
through the device of extended debate—we are on the road 

to refuting the Preamble to our own Constitution and the very 

principles upon which it rests.” 

Interesting in light of Reid’s quoting of Franklin on the 

monarchy-versus-republic, and Byrd’s warnings of the dan- 

ger to the Constitution, was a column in the March 16 Wash- 

ington Times by Harlan Ullman, a former Navy officer and 

conservative commentator perhaps best known for being one 

of the authors of the “Shock & Awe” doctrine. Ullman warned 

of the risk, that if the Republican majority in the Senate were 

to exercise the “nuclear option,” this could set off “a massive 

chain reaction that will create a political nuclear winter for 

Congress and the conduct of the nation’s business.” 

The greatest fear, Ullman wrote, is that this one-party 

rule would transform the U.S. into a “de facto parliamentary 

system.” Perhaps, in the short term, he said, “a parliamentary 

type of government based on strict majority rule” would make 

sense. But what would probably happen, is that the minority, 

having no other path, would use civil disobedience to close 

down the government by obstructing the work of Congress. 

“Should Congress shutdown, then the President and the Exec- 

utive branch will become the de facto government without 

any check or balance.” 

“Nothing less than the political future of the nation could 

be at stake,” Ullman declared. 

Showdown Looms 
The confrontation on Cheney’s “nuclear option” could 

come shortly after the Senate returns from the Easter recess. 

On March 17, the Senate Judiciary Committee voted out, on 

a party-line 10-8 vote, the nomination of William Myers to 

the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals. Committee chairman Arlen 

Specter had selected Myers’ nomination to go first, believing 

that this would be the easiest of Bush’s re-submitted nomina- 

tions to get through, but at the March 1 hearing on the Myers 

nomination, Specter encountered much tougher opposition to 

the nomination than he was anticipating. 

In covering the committee vote and the Democratic threat 

to again filibuster the Myers nomination, the Washington 

Times repeats the falsehood that “this is the first time that 

judicial nominees have been systematically denied a final vote 

by a minority.” This has been the GOP leadership’s line; 

for example, Senate Majority Leader Frist has been saying, 

“Never before has a minority blocked a judicial nominee that 

has majority support for an up-or-down vote on the Senate 

floor.” 

But, as the March 18 Washington Post notes, Democrats 

have been pointing to the four-day 1968 filibuster by Republi- 

cans, which succeeded in blocking Lyndon Johnson’s nomi- 

nation of then-Associate Justice Abe Fortas to become Chief 

Justice. In defending the filibuster at the time, then-Sen. How- 

ard Baker of Tennessee stated: “On any given issue the major- 

ity at any time is not always right”—something which today’s 

GOP leadership would do well to remember. 
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LaRouche Tells Democrats 
  

Don’t Let Shultz, Cheney 

Bully You Into Lying 

The following question from a Washington area leading Dem- 

ocrat, came up early in the open discussion following Lyndon 

LaRouche’s keynote to the International Caucus of Labor 

Committees/Schiller Institute Presidents’ Day conference on 

Feb. 20. The e-mail was read by moderator Debra Hanania 

Freeman. 

Q: Lyn, Democrats are undoubtedly unified on questions 

of domestic policy. But when we get into the realm of strategic 

policy and international policy, we’re dealing with a different 

kettle of catfish. I refer simply to just as an example, to the 

events of Friday [Feb. 18], when Joe Lieberman and John 

McCain entered this resolution to kick Russia out of the G-8. 

Sid Blumenthal, among others, has pointed out publicly, 

that when we’re dealing with this administration, the fact is 

that Bush’s popularity was at an all-time low, prior to the 

events of 9/11. This is a fact that is not one that Bush, Cheney, 

and the people who control him do not recognize. They know 

that, under current conditions they need a new national secu- 

rity crisis, whether it be Iran, Syria, North Korea, China, or 

even Russia. And my problem is, that I’m not at all confident 

that we Democrats will respond with the same unity that we 

seem to be able to maintain on questions of domestic policy. 

I don’t know exactly how to pose this question. And 1 

don’t normally engage in “what ifs”: But, what if, they actu- 

ally do this? What do we do? What do we do, if they try 

to change the subject? And how do we ensure unity among 

Democrats in meeting a challenge of this type, when there is 

no unity at this moment? 

LaRouche: In a situation like that, where you're faced 

with telling the truth, or lying by omission or statement, in 

order to avoid being rejected, there’s only one thing you can 

do: The enemy is trying to intimidate you into telling a lie. 

You should scare the hell out of him. 

For example—and I’ve dealt with this: Let’s take the 

case of my record on this thing, because it’s relevant to the 

Democratic Party today. They have been opposing me. They 

opposed me on SDI. They were wrong. If we had had, if 

the Soviet government of Andropov had agreed to discuss 

with President Reagan, who was actually quite dedicated 

to this specific idea, then the discussion itself would have 

produced a change in the political situation inside the United 

States in the 1980s. And would have changed the world 

situation, so that the nightmare which threatens the planet 
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LaRouche Youth Movement leader Ed Hamler (left) tells Democrats at the 2004 
Convention in Boston, what kind of leadership was needed to win the 

Presidential elections. But the party hacks shut LaRouche out . . . with the well- 
known consequences. If Democrats hope to give leadership in foreign policy, 

they have no choice but to listen to LaRouche. 

today would not have come into existence. 

Because of the lack of guts. 

Now, what was the lack of guts? The lack of guts is cen- 

tered in an institution which is called the Committee on the 

Present Danger, which has had several incarnations, includ- 

ing a present incarnation under the direction of George “No- 

Good” Shultz. And this idea has been the charge of “Ah! 

You're pro-Communist! You're soft on Communism! You're 

soft on Communism! You're soft on the Russians. You're 

soft on the Soviets!” 

Like fools, in the Congress and elsewhere, capitulated to 

Bush-Cheney et al. on the issue of going into the war in Iraq. 

The American people did it out of cowardice. How was this 

cowardice induced in the American people? By the people 

who orchestrated 9/11, which were not a bunch of Arabs. The 

bunch of people who were running whoever was involved in 

the operation. 

This was, as had forecast the danger, before the inaugura- 

tion of the year 2001, is that because of the economic situation, 

that the Bush Administration would come up, soon, with what 

Hermann Goering did in setting fire to the Reichstag in 1933, 

which established the Hitler dictatorship. And we had a very 

similar phenomenon in 9/11. 9/11 introduced a state of terror, 

a state of disorientation in the U.S. population—not so much 

in the citizens of New York, but in other parts of the world, 

in the other parts of the United States. (New Yorkers are much 

more sophisticated than these dumb fools out in the Midwest 

and the South.) 

This state of terror made it possible for Dick Cheney, 
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George Shultz, and company to launch a regime- 

change war in Iraq. There was no evidence to 

justify war. All the claimed evidence was a lie. 

And now they’re going to do the same thing all 

over again—in Syria, Iran, and North Korea and 

so forth, the so-called “outposts of tyranny.” Of 

which the White House is the principal represen- 

tative, by the way. 

So, the question is, do we have the guts to 

stand up? My point has been, I stood up. If I had 

not stood up, I can tell my fellow Democrats, they 

would be nowhere on any of the domestic issues 

of the United States, today. We saved the Demo- 

cratic Party, from absolute disgrace, by my hav- 

ing the nerve to do it. 

And what you have to do, is stand up and tell 

the truth. 

Now, you have to tell the truth in a special 

way—and I can be very savage on this thing, and 

quite justifiably: I would say, “You dumb—. You 

idiot. You fool! Do you know what you’re really 

talking about? Do you know what the conse- 

quences are, of the policy you want us adopt? Do 

you know the international financial system is 

finished? Do you know you’re bankrupt? There’s 

nothing you can do about it in your terms? Only on my terms? 

Do you want to escape the effect of a bankruptcy which will 

wipe you out? Well, come to my terms!” 

You have to have a firm hand of leadership. And people 

have understood democracy to be sloppiness, cowardice, 

foolishness. You don’t have to be sloppy, foolish and cow- 

ardly to be a Democrat. 

You can stand up on your hind legs, and tell this guy 

where to get off! And make it stick. You can go out on the 

hustings, as we are doing; you can issue pamphlets, as we are 

doing, through the youth movement, largely. You can do these 

kinds of things, we have done. And if we had more means, 

we would do more of them. The only chance of saving the 

existence of this nation, is fo do that. 

And you dummies, if you want to get frightened about 

foreign policy questions, well, you're just going to go to Hell. 

And when you're delivered there, you’re going to say, “How 

did I end up here? I'm such a good Christian?” Well, first of 

all, because you claim to be a Christian, you ain’t, and that’s 

blasphemy. And secondly, because, you're such a cowardly 

fool, you deserve it. 

So, the answer, essentially, is: you have a lack of courage, 

a lack of intellectual courage in the leadership of the Demo- 

cratic Party. What we’ve demonstrated recently, over the re- 

cent period, the course of the past year 2004, and continue to 

demonstrate now, is that you can save a Democrat! God, 

You're great! You can save a Democrat! 

That’s the problem. Stick with the truth. But, sometimes 

you have to put spurs on it. 
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