exclude LaRouche.

Associated Press asked LaRouche in an April 28 cam-
paign interview, what his fundraising goal was. He replied,
“I'm going for the big one—a giant machine.” LaRouche
explainedthat hisfundsaregenerally raisedin small amounts,
and are aresult of mass organizing in the streets. The cam-
paign, inthat way, hasahighimpactinthe population, hesaid.

LaRouche L eadsin Debate States

The other candidates’ strategy is the opposite. Most of
them are Congressional incumbents, so they raise money
from peoplein their home states, and deep-pocket donorsin
a few states like New York, California, Washington, D.C.,
and its Maryland and Virginia suburbs—in order to spend it
intherest of the nation.

lowa is a good example of a state where the candidates
expect to spend money, rather than build a grass-roots ma-
chine, which, among other manifestations of support, contri-
butes money to the candidate. In lowa, LaRouche has raised
$24,721 in 212 invdividua contributions from 43 people.
Senator Kerry is a distant second, with $11,000, followed
by former Vermont Gov. Howard Dean with $7,750, Rep.
DennisKucinich (Ohio) with$1,711, and Rep. Dick Gephardt
(Mo.) with $1,000 from three donors. In 2000, Gephardt won
the lowaprimary.

In Ohio, afight is being waged to include LaRouche on
May 17. A letter, urging “fair and open debate on the critical
issues facing our nation and our party,” isbeing circulated to
includeL aRouche, and hasbeen signed by former Democratic
Presidential candidate and U.S. Sen. Eugene McCarthy
(Minn.), aswell asstatelegislatorsfrom Ohio, six city council
members, and ten labor leaders.

LaRoucheleadsin Ohioin money raised, number of indi-
vidual contributions, and number of contributors, with
$100,622, broken down into 660 individual contributions,
and 159 contributors. Edwardsisacl ose second with $99,700,
but only 100 contributionsfrom 85 contrbutors. Next are Ge-
phardt ($57,950), Sen. Joe Lieberman ($42,000), Kerry
($23,900), Kucinich ($12,650), Dean ($8,401), and New
Y ork Rev. Al Sharpton ($1,020). Sen. Bob Graham (Fla.) and
former lllinois Sen. Carol Moseley-Braun have no Ohio con-
tributions.

In Wisconsin, where the Democratic Party will host a
candidates weekend on June 13-14, LaRouche has raised
more than twice the amount of any other candidate, with
$52,476,in 422 contributions, from 87 individual s—showing
a continuing self-activation by the same base, not one-shot
contributors. Lieberman is a distant second ($23,500), then
Dean ($8,986), Edwards ($4,300), Kucinich ($2,500), and
Kerry ($500). Four of the candidates have no contributions
from Wisconsin: Gephardt, Graham, Moseley-Braun, and
Sharpton. The LaRouche in 2004 campaign noted that all
contributions figures are based on FEC data through March
31, 2003.
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Rumsfeld’s Reorganization

Will Congress Defend
The Constitution?

by Carl Osgood

The U.S. Congress has a make-or-break opportunity to live
uptoitsCongressional responsibilitiesby shooting down Sec-
retary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s “emergency” legida-
tion, which would effectively scrap the 100-year-old Civil
Service system, eliminate collective bargaining rights, and
greatly weaken protections against discrimination, and
strong-arming of whistle blowers, among the nearly 700,000
civilian Defense Department employees. At stakein thefight
over H.R. 1836, The Civil Serviceand National Security Per-
sonnel Improvement Act, is more than the fate of Federa
employees. The larger issue is whether Congress will stand
up on abipartisan basisto defeat aflagrantly unconstitutional
power-grab by the same Straussian gang in the Executive
Branch that was behind the Irag War and the drive to perma-
nently transform the United States from a Constitutional Re-
public into acaricature of the Napoleonic or Roman Empire.

The Rumsfeld-Wolfowitz cabal at the Pentagon is dead
set on ramming through this piece of fascist legislation (Adolf
Hitler imposed almost theidentical civil service“reforms’ in
Nazi Germany in Spring 1933, as part of his consolidation of
dictatorial power). Inaclear signal of this, Deputy Secretary
of Defense Paul Wolfowitz himself appeared before the
House Armed Services Committee on May 1, and the House
Government Reform Committee on May 6, the day before
that committee’ s markup. Other big guns the Pentagon de-
ployed to turn up the heat on Capitol Hill included Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen. Richard Myers, Vice Chair-
man Gen. Peter Pace, Chief of Naval Operations Adm. Vern
Clark, and Undersecretary of Defense for Personnel and
Readiness David Chu. The four hearings—an April 29 hear-
ing before the Government Reform Committee's Civil Ser-
vice Subcommittee, the May 6 hearing of thefull committee,
and two hearings of the Armed Services Committee on May
1 and May 2—werehighlighted by sharp attacks by the Dem-
ocrats of both committees, who attacked both the bill’ s rail-
road speed and its content.

That railroad speed was shown by the fact that the bill
wasfirst sent up by the Defense Department on April 11, just
as the Congress was trying to get out of town for the Easter
recess. Membersof theHouse, uponreturning fromtherecess
on April 28, were confronted with a schedule that called for
a Civil Service Subcommittee and a full committee markup
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intwo days. In an April 25 |etter to chairman Tom Davis (R-
Va.), ranking Democrat Henry Waxman (Calif.) had written
that, because of the magnitude of the reforms contemplated
inthebill, “1tisclear to methat additional hearingsare neces-
sary, aswell asconsultationswith outsideexpertsand affected
groups, inparticular DoD employees.” Henoted that the start-

Rumsfeld’s ‘Notverordnung’

This statement was released by the LaRouche in 2004
Presidential campaign committee on May 10, 2003.

On the subject of the proposed “ Defense Transforma-
tion Act of the 21st Century,” which hasbeen presented
on behalf of Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld:

1. Our U.S. Federal Constitution was crafted under
the authority of that natural law stipulated by our 1776
Declaration of Independenceand Preambl e of that Con-
stitution. The separation of powersisthe principal func-
tional distinction of that Constitution as a whole. In
the matter of the proposed legidation, the authorities
demanded for Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld
would be a grave material breach of that Constitution,
aleak in the dike which opens the way for the kinds of
dictatorial powers assumed by the Adolf Hitler regime
on Feb. 28, 1933, powers from which all the principal
crimes of the Hitler regime ensued.

2. Inthismatter, we can not be blind to the fact that
|eading membersof the present Administration, suchas
Vice-President Cheney and Secretary Rumsfeld, have
associated themsel veswith aphilosophy of unconstitu-
tional and other insurrectionary practices, formerly
identified as “Synarchist: Nazi-Communist.” The
stated premises of the most clearly objectionable fea-
tures of the draft legislation are also peculiarly consis-
tentwiththeNazi legal doctrineof Carl Schmitt, anoto-
rious confederate of the |late Professor Leo Straussand
Alexandre Kojeve whose synarchist connections and
style in philosophy are those of relevant high-ranking
officers of Secretary Rumsfeld’'s Department of De-
fense.

The relevant language presented within the pro-
posed legislation should therefore be outlawed, root
and branch.

3. Such features of the proposed legislation might
be groundsto seek impeachment of those who are con-
sidered as conspiring to destroy our Constitution
through imitation of Nazi-like emergency powers.

—Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.
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ing point for the authorities being demanded by the Pentagon
are those granted to the Department of Homeland Security.
“Beforewegrant theserequests,” headded, “weneed to eval-
uate how well the Homeland Security Department imple-
ments its flexibilities, whether they are working, and what
problems have arisen.”

The entire package includes more than just civil service
reforms. It also “reforms’ the military personnel system—
including giving the Secretary of Defense more control over
promotion and assignment of flag-rank military officers—
the defense acquisition system, and the Pentagon’s internal
management system. The civilian personnel provision in the
bill would givethedepartment theunilateral ability todevelop
itsown personnel system, exempt from most of thelaws gov-
erning the civil service, including those portions of the law
that providefor performance appraisal, pay ratesand classifi-
cation systems, collective bargaining rights, and due process
and appeal rights. Those authoritieswere already giventothe
Homeland Security Department, but the Pentagon al so wants
more authority over the hiring and firing of employees.

In an unusua show of unity, the Democrats on both the
Armed Services and Government Reform Committees came
out swinging against thebill. TheMay 6 Government Reform
Committee hearing was particularly tumultuous. Nearly al
of the committee’ s Democrats showed up to grill Wolfowitz,
and a half-dozen Republicans showed up to express grave
concerns about the race to passthe bill.

Wolfowitz Liesto Committee

Wolfowitz' s Straussian” performance (committee mem-
bersrepeatedly caught him lying about the content of the bill,
and simply contradicted him by reading from the draft text)
was interrupted by House Minority Whip Steny Hoyer (D-
Md.). Hoyer, whose district is dominated by government
workers, was alowed to give his own testimony strongly
opposing thebill. He compared the mad racetoramit through
tothelengthy and careful review that preceded the 1978 Civil
Service Reform Act. Hoyer warned that Rumsfeld and
Wolfowitz are planning to ram the bill through the House
committeesand then attach it tothe defense authorization bill
so that it would never be taken up as a self-standing piece of
legidation. He charged that the DoD intends to have the bill
passed and signed by President Bush by Memoria Day.

Armed ServicesCommittee Democratshavebeenequally
energetic in their protests. At the May 1 hearing, Rep. John
Spratt (R-S.C.) said, “I keep coming across this phrase in the
draft, ‘at the Secretary’s sole, exclusive and unreviewable
discretion.’ In other words, the Secretary isisolated and insu-
lated from any kind of challenge. Sole and unreviewable dis-
cretion. Those are strange words for the government of the
United States.” Spratt said to Undersecretary Chu, “1’m tell-
ing you, thisisahell of agrant of authority.”

Rep. Jim Cooper (D-Tenn.), alsoamember of theGovern-
ment Reform panel, said, “Because there's so much sole,
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exclusive, and unreviewable discretion here, | worry that
we're abrogating our Constitutional responsibilities.” When
the Government Reform Committee met, on May 7, to mark
up thebill, Cooper offered an amendment to strikethe portion
giving the Secretary of Defense such authority over the civil-
ian personnel system. He noted that the responsibilities of the
Congress are derived from the Constitution and that “we're
not supposed to delegate that authority, but that’s precisely
what we're being asked to do.” Cooper’'s amendment was
defeated on a party-line vote of 16-24.

The Constitutional issue also came up with respect to
the military personnel provision. Under the bill, the four-star
generalsand admiralswould literally serve at the pleasure of
the Secretary of Defense, for aslong or as short atime as he
would like to keep them on. Lawrence Korb, the director of
national security studies at the Council on Foreign Relations,
and a former Reagan-era defense official, told the May 2
Armed Services Committee hearing that senior military offi-
cers“ servethe Constitution. They serve both Houses of Con-
gressaswell asthe Executive Branch.” Hetoldthecommittee,
“You havethepower . . . to raise and support armies, provide
and maintain anavy, aswell asto declare war; and you need
their honest opinion.”

House Version on Fast Track

At least a handful of labor unions have been noisy, as
well. The American Federation of Government Employees
packed the April 29 hearing of the Civil Service Subcommit-
tee. AFGE president Bobby Harnage told the subcommittee
that the DoD proposal “erases decades of socia progressin
employment standards, punishes a workforce that has just
made acrucial contribution to our victory in Operation Iragi
Freedom, and takes away from Congress and affected em-
ployees the opportunity they now possess to have avoicein
crafting and approving the personnel and other systemsof the
Department of Defense.” He added that “if thislegidlationis
enacted, eachindividual Secretary of Defense, in cooperation
with the President, will effectively own the Department of
Defense asif it were aprivate concern.”

However, sofar, therunaway legislativetrainisnot slow-
ing down, at least in the House. On May 7, the Government
Reform Committee passed aslightly amended versionof H.R.
1836 on a straight party-line 24-18 vote. Throughout the
markup, Chairman Davis kept assuring the Democrats that
there was no Constitutional problem with the bill. However,
as Waxman and others pointed out, there is absolutely no
languagein the bill preventing the Defense Department from
abusing the authority granted it.

All that remainsisthefinal disposition of the legislation.
It could go straight to the House floor, through the Rules
Committee, for passage as afree-standing bill; or it could be
added to the Fiscal 2004 defense authorization bill. Either
way, it’ slikely to be muscled through the House by the GOP.
What iscompletely unclear isthefate of the bill in the Senate.
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Testimony on Rumsfeld’s
‘Emergency Legislation’

Rep. Henry Waxman (D-Calif.) totheM ay 6 Gover nment
Reform Committee hearing:

Mr. Chairman, I’d liketo thank you for holding this hear-
ing. The Bush Administration’s proposal to rewrite the rules
for civilianemployeesat the Department of Defenseisbreath-
taking in its scope and implications. . . . We're working at a
break-neck pace on a hill that will directly affect amost
700,000 civilian employees at the Defense Department.

Why, you might ask, are we doing this? No one seemsto
know. At a subcommittee hearing last week, | asked Under-
secretary of Defense David Chu how the current personnel
system had hindered DoD’s war efforts in Irag. He wasn't
able to give me any examples. When Dr. Chu was asked
whether Secretary Rumsfel d woul d consider delaying consid-
eration of thebill, Dr. Chu pointed to “the three weeksit took
our troops to get from the Kuwait border to Baghdad.” Dr.
Chu added that the Secretary “is hot someone who is patient
with along, indecisive process.”

In other words, now that the Defense Department has
marched through Iraginthreeweeks, itintendsto do thesame
with Congress.

| might understand this better if we at least knew what
DoD was going to do with the enormous flexibilities that it's
seeking. But we have virtually no idea. Basicaly, the DoD
proposal is nothing more than a blank check. DoD is asking
to be exempted from 100 years of civil service laws enacted
specifically to prevent a patronage system. Y et the Depart-
ment isn’t telling us how it's going to replace these laws.
That’ snot theright way to deal with one of the most sweeping
civil service reformsin history. . .. | urge my colleagues to
slow down this runaway legidativetrain.

House Minority Whip Steny Hoyer (D-Md.) to the
May 6 Government Reform Committee hearing:

Thank you Mr. Chairman, and membersof thecommittee,
for the opportunity to present to you my views on the Civil
Service and National Security Personnel |mprovement Act.

| am dismayed by the manner in which a civil service
reform of this magnitude is being rushed through the legisla-
tive process. It is shameful that we will give no more than
cursory consideration to legislation that will strip from more
thanathird of our Federal civilian employees, their most basic
worker protections.

The last piece of legidation to affect this many Federa
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employees was the 1978 Civil Service Reform Act; and the
process by which it was devel oped and considered could not
be more different than what we see today. Months prior to
submitting his proposal to the Congress, President Carter es-
tablished a working group to study personnel policies. The
group heard frommorethan 7,000 individuals, held 17 public
hearings and scores of meetings, and issued a three-volume
report. Upon subsequent introduction of the legislation,
House and Senate Committees held 25 days of hearings. . . .

This thorough, open, and fair process resulted in civil
service reform legislation that garnered near-unanimous bi-
partisan support in both chambers.

The contrast to the current process could not be more
clear. This measure was conceived by ahandful of the Presi-
dent’s closest advisors without any public input; regrettably,
not a single Federal employee group was consulted. Since
introduction of thelegidlationlast week, the House has sched-
uled acouple of hearings; ahandful of witnesseswill provide
testimony; andit will likely be attached to the Defense Autho-
rization bill and approved by the full House prior to the Me-
morial Day recess. But why the urgency to enact such sweep-
ing reforms?. . .

But this hill is even more objectionable for what it does
thanfor how it cameto be. Thisproposal will havethechilling
effect of undoing decades of some of the most important
worker protections enacted by Congress. Among its most
egregious provisions, the legisation grants the Secretary of
Defensethe authority to strip Federal workers of their collec-
tive bargaining rights, deny employees their right to appeal
unfair treatment, grant supervisorscompl ete discretionin set-
ting salaries and determining raises, and abolish rules requir-
ing that reductions-in-force be based on seniority and job per-
formance.

Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz to the
May 6 Gover nment Reform Committee hearing:

Aswe have seen so vividly in recent days, lives depend,
not just on technol ogy, but on aculturethat fostersleadership,
flexibility, agility and adaptability. To foster these qualities
and bring DoD into the 21st Century, we need legidative
help. One of the key areas in which we need your help, isin
transforming our system of personnel management so that we
can gain more flexibility and agility in how we handle the
morethan 700,000 civilianswho providethe Department vital
support, or todeal efficiently withthosewhodon't. Theability
to do so is nothing less than anational security requirement,
becauseit goes straight to how well wewill be ableto defend
our country intheyearsto come. . . .

In an age when terrorists move information at the speed
of ane-mail, money at the speed of awiretransfer, and people
at the speed of acommercial jetliner, the Defense Department
is still bogged down, to a great extent, in the micro-manage-
ment and bureaucratic processes of the industrial age, when
theworld has surged ahead into the information age.
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U.S. Military

Rumsfeld & Co. Force
Behind-the-Scenes Revolt

by Edward Spannaus

“Rumsfeld conducting war on Army,” read aheadlinein the
May 7 Baltimore Sun. Infact, Donald Rumsfeld’ sdenigration
of the Army and itsinfantry forces has been ahallmark of his
entirereign as Defense Secretary, with Rumsfeld and histop
deputies, such asPaul Wolfowitz and Steven Cambone, clash-
ing repeatedly with top Army leaders over the past two years.
Thishasnow, according to knowledgeable sources, givenrise
to a full-scale, behind-the-scenes revolt against Rumsfeld,
and in opposition to his attempts to wreck the traditionalist
military and officer corps.

The latest affront was the disclosure that Rumsfeld had
not only fired Secretary of the Army Thomas White—afor-
mer Army General—but had sent his deputy Paul Wolfowitz
to White' s office afew days after this, to order unceremoni-
ously that White clear out by May 9. “The Army isin astate
of belligerence over this latest insult,” an Army officia told
the Washington Times. “The issue now is, when does this
attack on the Army stop? When does President Bush put a
stop to this?’ the officia asked. “We Republicans did not
come into this building to experience a Stalin [purge].”

Syndicated columnist Robert Novak (who has frequently
served as avoice for institutional opposition to the neo-con-
servative takeover of Bush Administration policy), recently
wrotethat Rumsfeldisnow inaposition to put hishandpicked
peoplein thethree top Army positions. “ Rumsfeld isforcing
a thinner Army, and he does not want a service Secretary
allied with ‘dinosaur’ generals backing their heavy forces
with plenty of armor and artillery,” Novak said. Thedumping
of White, the pending replacement of Chief of Staff Eric
Shinseki, and the announced retirement of Vice Chief of Staff
John Keane, “clears the board for Rumsfeld to pick generals
whowill not opposereducing Army strength by theeguivalent
of two divisions.”

A ‘Transformational’ Army Secretary

A high-level former military sourcetold EIRNSthat what
Rumsfeld wants to do is to eliminate al heavy divisions,
leaving only light, mobile divisions to serve as an imperial
rapid deployment force. The same source said that K eane had
let it be known within the Pentagon that he is stepping aside,
because he does not wish to serve under Rumsfeld.

And, in what is taken as yet another dap at the Army,
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