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Comes the Affiant, Alex Grigg and, after being duly sworn, deposes and says:

I  am one of the Plaint i f fs in the lawsuit  against Homeland Securi ty that chal lenges the const i tut ional i ty
of reference to a "god."

I  bel ieve the laws attacked in the lawsuit  are unconst i tut ional for the fol lowing reasons:

1" These state laws are legislat ing recognit ion of a single Christ ian God and are thereby proving host i le
to Atheists who bel ieve in no God, Hindus who bel ieve in many Gods, Buddhists who do not bel ieve
in a specif ic God f igure, and many other rel ig ions. The phrase "Almighty God" that is used in these
laws is almost never used by anyone outside of a Christ ian fai th.  Even Jews, who have that phrase in
the passages of the Old Testament they share with Christ ians, seldom use that wording outside of
their  synagogues. Using God in the singular and the phrase "Almighty God" serves to effect ively tel l
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all who read this law exactly whose God is being referred to and which God our security is
dependent upon.

I t  may be true that there have been instances wherein courts have al lowed rel igious r i tuals and
pract ices to be part  of  government ceremonies and displays. None of those precedents required
individuals or departments within our government to part ic ipate in those r i tuals or to agree with
what was said there, In fact,  the opposite precedent was set by the Supreme Court in the 196L
Tarcaso v. Watkins case. l f  the laws under discussion here do not completely compel the Homeland
Security Office of Kentucky and the Governor to believe in a God, they certainly compel them to act
as though they do. l t  is hard to "Publ ic ize the f indings of the General  Assembly stressing the
Dependence on Almighty God" without giv ing the appearance of bel ieving in that God. Any
individual working within the Homeland Securi ty Department is therefore being compel led to
promote a rel igious viewpoint that they may or may not agree with or bel ieve in.

There is no useful purpose for the inclusion of God in these laws unless you see promoting a few
specific Judeo-Christian religions as the useful and relevant work of government. The defendants
attempt to give the references to God purpose by claiming that they promote hope, just as some
other rel ig ious references within government are purported to do. Does this sound l ike a hopeful
statement to you: "No government by itself can guarantee perfect security from acts of war or
terror ism?" No, this is a statement that is designed to provoke fear in those who do not bel ieve in
"Almighty God." l t  is designed to say that i f  God does not exist  then there is NO HOPE that we can
keep our state and nation safe. These laws are framed in such a way as to call into question the very
ability of our state and national governments to do their job of keeping us safe.

Alex Grigg
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Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public, t fr is bl I  Oay of Fs l ,  ,  ZOOS.



signature: fut/; r f,(rd!-z-'\
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