit\- and open discussion. Under the 
previous regime, while it was undoubt-
edlv biased leftward, some tndy dissi
dent conser\ative or libertarian views that 
might otherwise not be heard somehow 
slipped through the cracks. I seem to re
member fliat PBS once inter\iewed Joe 
Sobran during the Clinton }'ears, an ex
perience that both parties will doubfless 
not soon forget. 

Under the new Bushian dispensation, 
which deems that ideological "balance" 
must somehow be achieved, there's no 
chance that anything outside the narrow 
spectrum running from the neoeonser-
vati\e left to the ncoconservative right 

is ever gomg oin2 to sullv the mundane puri-
h of PBS 'S centrist soul. The new chief 
honcho of the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting, Kenneth Tomlinson, has 
declared that public television and ra
dio are "biased" and need more "bal-
ancc" —which, in practice, has meant 
that flic ncoconservatives have been able 
to smuggle themselves in as represcn-
tati\es of the officially approved "right-
wing" point of view. 

A case in point is Tucker Carlson Unfd-
tered, a new show featuring the bow-tied 
poster boy for politicall\ correct "conser-
\atism" and a panel of guests who span 
the spectrimi from the Weekly Standard 
to the New Republic: David Frum, Jo
nah Goldberg, Steven F. Hayes, and Da
vid Horowitz, representing the neocon 
right; Peter Beinart, Christopher Hitch-
ens, and Katrina vanden Heuvel repre
senting the le f t -wi th two out of three 
being left-neocons. 

Not content to grab the spotlight for 
themselves, the neocons in the Bush-run 
CPB are angling to purge the place of lib
erals—or, indeed, anyone deemed hostile 
to the current regime. The Ma\ 2 New 
York Times reported, "Without the knowl
edge of his board . . . Tomlinson contract
ed last year with an outside consultant to 
keep track of the guests' political leanings 
on one program, 'Now with Bill Moy-
ers.'" In a June 16 report, the Times ex
posed Tomlinson's $14,700 in payments 
to someone by the name of Fred Mann, 

a longtime Washington-based political 
consultant whose last position v\'as as di
rector of the job bank and alumni ser
vices at the National Journalism Center 
in Herndon, Virginia. The center trains 
young ideologues for jobs as journalists, 
seeding the print media and flie airwaves 
with up-and-coming neocons and part)'-
line Republicans. Sen. Bvron Dorgan 
(D-ND) reveals that Mann's job was to 
keep tabs on the various talking heads 
invited by PBS to share their \iews, and 
file results are Orwell ian: "We have all of 
these sheets that describe the guests and 
it says: anti-Bi\sh, anti-Bush, pro-Bush, 
anti-Bush. It appears to me to be not so 
much an evaluation of is this slanted, is 
it liberal, does it have an agenda; it is the 
evaluation of is this program critical of 
the president?" 

The Republicans never even tried to 
get rid of American's state-run media: 
They aim to take it over and turn it into 
their own propaganda organ. Ci \en that 
PBS, like the Post Office, will always be 
with us, this attempt to turn public broad
casting into a high-toned \ersion of Fox 
News deserves a rude rebuff. 

— Justin Raimondo 

OBITER DICTA: Mark \our calendar 
now for The Rockford Institute's inaugu
ral Winter School, Januan' 2006, Rome. 
The theme for the week, "Lions and Chris
tians," will consider the contributions of 
the early Roman Empire as well as the 
lessons from the earh Church about liv
ing life under a hostile regime. With lodg
ing and meals at a Traste\ ere convent, the 
Winter School is designed with full-time 
students and other budget-conscious trav
elers in mind. Full-time students inter
ested in financial assistance. Chronicles 
readers interested in supporting our schol
arship fund, or anyone requiring more 
information should contact Christopher 
Check at(815)964-5811. 

Our poet is Peter Hunt, a widelv pub
lished essayist and critic who sits on the 
editorial board of the Chesterton Review. 
His poetr}' has appeared in various jour
nals and magazines. 

Our cover and interior art are provid
ed by our designer, Melanie Anderson. 
Mrs. Anderson received her B.F.A. from 
Northern Illinois Unixersit). 

Additional interior art is provided bv 
Elizabeth Wolf of Chicago. Miss Wolf 
received her B.F.A. from the School of 
Art at the Universit}- of Illinois at Urba-
na-Champaign. 
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Perspective 
by Thomas Fleming 

The Republic We Betrayed 
A republican government is an exercise 
in human optimism, and patriotic repub
licans must engage in an unremitting 
struggle against that human entropy we 
used to know as Original Sin. Any Amer
ican citizen today can quote, or at least 
dimly recall, Washington's declarative 
challenge in his Farewell Address: 

Of all the dispositions and hab
its which lead to political prosper
ity, Religion and morality are indis
pensable supports. In vain would 
that man claim the tribute of Pa
triotism, who should labour to sub
vert these great Pillars of human 
happiness, these firmest props of 
the duties of Men and citizens. 

This rule applies not only to republics, 
added the retiring president, but "extends 
with more or less force to every species of 
free Government." 

For Washington, then, a republican 
government does not reside in constitu
tional form alone but rests on the virtue 
of its citizens. Patriotic rhetoric aside, we 
Americans have never been a particularly 
virtuous people. Like most peoples, we 
have got drunk and blasphemed, forni
cated and philandered, lied, cheated, and 
stolen. Puritan New England was notori
ous for premature births. If, however, we 
were hardly better than the French, we 
were no worse, and if we were not distin
guished for virtue in the Chrishan sense, 
we had more than enough virtii in Ma-
chiavelli's sense — the courage and tough
ness to take control over our own lives. 

By republican government, I do not 
mean a nonmonarchical state, though 
that is the most common sense, since 
many monarchs have presided over con
stitutional orders that limited the ruler's 
power far more effectively than either 
the American or the Athenian democra
cy. Differences in political form, as both 
Machiavellians and Aristotelians under
stand, are less important than differences 
in character, and, in its essence, the term 
republic is opposed not to monarchy but 
to tyranny. Tyrants rule according to the 
whim of the sovereign or of the class that 
keeps the sovereign in power, whether 
that class is a military elite, the Commu

nist Part)-, or the fickle mob. 
A republic, by contrast, is governed by 

law and custom, and the rulers of a repub
lic may not and cannot violate the consti
tutional order in a good cause. Although 
he had fought a revolutionary war to free 
the American colonies from British rule, 
Washington was not particularly averse 
to the English system, and he would have 
conceded that, despite George Ill's exer
cise in personal rule, the British monar
chy could generally be called a free, if not 
a popular, government. 

A republic, in the wider sense in which 
I am using the term, is equivalent to 
Aristotle's politeia, a constitutional or
der based on nomos, a word that includes 
both written laws and inherited traditions. 
A shorthand way of expressing this is John 
Adams' Burkean maxim, "A government 
of laws and not of men," though the word 
laws might lead the unwan,' to conclude 
that, since a democratically elected leg
islature can pass any law it likes, such a 
legal commonwealth could overturn the 
social, moral, and political order (as Mr. 
Blair is doing in Britain), so long as the 
government continued to win elections. 

Both Adams and Burke would have 
been appalled by such a suggestion. As 
Burke said early in his career: "Prescrip
tion is the most solid of all tides, not only 
to property, but, which is to secure that 
propert}', to government. They harmo
nize with each other, and give mutual 
aid to one another." As readers of Russell 
Kirk will know, prescription is a legal term 
referring to an uninterrupted possession 
(of property or right) going back to time 
immemorial; thus, law and prescription 
together form the basis of any constitu
tional order. 

Prescriptive rights do not always find 
their way into written laws, at least not 
until they are challenged and require a 
defense. The founding decades of the 
American republic —roughly from the 
Stamp Act crisis of 1765 to the ratification 
of the Bill of Rights in 1791—represent 
such a challenge. Americans demand
ed both the rights they thought they en
joyed as Englishmen and also the rights 
to which they had become accustomed 
as American colonists. The government 
of Britain had not only threatened the ex

isting colonial charters but pushed its au
thority to censor the press and, by using 
the legal fiction of general writs, invaded 
shops, warehouses, and even homes in 
search of contraband and untaxed goods. 
Neither the king nor the parliamentary 
leadership regarded these actions as ty
rannical—which, indeed, they w-ere not, 
since unrest within Britain was repressed 
by similar measures. 

The men of Massachusetts, however, 
were a troublesome lot, and, ever since 
the Stamp Act, their leaders (the Boston 
Patriot Committee) had been foment
ing rebellion by forming and drilling 
militia bands throughout the state. As 
Americans, they had the habit of defend
ing themselves against the attacks of the 
French and their Native American surro
gates. Unlike their compatriots in Eng
land, then, Americans regarded the pos
session of firearms as a traditional right, 
and their stockpile of arms at Lexington 
was only the next step, dictated by log
ic and necessit)', in their plot to defend 
themselves from the British. The politi
cal struggle turned into armed conflict 
when British forces were sent to seize the 
arms stockpiled by the militiamen. 

The Declaration of Independence lists 
some of the grievances in its more impor
tant, but less read, second part. Some 
of the most glaring have to do with po
litical administration. The king is ac
cused of not providing justice by his re
fusal to assent to useful laws and by his 
general interference in local legislation 
and courts, which includes the subordi
nation of judges to the governor and the 
denial of trial by jury; he has similarly in
terfered in the colonial legislatures and 
taken away charters—in other words, he 
has deprived the colonies of their rights 
to govern themselves, and he has denied 
the traditional right to petition for re
dress. He has taxed the colonies without 
consulting their legislatures, quartered 
troops upon the citizens, and "made the 
military independent of and superior to 
the Civil Power." 

This is only a summary, but it gives 
us the flavor of their concerns, which 
are basically fourfold: a simple abuse of 
power (quartering troops); economic in
terference (taxation and interference in 
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