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I . . . call on my colleagues . . . to re-
frain from piecemeal legislation and
oversight during the crisis and to sup-
port the President fully in addressing
the challenges ahead. . . . This Congress
must rise to the occasion and act re-
sponsibly and wisely. History will judge
us favorably for our prudence.—Rep.
James Sensenbrenner ~R-WI!, September
14, 20011

I voted for it. I have come to wish I
had not.—Senator Robert Byrd ~D-WV!
~2005, 46!.

I n the first year after the attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, Congress agreed with

President George W. Bush and his ad-
ministration that the key to national
security at home and abroad was enhanc-
ing executive branch power. To this end,
leaders smoothed the legislative process
and members largely consented to the
new policies and rapid review pace. By
December 2002, Congress passed two
major domestic laws related to the new
War on Terrorism and two war resolu-
tions. But beginning in 2003, many
members, largely but not all Democrats,
renewed their interest in legislative pow-
ers and prerogatives by mounting small
rebellions against these once-popular
policies, especially the Iraq War and the
Patriot Act. Committees and the chamber
floors re-emerged as arenas for heated
debate on policy oversight, funding, and
implementation and management. While
members critical of the war have had a
hard time gaining traction to alter the
nation’s course in Iraq, there was a
golden opportunity to recalibrate power
and policy on the Patriot Act as 16 of its
most controversial provisions were
scheduled to sunset in 2005. Although
the Patriot Act’s second legislative round

was far more complex than the first, the
result gave even more power to the exec-
utive branch. Congress’s ambition sub-
sided, again.

Under a political light, this story ap-
pears simple. The Bush White House and
Republican congressional leadership have
shown a remarkable ability to extract
favorable votes on a wide variety of
policies. This renewed era of highly disci-
plined parties ~at least from the Republi-
can side!, combined with the ubiquitous
shadow of 9011, may allow a little room
for members to grumble and grandstand,
but without real policy consequences
~Hacker and Pierson 2005!. Without re-
futing this compelling near-term interpre-
tation, this paper argues that the Patriot
Act’s legislative background and after-
math also fall into a larger, if underappre-
ciated, pattern that pre-dates 9011 and
illuminates Congress’s problematic place
in the contemporary separation of powers
system. It is the cycle of institutional am-
bivalence. Congress yields power, pulls
some back, and then yields more. Mem-
bers today are vulnerable to pressure on
many fronts, but Congress’s foundation
has long been shaky even under other
policy and political circumstances.

For example, under conditions of di-
vided government in the 1980s and
1990s, members turned the pro-Congress
1974 Congressional Budget and Im-
poundment Control Act on its head by
passing restrictive new budgeting rules
that attempted to curb member, commit-
tee, and majority spending powers. By
2001, as the deficit disappeared and al-
most all the reforms expired or were
overturned, the majority appeared un-
interested in fiscal fetters. Today, the
item veto is back on the table and its
premise suggests, as it always has in its
long life as a legislative proposal, that
presidents are inherently better than Con-
gress at seeing fiscal waste even though
both branches share responsibility for all
budgets. House Speaker Newt Gingrich
~R-GA! showed a condensed version of
this ambivalence in the 104th Congress
by utilizing his budgetary arsenal against
President Clinton’s fiscal priorities while
also pushing hard to lose power for his
institution through the balanced budget
amendment and item veto ~see Fisher
2000; Farrier 2004!. Congress says it is

both the source of and the solution to
serious national problems.

Along similar lines, the House and
Senate have supported five rounds of
bipartisan Base Realignment and Closure
~BRAC! commissions to help decide do-
mestic military policy while attempting
to insulate Congress from the painful
decision to shut down local installations.
Yet many members in both parties have
shown ambivalence about this method of
policymaking. On the one hand, mem-
bers have voted overwhelmingly five
times for the creation of BRAC panels
beginning in 1988 as well as approved
the commissions’ final recommendations
in the required up-or-down vote. How-
ever, between these bookends of support,
members work hard to influence, delay,
and0or thwart the commissions’ work.
For base-closings, short-term pressures
are always in play, but like the budget,
members also give up power to help bal-
ance larger political and institutional ten-
sions between good local representation
and good national policymaking ~see
Mayer 1995; Goren 2003!.

More subtle cycles of institutional am-
bivalence also surround the traditional
legislative process, as seen through three
decades of “fast-track” rules for presi-
dential trade promotion. Fast-track
procedures expedite congressional
consideration of trade agreement imple-
mentation legislation by reducing or
eliminating certain debate and amend-
ment prerogatives. Congress had sup-
ported these rules for 20 years, but there
was an eight-year pause between 1994
and 2002 when Democrats allowed them
to expire in the aftermath of controver-
sial trade agreements forged by President
Clinton ~see Conley 1999!. In the 9011
shadow, Congress reluctantly reinstated
fast-track rules for President George W.
Bush ~Shapiro and Brainard 2003!, but
the ambivalence cycle continued after-
ward with battles in Congress on new
trade agreements for Chile and Central
America in which members took issue
with the executive’s “national” eye.

The Patriot Act is not exactly the same
as these other cases as it does not entail a
power shift of constitutional authority
from Congress nor a new de jure legisla-
tive process for certain policies, but there
are still similarities. First, the popular
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premise of all these cases is that there are
negative national consequences to mem-
bers’ maintaining and utilizing their full
legislative powers in the policy area. Sec-
ond, after Congress cedes legislative
power and process prerogatives, members
appear to “flip flop” by using these very
institutional tools, albeit in more incre-
mental and subtle ways, to change the
policy course through oversight, renewed
public debate, and0or new bills to shift
power back. Third, when pressed on the
same problems later, even under different
political circumstances, members will
again cede their legislative resources.

Beginning in 2001, Congress was the
gatekeeper for a dramatic increase in
executive power. The month-long first
round of the Patriot Act skirted much of
the traditional legislative process through
11th-hour political deals that replaced
committee-based compromises and
avoided extensive floor deliberation.
While this legislative bypass was not
built into the law, as seen in these other
cases, it was based on a similar premise
that normal deliberation and debate can
obstruct the national interest, which the
executive branch sees more clearly. Post-
passage ambivalence is visible in rhetoric
and action as members re-discovered
committee and floor powers to regain a
toe hold on the issue. For the five years
since 9011, members publicly grappled
with the difficult problem of balancing
national security and protecting civil lib-
erties in a heated policy moment. This
equation translated into a separation of
powers dilemma between the adminis-
tration’s duty to root out domestic terror-
ism and the Congress’s right to know
about, oversee, and fund such actions.
Although only Senator Russ Feingold
~D-WI! and 66 House members ~almost
all Democrats! opposed the original Pa-
triot Act, many others from both parties
went on record after it passed to voice
their concern for the new policies related
to the War on Terrorism and the legisla-
tive processes that created them.

Some of these newly ambivalent
members started to emphasize Congress’s
after-the-fact oversight power, which can
be a potent, if inconsistent, institutional
weapon depending upon the policy area
~see Aberbach 1990!. However, between
the first and second passage of the Pa-
triot Act, committee leaders vented frus-
tration with the difficulties of engaging
the Justice Department, especially under
Attorney General John Ashcroft. As Pa-
triot oversight became problematic and
national public opinion shifted against it,
members had a chance to revisit their
initial deference. The legislative process
differed in 2001 and 2005, but the results
did not.

Congress Steps Aside: 2001

The tone of the legislative process for
the original Patriot Act was set by Attor-
ney General Ashcroft two weeks after
the attacks when he said: “the American
people do not have the luxury of un-
limited time in erecting the necessary
defenses to future terrorist acts.”2 Ap-
pearing before the Judiciary Committees
of the House and Senate on September
24 and 25, respectively, in the only hear-
ings on the Patriot Act in 2001, Ashcroft
first asked Congress to enact the
administration’s proposal ~originally
called the Mobilization against Terrorism
Act! without change within a week. After
ranking member John Conyers ~D-MI!
complained about the Committee’s
scheduling a mark-up session before the
members even saw the text of the bill, as
well as general concerns about constitu-
tionality regarding some of the provi-
sions, Ashcroft said: “I would just
indicate that in regard to the pace of
things, I think this is a time for leader-
ship. I think we would be ill-advised to
find a reason that someone else might be
slowing down and indicate that we didn’t
understand the urgency that was appro-
priate to the ability to protect the Ameri-
can people.”3

Members appeared to agree in their
rhetoric and votes. The Senate’s “USA”
bill ~Uniting and Strengthening American
Act, S. 1510! was introduced on October
4 and floor action began a week later.
Judiciary Chairman Patrick Leahy ~D-
VT! defended his committee’s rapid pace
as being part of the uniqueness of the
moment. “Despite my misgivings, I
have acquiesced in some of the adminis-
tration’s proposals because it is important
to preserve national unity in this time of
national crisis and to move the legisla-
tive process forward.”4 After the House
Judiciary Committee reported a biparti-
san compromise, on October 12 there
was much bitterness on the floor after
the Republican leaders substituted a new
“PATRIOT” measure ~Providing Appro-
priate Tools Required to Intercept and
Obstruct Terrorism, H.R. 2975!, which
passed the House by a bare majority, in
part because so few members had actu-
ally seen it. Barney Frank ~D-MA!, a
Judiciary member, said “I have never
seen the legislative process more de-
graded than it is by this process . . . we
have today an outrageous procedure: a
bill drafted by a handful of people in
secret, subjected to no committee pro-
cess, comes before us immune from
amendment.”5 A separate bill on combat-
ing the financial elements of terrorism,
which was included in the Senate’s mea-
sure, went to the House floor on October

17 and was passed 412-1 ~libertarian-
leaning Ron Paul @R-TX# was the only
person in the “nay” column! and then a
new combined House0Senate0Financial
Anti-Terrorism Act went back to the
House on October 23; there was no for-
mal conference committee. Although
several House Committees and sub-
committees had again only just received
the final combined bill, Sensenbrenner
and the leadership called for a suspen-
sion of the rules and the final vote in the
House took place on October 24. Demo-
crats constituted 62 of the 66 House
members in opposition.6 The bill passed
the next day, October 25, in the Senate,
with only Senator Feingold in opposi-
tion.7 President Bush signed Public Law
107-56 the following morning.

Congress Reemerges:
2003–2005

In the Senate, prominent Democrats
and an occasional Republican joined the
original Patriot Act foe, Senator Fein-
gold, to sponsor legislation curtailing
Patriot provisions they had supported
two years before, including Senators Bar-
bara Boxer ~D-CA!, Richard Durbin ~D-
IL!, Leahy, Harry Reid ~D-NV!, Ron
Wyden ~D-OR!, and Larry Craig ~R-ID!.
Regarding his “Patriot Oversight Resto-
ration Act of 2003,” Senator Craig ex-
plained: “I am one of those who voted in
favor of the USA Patriot Act to respond
to the unprecedented, tragic attacks of
September 11, 2001. However, even at
the time of the vote, I raised my reserva-
tions about the new authorities being
granted under the act, and pledged that
there would be aggressive oversight by
the legislative branch to make sure @the
Patriot Act’s# implementation did not
compromise civil liberties.”8 In defense
of another post-Patriot oversight bill pro-
posed in the Senate, the “SAFE” Act
~Security and Freedom Ensured!, which
died at least twice in the Judiciary Com-
mittee without a hearing, Senator Durbin
explained his seeming change of heart
along similar lines: “I voted for the Pa-
triot Act. I believed then and I still be-
lieve that the act made many reasonable
and necessary changes in the law. How-
ever, the Patriot Act contains several pro-
visions that do not adequately protect
innocent Americans from unwarranted
Government surveillance. . . . We were
not certain whether we had gone too far
in giving the Government more authority
and Americans fewer freedoms than nec-
essary.”9 Despite the rhetoric, neither bill
progressed very far. Leahy and Wyden
ultimately joined Feingold and seven
others to vote against renewal in March,
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2006. The other Senators mentioned
above voted to renew.

Anti-Patriot legislation in the House
used a different legislative strategy to
progress further in the legislative process
as conservative and liberal opponents of
the law proposed floor amendments to
appropriations bills to block funding for
the Department of Justice to engage in
library, bookstore, and “sneak and peek”-
type searches. While ultimately unsuc-
cessful too, three of these amendments
gained considerable momentum in the
House in 2003, 2004, and 2005. Long-
time critics of the Patriot Act in the
House, such as Reps. Paul, Butch Otter
~R-ID!, and Bernard Sanders ~I-VT!
were joined by a large fraction of the
House, mostly Democrats who had voted
for the original act but sometimes dozens
of Republicans as well. In August 2003,
with the Republicans split and the Dem-
ocrats unified in favor, the House voted
309-118 for an Otter-sponsored amend-
ment along these lines to curtail section
213 searches with the “ayes” including
over 120 Democrats and 80 Republicans
who voted for the original Patriot Act.10

In July 2004, a proposal to deny fund-
ing for certain section 215 searches came
in the form of an amendment to an ap-
propriations measure that included the
Department of Justice and received a tie
210-210 vote on the House floor in a
surprise near-loss for the Republican
leadership and President Bush. As the
vote time drew to a close with nine votes
more in favor of passage, the original
15-minute voting time was extended to
38 minutes in a dramatic floor fight be-
tween the House leadership and Demo-
crats, many of whom shouted “shame,
shame!” at the appearance of Republican
arm-twisting.11 Yet once again most of
those in favor of the amendment were
also “aye” votes for the original Patriot
Act.12 Another version of the Sanders
amendment passed the House in June
2005, in what was billed as a surprising
rebuke of the White House, which had
threatened to veto any legislation that
weakened the Patriot Act. Unlike 2004,
this time the amendment passed by a
more comfortable 238-187 margin.
Again, the tally shows over 100 Demo-
crats were joined by 20 GOP members
who voted for both the Patriot Act and
this amendment to scale it back.13 How-
ever, the Rules Committee did not allow
inclusion of a similar amendment on the
calendar when the reauthorization bill
went to the floor.

Although many of these votes fell
along party lines, post-Patriot ambiv-
alence took a more bipartisan and
passive-aggressive form in Congress as
committee leaders dragged their feet on

new bills to renew the parts of the act
sunsetting in 2005. Even Rep. Sensen-
brenner, chairman of the House Judiciary
Committee who shepherded the original
legislation through his chamber in 2001,
told a reporter in 2003 that in light of his
clashes with Attorney General Ashcroft,
the Patriot Act would be made perma-
nent “over my dead body.”14 And after
President Bush called on Congress to
take up legislation to expand the act in
January 2004, Senator Chuck Grassley
~R-IA! and Rep. Sensenbrenner were
quoted in the New York Times saying
they had little interest in it, especially in
an election year.15

New rhetoric in favor of increased
post-Patriot oversight showed members’
changed views of their own powers from
2001. For example, in 2003, Senator
Leahy excoriated Attorney General Ash-
croft for failing to attend a Judiciary
Committee hearing ~which he had also
done in the House in 2002! and said:
“undue secrecy undermines the system’s
built-in checks and balances.”16 House
Rep. John Larson ~D-CT! also tied re-
newed institutional power to the national
interest: “@r#evisiting the Patriot Act is a
good thing. Congressional oversight over
one of the most fundamental challenges
of our time would not hinder our society
but enhance it.”17

Congress Steps Aside,
Again: 2004 and 2006

At the same time members showed
renewed interest in their chambers’ pow-
ers, Congress again expanded the
administration’s intelligence-gathering
powers through new intelligence-related
legislation, such as the truly landmark
intelligence overhaul in 2004, among
other lesser measures.18 Senator Byrd
argued his opposition to the intelligence
bill in part because of the Senate’s lim-
ited deliberation of the 600-plus page
conference report, which in a replay of
the original Patriot Act had been re-
ceived less than 24 hours before the final
vote was scheduled: “We are failing in
yet another misguided rush to judgment
to take the time and effort to find out.”19

Senator Susan Collins ~R-ME!, re-
sponded with calls for oversight: “Cer-
tainly, if there is any indication that the
authorities under this legislation are
being misused to unduly stifle the flow
of information and to thereby defeat the
purposes of the bill, I fully expect and
intend that Congress will promptly look
into and remedy the situation.”20

But when it came to the renewal of
the Patriot Act, the House actually fa-
vored less oversight power than it

granted itself in the original. In July
2005, the House passed a bill on the
floor that would make permanent almost
all the provisions set to expire, with 10-
year sunsets on only two of the 16 expir-
ing provisions related to business and
library records as well as roving wire-
taps. Representative Jerrold Nadler ~D-
NY!, who voted against both the original
Patriot Act and its extension, argued that
sunsets were necessary for oversight:
“We have had four years since the Pa-
triot Act was enacted. We did not do any
oversight in this House until six months
ago. Why? Because of the sunsets.”21

The difference between the House and
Senate bills to renew the Patriot Act sur-
rounded civil liberties safeguards as well
as differences in sunsets for three of the
search provisions and one for tracking
alleged “lone wolf terrorists.” The con-
ference wrangling went on from July
2005, through the fall after Senate Dem-
ocrats refused to sign on to the confer-
ence report in protest of the fact that the
conference had only had one full meet-
ing. By mid-December, the House voted
to affirm the conference report in a
party-line vote of 251-174, with only 44
Democrats voting for it and 18 Republi-
cans against ~a mix of ultra-conservatives
and moderates!. A comparison of this
House vote approving the renewed Pa-
triot Act compared with the final vote in
2001 shows almost 100 members in the
“nay” column had voted “aye” four years
earlier.22

Some opponents of the Patriot Act
renewal did not mention their prior sup-
port for it in 2001 when they took to the
House floor ~such as Democrats Lloyd
Doggett of Texas and Anna Eshoo of
California!. Others, such as Dana Rohra-
bacher ~D-CA! explained why a vote
that looked like a “flip-flop” really was
not: “My central theme has always been
based on the need for periodic review by
Congress of all those dramatic expan-
sions of police power that we are giving
our government now in order to win this
war on terrorism. This is best achieved
by sunsets. We should not live in peace-
time under the extraordinary laws passed
during times of war and crisis. Emer-
gency powers of investigation should not
become the standard.”23 Others, such as
Rep. Peter DeFazio ~D-OR! who had
opposed all incarnations of the Patriot
Act, chided a previous speaker who im-
plied the bill should be passed even if it
needed changes later. “We heard that
when we passed the first Patriot Act,
which no Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives had read, at 10 o’clock in
the morning with one copy available on
each side of the aisle. We said it sunsets;
you can change it later. Now is later. . . .
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Before it was temporary; we are going to
change it later. Now, it is permanent,
maybe we will change it later.”24

A bipartisan handful of holdouts in the
Senate pushed this debate beyond the
December 31 deadline, but by February
2006, amidst new media revelations of a
domestic spying program by the National
Security Agency, the White House con-
vinced most of them to relent. Those
compromises surrounded the rights of
subpoena recipients and the source of
information about library use by terror
suspects.25 Congress still made 14 of the
16 sunsets permanent and renewed the
remaining provisions on “roving” wire-
taps and business and library records
with a four-year sunset, a stipulation that
also applied to the “lone wolf” provision
that was added in the second round of
legislation.

Still emphasizing the oversight angle,
Senator John Kerry ~D-MA!, who had
become a vocal critic of the Patriot Act
during his presidential run in 2004, ex-
plained his support for the renewal pack-
age with the exact argument Rep.
DeFazio disparaged: it can still be im-
proved later. “I believe the compromise
was the product of good faith negotia-
tions. It is not a perfect bill, but it is a
step in the right direction. And I will
continue to work with my colleagues so
that we can create a more even balanced
@sic# Patriot Act.26 Senator Jay Rock-
efeller ~D-WV! concurred: “for the @re-

newed# Patriot Act, this is not the end of
the process. We have an obligation to be
vigilant in our oversight. And we will be
returning to the act no later than four
years from now when the remaining
@two# sunsets expire, in order to consider
reauthorization legislation for those au-
thorities.”27 But as President Bush
signed the new bill on March 9, he com-
plicated Congress’s oversight function by
saying in his signing statement that he
would not feel bound to the law’s re-
quirement that he notify Congress about
how the FBI used its powers.28

Conclusions
Revisiting the Patriot Act gave many

members, mostly Democrats, an opportu-
nity to go on the record against a law
that had become increasingly unpopular
across the country. Upon closer examina-
tion, these actions show more subtlety
than mere partisan “flip flopping.” Many
argued that they were not against the
Patriot Act in a blanket sense as much as
in favor of preserving or increasing con-
gressional oversight. Yet over the years,
members on both sides of the aisle com-
plained about lags and snubs from the
Bush administration on committee ap-
pearance and information requests. Mem-
bers simultaneously showed frustration
with the oversight process while seeing it
as a central component of institutional
power. While oversight is certainly one

key to checks and balances, it can also
be characterized as a “too little, too late”
approach to institutional ambition. In the
beginning of the legislative process,
members and leaders hold the cards, but
effective oversight depends on coopera-
tion from the executive branch.

There are many short-term reasons for
members to sacrifice institutional power
and then jump on the criticism band-
wagon once the new policies become
controversial. But the cycle of ambiva-
lence is a risky institutional strategy for
policymaking. Members continue to chip
away at their institutional power yet still
depend on it to satisfy local and national
demands. Congress can still balance
these tensions if “principals” ceding
power can control the “agents” who re-
ceive it ~Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991!.
In the Patriot Act, similar to the budget,
base-closing, and trade cases, Congress
sacrificed power in the near term but
gave itself the option to exercise it down
the road. But members did not seize
those future power moments to their full
potential either. On another front, by ob-
structing President Bush’s Social Secu-
rity reform initiative in 2005, members
and leaders exerted maximum control
over the issue. In this case, which may
be the exception that proves the rule,
members did not wait until the oversight
stage to claim an institutional right to
shape public policy.

Notes
* My thanks to the College of Arts and Sci-

ences, University of Louisville, for funding re-
lated to this project. A version of this paper was
presented at the 2005 Annual Meeting of the
Midwest Political Science Association and I
thank the discussant, Lilly Goren, for her com-
ments and suggestions, as well as the anonymous
reviewers for PS.

1. House Committee on the Judiciary,
107th Cong., 1st sess., September 14, 2001,
news release, www.house.gov0judiciary0
news091401.htm ~accessed September 1, 2003!.

2. House Committee on the Judiciary,
Administration’s Draft Anti-Terrorism Act of
2001, 107th Cong., 1st sess., 2.

3. Ibid., 7.
4. USA Act of 2001, S 1510, 107th Cong.,

1st sess., Congressional Record 147 ~October 11,
2001!: S 10548.

5. Patriot Act of 2001, HR 2975, 107th

Cong., 1st sess., Congressional Record 131
~October 12, 2001!: H 6711.

6. http:00clerk.house.gov0evs020010roll398.
xml ~accessed May 11, 2005!.

7. www.senate.gov0legislative0LIS0roll_
call_lists0roll_call_vote_cfm.cfm?congress�
107&session�1&vote�00313 ~accessed May 11,
2005!.

8. Patriot Oversight Restoration Act of
2003, S 1695, 108th Cong., 1st sess., Congressio-
nal Record 150 ~October 1, 2003!: S 12285.

9. Security and Freedom Ensured Act
of 2004, S 1709, 108th Cong., 2nd sess,
Congressional Record 150 ~April 7, 2004!:
S 3898.

10. http:00clerk.house.gov0evs020030
roll408.xml ~accessed May 11, 2005!.

11. Dan Morgan and Charles Babington,
“House GOP Defends Patriot Act Powers,”
Washington Post, July 9, 2004.

12. http:00clerk.house.gov0evs020040
roll339.xml ~accessed May 13, 2005!.

13. See http:00clerk.house.gov0evs020050
roll258.xml ~accessed June 17, 2005!.

14. Craig Gilbert, “Sensenbrenner Says He’ll
Enforce Sunset of Police Powers,” Milwaukee
Journal Sentinel, April 17, 2003, www.jsonline.
com0news0gen0apr030134419.asp ~accessed July
22, 2005!.

15. Eric Lichtblau, “Lawmakers not Rushing
to Take Up Terrorism Act,” New York Times,
January 23, 2004.

16. Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Pro-
tecting Our National Security from Terrorist
Attacks: A Review of Criminal Terrorism Inves-
tigations and Prosecutions, 108th Cong., 1st

sess., 2003, see opening statement by Senator
Leahy at http:00judiciary.senate.gov0member_
statement.cfm?id�965&wit_id�2629 ~accessed
July 27, 2005!.

17. USA Patriot and Terrorism Prevention
Reauthorization Act of 2005, HR 3199, 109th

Cong., 1st sess., Congressional Record 151 ~July
21, 2005!: H 6247.

18. Eric Lichtblau, “Lawmakers Approve
Expansion of F.B.I’s Antiterrorism Powers,” New
York Times, November 20, 2003; Dan Eggen,
“Measure Expands Police Powers; Intelligence
Bill Includes Disputed Anti-Terror Moves,”
Washington Post, December 10, 2004.

19. Intelligence Reform and Terrorism
Prevention Act of 2004, Conference Report to
Accompany 2845, 108th Cong., 2nd sess., Con-
gressional Record 150 ~December 8, 2004!:
S 11961.

20. Ibid., S 11965.
21. USA Patriot and Terrorism Prevention

Reauthorization Act of 2005, HR 3199, 109th

Cong., 1st sess., Congressional Record 151 ~July
21, 2005!: H 6224.

22. http:00clerk.house.gov0evs020050
roll627.xml ~accessed May 22, 2006!.

23. USA Patriot and Terrorism Prevention
Reauthorization Act of 2005, HR 3199, 109th

Cong., 1st sess., Congressional Record 151 ~De-
cember 14, 2005!: H 11520.

24. Ibid., H 11523.
25. Sheryl Gay Stolberg, “Key Democratic

and G.O.P. Senators Are in Accord on Extending
Patriot Act,” New York Times, February 10,
2006.

26. Debate on the Conference Report
~H.R. 3199!, USA Patriot Improvement and

96 PS January 2007

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096507070151 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096507070151


Reauthorization Act of 2005, Congressional
Record 152 ~March 2, 2006!: S 1610.

27. Ibid., S 1611.

28. Statement on Signing the USA PATRIOT
Improvement and Reauthorization Act of 2005,
March 9, 2006, Weekly Compilation of Presi-
dential Documents, week ending March 10,

2006, 425–6, http:00frwebgate.access.gpo.gov0
cgi-bin0getdoc.cgi?dbname�2006_presidential_
documents&docid�pd13mr06_txt-21 ~accessed
May 22, 2006!.

References
Aberbach, Joel D. 1990. Keeping a Watchful Eye:

The Politics of Congressional Oversight.
Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution.

Byrd, Robert C. 2005. Losing America: Con-
fronting a Reckless and Arrogant Presi-
dency. New York: W. W. Norton.

Conley, Richard S. 1999. “Derailing Presidential
Fast-Track Authority: The Impact of Constit-
uency Pressure and Political Ideology on
Trade Policy in Congress.” Political Re-
search Quarterly 52: 785–99.

Farrier, Jasmine. 2004. Passing the Buck: Con-
gress, the Budget, and Deficits. Lexington:
University of Kentucky Press.

Fisher, Louis. 2000. Congressional Abdication
on War & Spending. College Station: Texas
A&M University Press.

Goren, Lilly J. 2003. The Politics of Military
Base Closings: Not in My District. New
York: Peter Lang.

Hacker, Jacob S., and Paul Pierson. 2005. Off
Center: The Republican Revolution and the
Erosion of American Democracy. New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Kiewiet, D. Roderick, and Mathew D. McCub-
bins. 1991. The Logic of Delegation: Con-
gressional Parties and the Appropriations

Process. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Mayer, Kenneth R. 1995. “Closing Military
Bases ~Finally!: Solving Collective Dilem-
mas through Delegation.” Legislative Studies
Quarterly 20: 393–413.

Shapiro, Hal, and Lael Brainard. 2003. “Trade
Promotion Authority Formerly Known as
Fast Track: Building Common Ground on
Trade Demands More than a Name Change.”
George Washington University International
Law Review 1: 35.

PSOnline www.apsanet.org 97

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096507070151 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096507070151

