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LAROUCHE BERLIN WEBCAST 

World Crisis on 

The Eve of the U.S. 

General Election 

Lyndon LaRouche addressed a LaRouche PAC webcast in Berlin, Germany on 

Oct. 31, 2006. The event was videoconferenced to an audience in Washington, 

D.C., and was watched by “satellite” audiences around the world, including 220 

people at universities in Colombia alone. The moderators in Berlin were LaRouche 

Youth Movement leader Jessica Tremblay and Mr. LaRouche’s science advisor, 

Jonathan Tennenbaum; the moderator in Washington was Mr. LaRouche’s U.S. 

national spokeswoman, Debra Freeman. We publish here the full transcript. 

Tremblay: Today is Oct. 31, 2006, and I think that this day will go down in 

history as being a pivotal point in the decision of the direction of mankind, really 

for the future of the entire mankind. 

My name is Jessica Tremblay and I have the great honor of introducing to you 

the greatest living American, Lyndon LaRouche, Jr., and the greatest economist of 

our day. I’d like to welcome all guests gathered here in Berlin, this full room, and 

I’d also like to welcome all guests who are sitting in Washington. I know that there 

are hundreds of gatherings throughout the world, today, and all of us are very 

anxiously awaiting the very wise words of Mr. Lyndon LaRouche. And the reason 

is, the current financial system is disintegrating. Therefore, LaRouche is rallying 

those forces who are going to really represent and fight for the General Welfare, 

be they in government, be they in the population. And I would like to say, specifi- 

cally, also, especially thousands of youth throughout the world, who are those who 

are looking to live the next fifty years, and to give something great to posterity. 

So without any further words, I'd really like to very much welcome Mr. 

LaRouche, and I think we’ll have a lot of fun today. 

LaRouche: Thank you very much. 

You know, the worst and best moments in history come to most people, most 

of the time, as a surprise. And that is going to be the case with what’s happening in 

the world now. We are now at the end of an entire period of history. During the 
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middle of September, in the U.S. and other parts of the world 

affected directly by the U.S., there was the beginning of a new 

downturn in the world economy. This is somewhat compli- 

cated by the fact that there is an election campaign, so-called 

midterm election, now occurring inside the United States. The 

party in power is losing power, that is, losing power in terms 

of support from the people. It is preparing to commit great 

electoral fraud in the United States, to try to keep some of 

that power. It is prepared to go fo war, to try to preempt the 

situation, the political situation, to retain power. Butitalso has 

long-term intentions to establish world dictatorship, called 

globalization, which would mean a disaster for all humanity. 

Now, these events are coming rapidly. There are some 

good things happening in the world, as well as these bad 

things: but they’re coming together, as often, at the same time. 

As in war: A terrible war breaks out, and people are prepared 

for war, but they don’t know what war is. Then suddenly, 

they get a taste of it, and it wasn’t what they expected. And 

sometimes the war goes against the offender, and that’s a good 

thing. That also comes suddenly, as surprising developments 

and mobilization of people and institutions, mobilizes people 

to resist evil. The same is true of great economic depressions. 

Everybody is surprised by a great economic depression, even 

those who predicted it. Because it doesn’t come exactly as 

they thought it would, when it comes. 

So that, in terms of governments around the world today, 

as know of them and know what they’re saying, most govern- 

ments of the world, including the governments we’ ve referred 

to principally today here, in Eurasia, will be taken by surprise: 

In China, in Japan, in India, in Russia, they do not yet have 

any sense, of what is about to happen. They have a sense of a 
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Lyndon LaRouche 

addresses the international 
webcast from Berlin, 

Germany on Oct. 31. “We 
have to have a mission- 
orientation to organize this 

world, looking two 
generations ahead, about 
50 years, and saying, ‘How 

can we get out of this Hell 
we’ ve made of this planet, 
now?’ ” 

EIRNS/Helene Moller 

crisis occurring, but they have dreams, they have beliefs that 

they believe they can control their situation by certain beliefs 

theyre operating on now; and they won’t be able to. Demands 

will be made upon them, which will catch them by surprise. 

The Basis for Optimism 
I’m not particularly surprised. I’ve got a pretty good idea 

of what’s going to happen. And I'm also more optimistic, 

because I know that the good thing about this crisis—and 

there are many bad things, as well—the good thing is that 

what most people believe is going to be discredited. What 

most believed yesterday, they re going to find tomorrow, they 

no longer believe. It is going to seem to them, that everything 

they believed, is suddenly become untrue. 

They believe they know how to manage an economy. 

Governments believe they can cope with the economy. 

They re trying to postpone the crash, which is already coming 

on. They can’t postpone it. They may delay it for a short 

period of time, by another hyperinflationary inflection. Like 

in the United States: The United States’ economy is disinteg- 

rating! It’s not collapsing, it’s disintegrating. The loss of the 

automobile industry, in the course of the last year, continued 

this year; the United States no longer has an automobile indus- 

try. It has some automobile plants in the United States, but 

they’re no longer a U.S. automobile industry. They re foreign 

owned, and foreign controlled. The same thing is true of steel 

production in many parts of the world: All the essentials, 

are no longer controlled by nation-states and the people of 

nation-states. 

And so, people have illusions: “Everything will be all 

right—our government will handle it.” The government of 
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France; the government of Italy is not a government. It’s 

death, waiting to be buried. And this is characteristic of many 

parts of the world. 

So that’s what’s coming upon us. Now, the turn came, 

as I indicated earlier, in the middle of September, with the 

onrushing, longstanding decline in the world economy, which 

has been in the process of decline since about 1971-72, actu- 

ally. Some people were becoming rich, but at the expense of 

other people. Economies were collapsing. Look at the United 

States, every county by county around the United States. In 

virtually all counties where there used to be production, there 

is no longer production. People are no longer living by a high 

degree of skill. They're living as waitresses or waiters, or 

other kinds of things—so-called “service employment,” 

largely make-work, which is not even necessary. You don’t 

cook a hamburger at home, you go out to a hamburger stand. 

You don’t need that. 

So the economy has been disintegrating. But the upper 

20%, particularly the upper 20% which is now in positions of 

power—people generally between 50 years and 65 years of 

age—that generation lives largely in an illusion. They think 

their world has come. They think this is a post-industrial 

society—they think that’s good. They think globalization is 

good! Globalization is a disease that will destroy the entire 

planet, and kill off most levels of population today. It’s an 

empire! It’s imperialism! It’s a return to a caricature of what 

happened in Europe in the Middle Ages. 

And all these things are happening. And people are not 

prepared for the shock that suddenly is going to change. In 

the United States, the characteristic, as I said, is the election 

campaign. The attempt to postpone the appearance of reality, 

for just a few more weeks, hoping—on the part of the Bush 

Administration—hoping that they can deceive people, even 

though they’re losing the election, losing popularity. And 

hoping they can hold onto power for one more round. 

The United States Is Destroying Itself 
And many people believe, for example, that the evil is 

coming from the United States. But it really isn’t. The United 

States is not the source of this problem. The source of this 

problem is right here in Europe. It’s in the Anglo-Dutch Lib- 

eral establishment of Europe. And what we have in the United 

States is an extension of that—and we can discuss that—but 

an extension of that. And what the United States is doing is 

not trying to conquer the world. What the United States is 

doing, is destroying the United States. To destroy a powerful 

nation, how do you do it? You induce that nation to discredit 

itself. You corrupt it. You lead it to discredit itself. It loses 

the confidence of its own people. It loses confidence abroad. 

It becomes desperate in trying to keep power, it makes mis- 

takes, as the United States has. 

Look for example, at Southwest Asia. Look at this war in 

Afghanistan. Look at this war in Iraq. Look at the spread of 

this same kind of warfare into other areas, the aim at Iran! 
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The aim to break up Turkey—which is also on the agenda, 

as well as all of Southwest Asia. The intention to break up 

Pakistan. The intention to break up India. The intention to 

disrupt China. The intention to start a conflict with Russia, as 

in Transcaucasia. 

The United States is key in doing these things. It’s not the 

sole author of this mess, but it’s leading in doing it. What is 

the United States doing? The United States which, six years 

ago, was still admired by many in Europe and elsewhere, 

is no longer admired. The Bush-Cheney Administration has 

destroyed the influence of the United States, its credibility 

throughout the world! The United States has destroyed whole 

sections of the world, and is spreading that to other parts of the 

world. What is happening in the process, as leading military 

figures in the United States, leading intelligence figures, lead- 

ing political figures, who understand these things, see the 

United States under Bush and Cheney destroying itself! 

Globalization Means Empire 
Then, who benefits from the destruction of the United 

States? Well, who put this Bush-Cheney Administration into 

power? Ask the gentlemen in London, how this was done. 

Because the goal is a name you know! You've heard! It’s the 

name for a poison, but you don’t think of it as a poison. You 

think of it as the inevitable. The word is “globalization is 

inevitable! You can not go back from globalization to the 

nation-state! It’s inevitable.” 

But globalization is empire. Globalization is the lowering 

of the standard of living throughout the world. You take a 

plan in Germany, as in Berlin! Look at Berlin since 1992: Did 

Berlin benefit from the breakup of the D.D.R.? In a sense. 

More freedom, but freedom to do what? Freedom not to work. 

Freedom not to be able to support the city, because the indus- 

try is taken away. 

Where’d the industry go? Sometimes it just disappeared. 

Sometimes the jobs were shipped to parts of the world where 

people are poor, where they have no infrastructure, where 

they have no health-care. They work cheaper, because their 

standard of living is much poorer. 

So whatis happening, is, with the destruction of Germany, 

the destruction of the German economy, the Berlin economy 

in particular—under orders from London and France, the or- 

ders from Margaret Thatcher and Mitterrand, that Germany 

must destroy itself as a price for unification: The world be- 

comes poorer. As the United States destroys itself, its econ- 

omy, the world becomes poorer. 

Work is shipped to poorer and poorer sections of the 

world. Jobs were exported to Mexico, but Mexico's too high- 

priced; they shipped the jobs to Central America. The same 

thing is happening throughout the world. Employment in pro- 

duction is being shipped from areas of high degrees of skill 

and high degrees of conditions of life for the population, to 

poorer and poorer parts of the world: This is called “global- 

ization.” 
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Look at Berlin today: Where did the industry go? Germany was 

ordered, by Thatcher and Mitterrand, to destroy itself, as the price 
for unification. This is called “globalization.” 

It’s the elimination of the nation-state, the elimination 

of the protection, the standard of living, the health-care, the 

educational systems. All these things are being destroyed. 

You have—what?—10% of the labor force of Germany has 

no hope, no future. Germany is being destroyed. Italy is being 

destroyed. Some jobs are going to China. 

What If the Dollar Collapses? 
Allright, but let’s look at this thing, this American empire 

myth: What happens if the United States collapses? Let’s 

suppose that a collapse occurs as a 20%, 30% collapse in the 

valuation of the dollar. Does that mean that other parts of the 

world suddenly become better? Because they take over from 

the United States? No. 

If the United States goes under, the rest of the world goes 

under, immediately and automatically. Why? 

In 1971, in August of 1971, the administration of that 

time, the Nixon Administration, through an individual called 

George P. Shultz—the man who later put the dictator Pinochet 

into power in Chile, together with Henry Kissinger and Felix 

Rohatyn—floated the dollar! That is, up to that time, the U.S. 

dollar had been a regulated currency, within a fixed-parity 

system among currencies internationally. The dollar was still, 

essentially, as good as gold. It was the dollar which was the 

only world currency at the end of World War II. The power 

of the dollar, the stability of the dollar, through things like 

the Marshall Plan, and similar arrangements, and the fixed- 

exchange-rate system, enabled a recovery of Western Europe, 

enabled a recovery in other parts of the world, through things 

like the Kreditanstalt fiir Wiederaufbau in Germany; as vehi- 

cles for mobilizing credit to reconstruct the economy of war- 

torn Germany, to reconstruct the economy of France, to build 

up the economy of Italy, which continued into the late 1960s. 

Now, in 1971, the dollar is turned into toilet paper, by an 

act of an administration [Figure 1]. Itis backed up in 1972, by 
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FIGURE 1 
Falling Value of U.S. Merchandise Trade as a 
Percent of U.S. Foreign Exchange 
Transactions, 1966-90 
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Sources: Bank for International Settlements surveys (1986, 1989, 1992); 
U.S. Federal Reserve surveys (1977, 1980, 1983); GATT. 

Prior to 1966, the overwhelming percentage of U.S. foreign 

exchange transactions was devoted to financing merchandise 
trade. The world economy then entered a period of turbulence, 
including the floating of the British pound sterling by the Harold 

Wilson government in 1967, and the 1971 floating of the dollar by 
the Nixon Administration. After 1990, the percentage of foreign 

exchange transactions used for merchandise trade has been so 
small as to be impossible to show on the graph. 

a meeting of the International Monetary Fund. Again, George 

Shultz was there: They had a floating-exchange-rate 

system—what backed up the dollar? Well, the dollar was no 

longer a U.S. dollar. It was an IMF dollar: a U.S. dollar 

denominated in IMF conditions. With nothing underneath 

it—just good faith and trust that everything would be all right. 

Now, everything in the world today, is related to this dol- 

lar. China has vast claims denominated in dollars. All parts 

of the world have vast claims denominated in dollars, assets 

denominated in dollars. What happens if the dollar collapses 

by 30%? 

Then China collapses. Then India collapses. Because not 

only is the dollar worth less, in their so-called asset list, but the 

collapse of the U.S. market, and the chain-reaction collapse of 

the U.S. market, its effects on other parts of the world, mean 

a collapse of the economy of India, China, and so forth. And 

also Europe. So, a collapse of the U.S. dollar is a disaster for 

every part of the world. 

And people don’t understand that. There are a few people 

in the United States who understand that—I think Paul 

Volcker, the former head of the Federal Reserve System, | 

think he probably understands that; I know a number of other 

leading people in the United States understand: You can not 

devalue the dollar. If you devalue the dollar, you bring down 
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the whole house of cards of the world system. Because world 

trade is denominated and calculated in dollars. The largest 

portions of the claims, the financial claims of the world, are 

denominated in dollars. 

If the dollar goes down, everything goes down. Therefore, 

you have to worry about what happens to the United States. 

Because only if the United States takes action, with the con- 

sent and cooperation of other nations, to make the dollar a 

fixed value of security, thus maintaining the credit system 

upon which the entire world depends at this time, only under 

those conditions can you avoid something happening to the 

world as a whole, which is comparable to what happened to 

Europe in the Fourteenth Century, when the Lombard bank- 

ing system collapsed, and Europe as a whole fell into a pro- 

longed New Dark Age. The collapse of the dollar today, in 

the world market, would cause a collapse of the planet into a 

new dark age. 

And therefore, this is typical of what happens on the day 

of crisis: Suddenly, you’re faced with a point, a collapse of 

the dollar is about to occur. You say, “Well, the dollar’ s going 

to collapse, the rest of us will get by, China will do well, India 

will do well, Europe will find a way to manage, Russia will 

do all right. . .” No. No: The world will go into chaos. As one 

of those things that happened in a time of crisis, when people 

are taken by surprise, and things they kept telling themselves 

were true, are shown suddenly not to be true. And the survi- 

vors are those who wise up quickly, and recognize that what 

they believed was a fraud, was a lie. 

A Culture of Sophistry 
Because people live lies. This is also a sophist culture. 

The post-war world has become largely a sophist culture. 

Europe, the United States, in particular. We are sophists in 

the same kind of sophistry that led Pericles’ Athens to destroy 

itself in the Peloponnesian War. That kind of sophistry: 

Words no longer have meaning. Truth no longer exists. Soph- 

istry! “But, I don’t know—you say it’s true! But popular 

opinion says no. You say this is good, but popular opinion 

says no. Popular opinion says this is good, but you say no.” 

What’s your authority? “Popular opinion.” Or what you per- 

ceive to be popular opinion, or some group’s opinion. But a 

belief in something which is not proven, which is not true. 

And that’s the way civilizations are destroyed, especially 

European civilizations, ever since the fall of Athens under 

Pericles: “Golden Age of Athens”! The “golden age” proved 

to be something flushing, and Athens went down the toilet. 

“Golden Age”—this is the way this cuts. 

How To Defend the Dollar 
Now, let’s look at the other side. That’s the bad side. Not 

only are we in a period of war, we’re on the edge of a threat- 

ened dark age, a collapse of the dollar, a collapse of the world. 

All of these things are now in process. 

Well, I said, we have to defend the dollar. Let me explain 

that, again, as I have recently in some questions on this: First 
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of all, the world is dominated—especially, the world denomi- 

nated in dollars, it’s denominated in a kind of pseudo-cur- 

rency called financial derivatives, such as hedge funds. Now, 

what are hedge funds, what are financial derivatives? They 

represent gambling debts. There is no product in hedge funds. 

There is no product in financial derivatives. There’s nothing 

physically worthwhile in them. What this is, a bet—it’s a 

gambling bet! And then it becomes gambling bets on gam- 

bling bets, where hedge funds compete in gambling against 

each other. The world has become one giant gambling casino, 

ever since 1987, since Volcker left office at the Federal Re- 

serve System and Alan Greenspan came in—and legalized 

what should have been outlawed as criminal practice, called 

financial derivatives! And the world is now run and controlled 

by financial derivatives. And this is a bubble, which is about 

to collapse. Hmm? 

So, what do we have to do? The first thing we have to do, 

is get rid of this paper: Cancel all hedge funds, all financial 

derivatives. Now, you’ll get a big scream from some people 

when you say that, but you have to do it. You’ll do it one way 

or the other: You will either do it in an orderly fashion, by 

actions of government and agreements among governments. 

Or, it will happen to you anyway! And if it happens to you 

anyway, it’s going to come like a collision, not a decision by 

governments. Because, we could never pay, the world could 

never pay, to support the claims denominated in hedge funds, 

in financial derivatives generally. It couldn’t be done. The 

debt is so much bigger than the entire annual product of the 

world, and particularly at today’s interest rates, you could 

never pay it. 

So therefore, as long as you cling to financial derivatives 

and hedge funds, you're doomed. If your country supports 

them, your country’s doomed. And it will find a new govern- 

ment, somewhere—maybe one that solves the problem, but 

it will be a new government, whether it solves the problem or 

not. That is, the crisis will occur. 

Therefore, the first thing we have to do, is we have to put 

the world into bankruptcy reorganization. We have to agree, 

that the dollar must become, once again, a fixed-exchange 

unit. Why? Because it’s worth that? No—because we’re go- 

ing to make it worth that. We’re going to shift the world 

economy by putting it through bankruptcy reorganization, 

like any ordinary, orderly bankruptcy reorganization: We're 

going to put the world financial system into bankruptcy reor- 

ganization. We're going to convert short-term claims, if 

they’re viable, into long-term claims. We’re going to operate 

on a low interest rate, as we did in the 1930s, when the recov- 

ery was started in the United States. We’re going to now re- 

create a banking system, because we have to save the banking 

system. We can’t save many of the bankers, who are insane; 

but we can save the banking system. Because we need the 

banking system: The banking system is the method by which 

you handle deposits of people, by which you circulate credit, 

by which you build up long-term credit for investments, that 

sort of thing. 
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Shanghai’s commercial district. What happens when the U.S. dollar collapses? China 

collapses; India collapses: “A collapse of the U.S. dollar is a disaster for every part of 
the world.” 

So the governments will have to intervene, to re-create, 

in bankruptcy reorganization, a set of banks, often the same 

banks that exist now, to go back and do business in a sane 

way, as opposed to the insane way we’ve been functioning 

recently. Because, we need the banks, we need them to sup- 

port the investments that are being made in local industry, 

and so forth, and in personal accounts of citizens and so forth. 

And in local communities. 

So, now we have to have a solid system of credit, based on 

long-term credit, on the elimination of claims, denominated in 

financial derivatives or similar kinds of things. Now we find 

that the world economy, particularly in Europe, asin Germany 

for example, or in France—but take the case of Germany, 

here: The problem is, that there’s not enough production or 

productive employment for Germany to be able to pay its 

taxes in order to have a stable country, and to have growth. 

So the problem is a shortage of credit, because you have 

people who still have skills, and if they could be employed 

back at their professions, if businesses could be started up 

which were useful, especially in industries, like the industrial- 

ization of Berlin, then you could begin to have, very quickly, 

arecovery of the economy, with sufficient credit and reorgani- 

zation of finances. This is true in all parts of the world, more 

or less. Now therefore, that means we need a new supply of 

credit, long-term credit, for that purpose. 

A Mission To Develop Eurasia 
This all fits into a global picture: We have two parts of 

Eurasia. On the one side, you have European civilization, as 

it grew up in Eurasia since the time of ancient Greece, the time 
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of Solon of Athens for example. That’s 

European civilization. This has under- 

gone, with all its problems in between, 

betwixt and before, with all kinds of de- 

velopments; European civilization is a 

very solid institution. It may not be solid 

in the way it acts sometimes, but it’s a 

very good idea. As amatter of fact, it’s the 

most successful idea for the development 

and improvement of the conditions of life 

of populations. The nation-state as devel- 

oped in Europe, is a form of institution 

which, when properly developed, is the 

most efficient institution we know for 

promoting the improvements of the wel- 

fare of humanity. That’s the case today. 

So therefore, on the other hand, we 

have Asian populations. And Asian popu- 

lations, until recently, until a moderniza- 

tion development occurred, have been es- 

sentially treating the mass of humanity 

as cattle. Yes, some people are wealthy; 

some people have an impressive culture; 

some people have this, and so forth—but 

the masses of people, 80 to 90%, are im- 

poverished and living almost as beasts. With the life expectan- 

cies of beasts, the standard of living of beasts, enslaved. With 

no real development of the mind of the individual, the thing 

which in the best instances in Europe and the United States, 

we had. 

So therefore, the problem is, we now have come to the 

point, on this account alone, that we must think about the 

world: We have a growing population of Asia. A growth area 

of Asia. We have to think about re-cranking up European 

civilization, with a mission-orientation for the development 

of Eurasia as a whole over the coming two generations. Which 

means Europe must crank up, as a source again, of scientific 

and industrial output, in the form of long-term credit, long- 

term investment, in exchange with Asia, to build up countries, 

like the 70% or so of the poor of India, of the poor of China, 

of the poor of other countries, where these poor have no future 

to speak of. 

And we have to have a mission, of building up a just 

world, based upon cooperation among nation-states, with the 

Westphalian principle, that we must think, in all policies, we 

must think as the authors of Westphalia did: We must think 

about the other person, rather than our own demands, first. 

What are we doing for the other? What are we, as a nation, as 

a people, doing for the other people, the other nation? And to 

build bonds of cooperation, long-term cooperation among 

peoples and nations on that basis. 

So we have to organize, in coming out of this depression, 

which is now hitting us, we have to organize on the basis of a 

long-term, 50-year approximately, perspective for develop- 

ing the Eurasian continent. 
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Change the Relationship of Man to Nature 

Now there’s another aspect to this, which I referred to the 

last time I had a Berlin assembly here. And that is, we’ve 

come to the point where there’s a fundamental change in the 

relationship of man to nature. The growth of population, and 

the increase of technology, improvement of technology, 

which is necessary for that growth of population, has created 

a situation where we are using up prime quality raw materials, 

more rapidly than the planet can regenerate them. 

Now, we have entered also, a period, the period of fission 

and fusion processes, at which we can actually not only regen- 

erate high-quality raw materials, that is, help the Biosphere 

recover from the damage of our consumption; we’re also en- 

tering a period where we’re going to create new conditions, 

and new kinds of materials on this planet which never existed 

before. Because we’re going to go into the transuranic period 

of development of the planet, where we are developing new 

kinds of materials, with new purposes, new compounds, new 

things, we’ ve never done before. We're going to have to, to 

meet the demands of the population, say, of China, over 1.3 

billion; the population of India, over 1 billion people—70% 

poor! How are we going to produce enough from this planet 

to meet the demands, for power, for materials, for develop- 

ment and production of food, how are we going to do this, so 

that we provide the people, the children of the people now 

existing, in Asia, to provide them the opportunity of a standard 

of living which enables them to survive, and improve? 

Therefore, we have entered a period, in which we no 

longer think about taking over and exploiting raw materials. 

We think of taking over and developing the planet’s equiva- 

lent of raw materials, today. Which means an emphasis upon 

largely thermonuclear fusion and related technologies. 
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China’s poor: The vast 

majority, some 70%, of the 
populations of China, India, 
and other poor countries, have 

no future—without a major 
change in U.S. policy. 

Return to Nuclear Energy 
So the next 50 years will have to be that kind of transition. 

It means, now, a return to nuclear energy. For example, let’s 

take the water crisis: We have on this planet, a freshwater 

crisis. This is particularly true in India. Look for example, at 

Southwest Asia: The essential crisis, apart from all the politi- 

cal problems, in Southwest Asia, is a lack of water, lack of 

potable water! Water for crop growth, water for drinking! The 

wars, like Israel’s war with Syria, was over water! Israel had 

an expanding population; it had to steal the water from Syria; 

and grabbed the water from everybody around there, to meet 

their requirements. A water crisis. This is something we knew 

at the beginning of the last century. Before World War II 

began—we knew that you could have no stability in the Mid- 

dle East without development of freshwater supplies. Without 

the change of climate, by the application of power and water 

management, to create an environment which would support 

a larger population, per capita, throughout that area. 

We have, in India now, and other places, populations are 

living on what’s called fossil water or semi-fossil water re- 

sources. You have water that’s been stuck in the Earth, down 

in a hole someplace, for over the past 2 million years of glacia- 

tion. The melting glaciers and so forth, put water, deposited 

like some kind of metal, down there, deep under the soil. And 

people are now, as in Australia, they're drawing water up, 

that’s fossil water. Or, they’ re drawing water, as in the United 

States, the Ogalalla Reservoir, withdrawing fresh water from 

reservoirs, more rapidly than they can be replenished, at 

present. 

So therefore, we have a water crisis. We have plenty of 

water. You know about the oceans! We have plenty of water. 

That’s not the problem. But we need a quality of potable 
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water, for the development of agriculture, for greening and 

improving the climate by simply trees—trees and grasses and 

so forth, improve the climate. The more life you have in the 

ground, in the form of plant life, the better off you are, espe- 

cially the green growth. So have it. We need that. We need 

fresh, clean, potable water for people. We can not get that 

economically, without the massive use of nuclear power, nu- 

clear fission. 

India has a very poor population: 70%. It’s a very poorly 

educated population, this 70%. Therefore, you have to find a 

lever, to raise the standard of living, when you don’t have the 

educational base in the population for getting this through 

simply technology by people. So what do you do? You come 

in with nuclear power. You suddenly get an infusion of power 

and water, cheaply and efficiently, and you’ve changed the 

conditions of life in which people live, and you increase their 

productivity by improving their environment, as a productive 

environment. This is true in other parts of the world, as in the 

Middle East; we have to transform these areas to make them 

more livable to meet the needs of their populations, today and 

tomorrow. And this must be the kind of mission we have over 

the next 25 and 50 years. 

So, when we’re building an economy, rebuilding an econ- 

omy from the wreckage we’ ve made of it since 1970 in partic- 

ular, we have to think in these terms: We have to think two 

generations ahead. We have to think in terms of the Treaty of 

Westphalia: What are we doing for the other? What are we 

doing for Asia from Europe? What are we doing for other 

nations in Europe? What are we doing for Africa? The world 

as a whole? And therefore, in a sense that our life now has a 

purpose. We're not living like greedy Baby Boomers, trying 

to satisfy our own pleasure while we’re still on this planet. 
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An artist’s conception of an 

offshore nuplex, for production 
of power and desalination of 
water: “We have on this 

planet, a freshwater crisis. We 
need fresh, clean, potable 
water for people. We can not 

get that economically, without 
the massive use of nuclear 
power, nuclear fission.” 

Oak Ridge National Laboratory/Battelle 

We’re now giving back a purpose in life, a mission in life. 

We all die: What’s our purpose in life if we all die? Our 

satisfaction while we’re alive? Or is it what we’re doing, 

while we’re alive with our life, which is of continued value 

for the human race afterward, that makes our life having been 

lived, worthwhile for humanity? The thing that we can take 

pride in, in the eyes of our children and grandchildren, that 

we’re doing for them, and for the world after us? 

This is the passion which must grip us, if we going to 

come out of this mess. And therefore, we have to think in 

global terms. Not in terms of globalization. We have to think 

of mission-orientation, for bringing nations together, to bring 

their own houses in order, to bring our relations among nations 

in order. To create a world system of financial and related 

cooperation, which is organized to meet these kinds of needs, 

and to give us, again, not the pride of arrogance, but the pride 

that we are necessary, each of us, and each nation, is necessary 

for the benefit of the world as a whole. 

That’s the point we’ve come to, and that’s where we 

stand now. 

What Is Economics, Really? 
Now, one of the problems here, is that most people think 

they know something about economics. And I can tell you, 

most people don’t know anything about economics. They 

know what they’ve been taught. They know what they’ve 

been taught about money, money procedures. 

They don’t understand physical economy, for example— 

and Baby Boomers particularly don’t understand physical 

economy, at all. Remember, the generation of Baby Boomers, 

the people in the upper 20% of family-income brackets, now, 

say, between 50 and 65 years of age, they don’t have any 
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Members of the Berlin LaRouche Youth Movement chorus perform J.S. Bach’s motet Jesu, meine Freude at recent a cadre school in Berlin. 
“Bach was the foundation of modern civilization, his work in music, his work in counterpoint; his rediscovery which had been understood 
by the Pythagoreans a long time ago: the comma.” 

understanding of economy. First of all, the 68ers, which they 

generally are, the 68ers were against production—it meant 

work! And they didn’t believe in work, they believed in plea- 

sure! All kinds of pleasure. And they picked up some plea- 

sures and it got them sick. And so, they went to a different 

pleasure—or they went to sadism as a form of pleasure. 

So we have a society which no longer thinks in terms of 

real values. It no longer thinks in terms of immortality, in the 

sense of, “Are you an animal?” If you’re an animal, you come 

and you go, and you die. You live happily or you live misera- 

bly, but you die. What’s the consequence of your having died? 

Somebody remembers a pet, an animal you had on a farm? 

But what importance did that animal have as an individual, 

for the future of the species? None. 

Human beings are different. We are capable of reason. 

We’re capable of discovering universal principles, as in phys- 

ical science and Classical art. We transmit to develop these 

principles to coming generations. We thus increase the power 

of coming generations. We benefit the future generations of 

humanity. 

The Baby-Boomer generation lost that. They didn’t want 

to produce, they wished to have pleasure. They wished to 

have thrills. They wished to be able to ignore what was hap- 

pening to the world around them. So we destroyed—. We had 

the green revolution, not the green in terms of vegetables, but 

the green in terms of, “I don’t work, I don’t produce.” We 

live in a world in which most people are starving, and their 

starvation is increasing, and we don’t care about what we 

produce or don’t produce. We're indifferent to the rest of 

humanity. We think in terms of our greed or our pleasure, our 

lifestyles, our habits. We don’t think of what we’re doing, 

which makes us immortal, in the sense of what we’re contrib- 

uting to the future of humanity. 

We’ve lost the sense of identity which was the basis for 
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European civilization. Formerly, we thought in European civ- 

ilization of what we’re doing for our grandchildren and those 

who come after them. People would sacrifice for the sake of 

their children and grandchildren and what came beyond that. 

They would sacrifice to build something in which a future 

generation could take pride, that they’d done that. They’d 

built this, they’d accomplished that. We went from a genera- 

tion which thought of making contributions, permanent con- 

tributions to the future of humanity, to one which was totally 

selfish: “what I get, my satisfaction, my pleasure.” And this 

is how we were destroyed. 

We were destroyed by our own sophistry. We wanted to 

be respected among people like ourselves, especially Baby 

Boomers. We didn’t care about what happened to the rest 

of humanity. We wanted to beat them. We wanted to find 

somebody to beat, to get the better of them. We didn’t, as 

people learned in the Treaty of Westphalia, after a horrible 

experience, learn that the way you succeed, is taking care of 

the other person first. And that’s how you build a civilization 

which has a future orientation. That’s what we need now. 

The problem is, because people don’t have the value 

that used to be the basis for European economy, that is, the 

idea of better production: better conditions of production, 

producing better conditions of life, better physical conditions 

of life, better mental conditions of life for physical produc- 

tion, and so forth. A culture, rather than just arbitrary plea- 

sure—we’ ve lost that. So we’ve lost the sense of what real 

value is. 

The Power of Ideas 
Value lies, in what? Value lies in those kinds of ideas, 

discovered and developed ideas, which enable us to improve 

the condition of humanity, per capita and per square kilometer 

of this planet. Which gives a better world, for a coming gener- 
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ation, than we had. This is done by work. By producing things. 

By using more advanced skills. By increasing the power per 

capita, to increase man’s power in and over nature. By devel- 

oping minds! So people can think clearly. People today don’t 

have time to think, they’re too occupied with pleasure-seek- 

ing, or avoiding pain. So therefore, we don’t think about a 

purpose in life. Therefore, we don’t understand what an eco- 

nomic value is. 

Obviously, a physical economic value is what we can do, 

today, to improve the life of humanity in terms of developing 

things that are useful for the future, which means physical 

production of things that are useful for the future, and devel- 

oping ideas which, passed on to future generations, will be 

used by them to make things better. So this is all tied up with 

what we call scientific and technological progress. And also, 

cultural progress. 

For example: We’ ve been working with this question with 

the Bach. People have forgotten what Bach was—some never 

knew. Bach was the foundation of modern civilization, his 

work in music, his work in counterpoint. His rediscovery 

which had been understood by the Pythagoreans a long time 

ago: the comma. Which is expressed in great performances of 

choral works by Bach, and by the great works of the Classical 

composers: All are based on this. Which involves the same 

spark of genius, in a different application than we have in the 

development of fundamental scientific discoveries. 

So, what is important, in a healthy society, is the fact 

that you're dealing with ideas, whether in terms of physical 

scientific implications, or cultural artistic implications, ideas 

which you are creating, or improving in the sense of creating, 

that you pass on to future generations, so that somehow, man- 

kind is progressing, because the generations of the future will 

be more powerful and smarter than we are today, in coping 

with the problems that humanity faces. 

And as we see, we have to have this, because we’ ve now 

come to this point of raw materials crisis. We could no longer 

solve the problem we’re facing today, with the kind of ap- 

proach we had to raw materials two generations ago. Couldn’t 

do it. Without the development of a thermonuclear fusion 

technology, and what that connotes, we could not deal, suc- 

cessfully, with the problems of this planet, today. Without 

nuclear power, we could not deal, efficiently, with the water 

crisis of many parts of this planet, today. So this process of 

progress, of scientific progress, of cultural progress in gen- 

eral, is necessary, and is the essential value, the physical 

value, the real human value, which should dominate an econ- 

omy as a sense of value. And what we put a higher price on, 

or what we value in money terms, in greater degree, should 

be those things that are of value, fo the future condition of 

humanity: physical improvement in the conditions of human- 

ity; improvement in the physical ability to survive, of human 

beings, for future generations; the development of the human 

mind, to a higher level of development of culture, through 
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A National Resources Conservation Service technician adjusts a 
meter to measure the flow of irrigation water. “What we value in 
money terms, should be those things that are of value to the future 

condition of humanity: physical improvement in the conditions of 
humanity; improvement in the physical ability to survive, of human 

beings, for future generations. . ..” 

cultural development, which gives us an individual who’s 

risen to a higher level of outlook, about man’s position and 

function in this universe. These are the things of value. 

A Society Without Values 
And what do you have now? The highest prices, the high- 

est wages are paid to the most useless people, the predators. 

Whereas the people who are denied the right to work, even 

simple work, respectable work which corresponds to their 

given skills, they don’t have the jobs! The opportunities for 

farming, in a traditional sense, don’t exist where they existed! 

The opportunities for the machine-tool designer, for the 

machine-tool maker, for the maker of a better-produced 

product—most people are denied the opportunity to have 

that! Oh, you can have a job, a single-euro job.* But you can’t 

have a job which has value for society! A job which gives you 

the opportunity to have self-respect for what you're doing in 

society, a kind of job which says, “You are useful in my 

community. You have to be respected as a useful person.” 

They don’t have that kind of job. 

You look at the figures in the United States, as we look 

at: Every county of the United States, we studied. And you 

look at, in the county, how much employment and how much 

economic activity was for producing useful things? Agricul- 

ture and industry, and so forth? As opposed to so-called “ser- 

vices employment”—doing somebody else’s dishwashing? 

Being a waitress in somebody else’s eating place? Picking up 

*Under Germany’s Hartz IV welfare plan, an unemployed worker can only 

receive a welfare payment if he or she agrees to work at a job for 1 euro per 

hour (about $1.28). 
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FIGURE 2 

Services Workers by County, 1975 and 2000, as a Percentage of 
Total Workforce 

  

  

  

        

garbage, doing odds and ends, make-work? And you find a 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics. Maps produced by Mapinfo. 

shift in the United States over the past 30 years, from people to be forced to. 

who were productive—county by county—counties where 

the majority of people were employed in productive employ- 

ment, to a situation where a very few, a very small ration, of 

the people are in productive employment [Figure 2]. 
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And the people who supervise the 

useless employment, are the people 

who get the biggest money! 

So therefore, there’s a moral prob- 

lem here, and it’s a problem of value. 

The problem of value, this term 

“value” has physical connotations as 

I’ve illustrated. There are physical 

benefits for humanity in this kind of 

production. Whereas simply pleasure 

production, which prostitution exem- 

plifies, is not very productive. It is not 

intended to be productive. And that’s 

our problem. 

So therefore, we have to have a 

mission-orientation to organize this 

world, around a sense of mission, 

looking two generations ahead, about 

50 years, and saying, “How can we get 

out of this Hell we’ve made of this 

planet, now?” And say, that 50 years 

from now, when the generation which 

isnow becoming adults is approaching 

the age of nominal retirement, that that 

generation having completed its two 

generations of work—>50 years—will 

be able to say: “We have contributed 

something to the future of humanity. 

We have contributed to the benefit of 

the conditions of life of people in Asia; 

we have built up our respect for our- 

selves, for what we’re doing in Eu- 

rope, or in the United States. We have 

stopped these practices which we 

know are immoral and abhorrent. We 

have stopped this abuse of whole sec- 

tions of the humanrace.” And take that 

as an objective. 

And that’s what we need. 

We’re coming to a crisis. We're 

coming to a crisis of values. What peo- 

ple accept today as normal, is rotten 

and evil. We have to change. We're 

going to have to change, because 

we're going to be forced to change. 

We can not continue to function, the 

way we’ve functioned since about 

1970. We can’t do that any more, in 

European civilization: We’ ve got to change, and we’re going 

If we don’t change, most of the languages of the world 

will disappear, as the nations disappear, as national borders 

disappear, in globalization. That’s where we stand today. 

Okay. I think we’ll get some discussion now. 
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Dialogue with LaRouche 
  

Tremblay: .. .What’s important to say is that the dia- 

logue that Mr. LaRouche has started has been going on, obvi- 

ously, for quite some time,and Mr. LaRouche answered some 

of these questions that were submitted already in written form, 

in the last couple of days. I would just like to mention, very 

shortly, that this dialogue is at a very high level. Among the 

people who have submitted questions are members of Parlia- 

ment, also from Italy, Andrea Ricci, he asked about the ques- 

tion of the New Bretton Woods system. And that’s what the 

first subject of the questions will be. There’s a question from 

also an economic journalist from Italy, [Giorgio] Vitangeli is 

his name, where he’s asking about the collapse of the U.S. 

real estate bubble. And part of the written dialogue, there’s a 

question from Prof. Dai Lunzhang who is the former chief 

economist of the central bank of China, and he asks Mr. 

LaRouche something along the lines of the direction that the 

International Monetary Fund is going; and whether the Inter- 

national Monetary Fund represents an institution to change. 

But I would like to read one question which I think is more 

of a statement, and I'd ask you to comment on this. And 

this is from the former Secretary of State of the Argentine 

Republic, Julio Gonzalez. And he states the following: 

“Mr. LaRouche, a coalition government must be estab- 

lished immediately in the United States, in order to save the 

world economy. The political program of this new govern- 

ment must be to stop the expansion of wars based on oil, 

and those economic resources must be applied to building 

railroads over the entire globe, as your marvelous develop- 

ment project has indicated. Such wonderful plans will put an 

end to British supremacy and will stop their clash of civiliza- 

tions, intended to eliminate the world’s population. 

“How to do it? The philosophical and mathematical ge- 

nius Blaise Pascal said once, that power rules the world, but 

opinion based on reason leads power. With Lyndon 

LaRouche’s world economic program to save nations, such 

world public opinion will be immediately established. 

“Lyndon LaRouche, victory, and future.” 

LaRouche: As you probably know, in Argentina, they 

have very few illusions of the type common to Europe. They 

don’t believe the British are good. So therefore, they tend to 

be more objective about the world situation than many other 

parts of the world. But this is true. 

We have a development about the crisis in Mexico now. 

Throughout South America, which is extremely important, 

because South America is coming out of the dirt after being 

put there, from the 1970s on, increasingly over the course of 

the 1970s. And you have Lula, who—1I don’t pass judgment 

on Lula—but his reelection in Brazil is significant in the sense 

that it creates a solidification of a process of adjustment —I 

wouldn’t say just cooperation, but adjustment—among the 

nations of South America, which will have some impact mov- 
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ing north. They do want to develop. They do have practical 

ideas. The role of the current President of Argentina is ex- 

tremely useful in this respect. He s taken initiatives — in coop- 

eration with other nations of South America, not just as Ar- 

gentina alone —but in cooperation, which are really quite 

beneficial and very promising for the future. 

But what this gentlemen expresses is, I find, most agree- 

able. Thank you. 

Tremblay: Do we have a question from Washington? 

Freeman: Good morning. We do have a number of ques- 

tions from institutions here in Washington. Before I ask Lyn 

the first question, I'd like to just mention that there are a 

number of audiences, in addition to the audience in Berlin 

and here, gathered and participating in today’s event. There 

are five university campuses in four cities in Bolivia; there 

are six universities in Colombia that are participating, as well 

as three separate trade union organizations; and we have an 

event ongoing in Argentina, as well. 

Clinton’s Effort for a ‘New 
Financial Architecture’ 

Lyn, the first question comes from a senior staff member 

from the U.S. House of Representatives. It’s someone whom 

you know very well. Her question to you is this: “Lyn, during 

the 1998 economic crisis, then-President Clinton and Trea- 

sury Secretary Rubin discussed proposals which sound very 

similar to those you are suggesting now, for a ‘new financial 

architecture.” It was a very hopeful time for all of us. What 

happened to hinder their plans, then? And how can you over- 

come renewed efforts from those who sabotaged a changed 

direction in the past, under what was an arguably more auspi- 

cious situation?” 

LaRouche: There were two problems there. At that point, 

I was very much involved —this is particularly in August of 

1998 — because I'd seen this coming, this GKO bond crisis, 

and we’d dealt with in 1997 a similar kind of crisis, which 

George Soros was sort of a figure in, at that time. So we were 

prepared. I was prepared. 

And at that point, in August, at a meeting of his own staff, 

President Clinton then just came to the conclusion that I had 

been right, and they had been wrong in their estimate of the 

situation. And with his Treasury Secretary Bob Rubin, at the 

time, moved to craft a sense of planning, which in the month 

of September, came out in a meeting he had with the New 

York Council on Foreign Relations —a private organization; 

but he came out of that thing, and didn’t have a follow-up. 

The lack of follow-up was — what he had done, is he had 

actually threatened to bait the bear, and hadn’t followed 

through, and the bear began to strike back at him. And the 

bear struck back with a scandal and an attempt at impeach- 

ment— we call it “bear facts” I guess — an attempt at impeach- 

ment of the President. So that made a mess of everything. 

And the forces which were being mobilized by the President 
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U.S. Treasury 

President Clinton and his Treasury Secretary Robert Rubin 

threatened to “bait the bear,” by proposing to adopt a policy 
similar to LaRouche’s, for a “new financial architecture,” at the 
time of the 1998 GKO bond crisis. The impeachment of Clinton 

sabotaged it. 

to act for a monetary reform were neutralized by this set of 

circumstances, which is what often happens. 

I think that, today, that President Clinton probably has a 

clearer retrospective view of what the issues were then, than 

he had then. I think he’s clearer on this now, than he was then. 

Unfortunately, he’s not President. You know, we have a lot 

of problems that wouldn’thave occurred to the planet, if Presi- 

dent Bill Clinton had had a third term. We’d have avoided a 

lot of disasters, this way. The past six years have been really 

a mess. 

So, we’re at the point now, that either, as I’ve indicated 

today, speaking here today: Either we go through a reform 

which reverses the decisions of 1971 and ’72, to reestablish 

the modality of a Bretton Woods system—at that point, that 

does not mean we’re simply going back to the Bretton Woods 

system, because at that time, when the Bretton Woods system 

was formed, the United States dollar was the only currency in 

the world, and every other currency in the world depended 

upon the dollar. Today, we’re not the only currency in the 

world. And therefore, you have to use the dollar as a mecha- 

nism of organizing other currencies together, for a fixed- 

exchange-rate system by agreement among a number of na- 

tions. That’s essentially the change. 
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Otherwise, it’s the same thing: We have to put the thing 

through bankruptcy reform; we have to bankrupt whole bank- 

ing systems fo save them—not to shut them down, because 

they’ll shut down themselves, if we don’t do it. They re hope- 

lessly bankrupt. But we need the bank as an institution, there- 

fore, we’re going to save the bank as an institution, not be- 

cause it’s worthy or because it’s solid or something of that 

sort. It’s made a mess! It’s mismanaged, it’s terrible! But 

we’re going to save it, because we need it. You need private 

banking institutions, and you need a national banking system 

to coordinate private banking institutions. That way you can 

resume economic activity without missing a step. 

If you try to start to reinvent banking, you lose. So we’re 

going to have to save the banking system, and we’re going 

to have a general bankruptcy-type reform, of banking sys- 

tems in various countries, together, simultaneously, by heads 

of government meeting, and agreeing on these things. We 

have to reform the system, we have to create a new form of 

credit—government credit, because there will be no private 

credit net available—so it must be state credit. It must be 

long-term state credit by governments for assigned mission 

objectives: for both public infrastructure, and for private 

industry, agriculture, and so forth. On that basis, we can do 

just fine. 

So, today, I think, looking from 1998 to the present—we 

could take that as a benchmark, President Clinton’s experi- 

ence during the months of August and September of that year 

with the GKO crisis—as a benchmark for what we have to do. 

But we have to add to that some very specific, positive, 

affirmative objectives, in the reorganization of the world sys- 

tem, because we're dealing with a world system. We’re not 

dealing with just a U.S. crisis, or a U.S. agreement with other 

states in a crisis, we have to create a design: a new world, 

monetary and financial and banking system, based on experi- 

ence. We have to design it quickly. We have to get agreement, 

quickly. We must have agreement, for example, with China, 

with India, with Russia, with at least some nations in Europe, 

and the United States and some other nations. If we get that 

kind of principled agreement, we can save this planet. If we 

can’t get such a principled agreement, I'm sorry fellas, we 

won’t save this planet. 

Economics and Human Dignity 
Tennenbaum: It’s my pleasure to announce to you a spe- 

cial guest, who came here this morning from Moscow, from 

Russia: Yuri Krupnov, who is a well-known expert on tech- 

nology and on education. He’s among other things, a member 

of the Council of Experts of the Young People’s Nuclear 

Academy. He has just recently founded a new political party 

in Russia, called the Party of Development, and I think some 

remarks that he could make to us could be very interesting in 

the light of what we’re discussing right here. 

Yuri Krupnov: Thank you. 

Distinguished ladies and gentlemen, I’m very glad to be 
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Yuri Krupnov, founder 

of a new Russian 
political party, the 
Party of Development, 

spoke at the webcast, 
and called for an end 

to deindustrialization. 
“We should organize 

an all-world, or global 
coalition for industrial 
development,” he said.   
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here, and right now to take part in discussion with outstanding 

economist and thinker of our time, Mr. Lyndon LaRouche. 

And Ithink that this discussion and all our speeches are impor- 

tant, first of all, because of our understanding that the situation 

in the world is very unique. Just now, we have not only the 

world finance and economic crisis, and I think that all people, 

all over the world understand that the crisis exists. And there 

is not any honest man who could deny it. 

But more important, that the situation is changing just 

right now. Ten years ago, when 1 was introduced to Mr. 

LaRouche, I thought that we haven’t got any near future, and 

we haven’t any opportunity to take part in economic develop- 

ment, to take part in political development, and to take part 

in world development. But just now, I think that we’ve got 

the main orientations and the main goals. We have the under- 

standing of the situation, and I’m very proud to say that we’ve 

got quite a different Russia. Ten years ago, in my country, 

we had a very strange crisis, which was organized by the 

government itself. And when, today, Mr. LaRouche speaks 

about the government of the United States, which is in the 

situation to destroy the United States, the situation is very 

similar. Yet at the same time, the situation is different, because 

we know the experience of Russian so-called “reforms,” we 

know the experience of Asian and other crises, we know the 

experience of the last five very strange years of government 

in the United States. 

And I think the main problem now, and we understand 

this problem, is deindustrialization. Deindustrialization is a 

process which is also organized, and we understand that there 

are actors who organize deindustrialization, not only in some 

countries, but all over the world. And I think that the main 

idea should be, how to stop deindustrialization, and how to 

organize industrial development. 

To my mind, industrial development is not a problem 

for some country, any country. Industrial development is the 

main idea, which could unite mankind, and really give the 

proper aim for our actions, and for our attempts to change the 
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world. Just now, in Russia, we are trying to organize the so- 

called Coalition for Industrial Development, and this coali- 

tion is not for political action, but first of all, it is organizing 

for uniting the industrial men, and the men with industrial 

logic and with an industrial mentality. Mr. LaRouche said 

very clearly that todays, it is not obvious for many people, the 

idea itself that every man should work. And that should be 

obvious, and we should support every man, every industrial 

man, every man with an industrial mentality, who tries to put 

their ideas and their mentality as a norm, a normal thing, and 

a norm for all people in the country and for all mankind. 

I think that we should organize not only one coalition in 

Russia, but we should organize an all-world or global coali- 

tion for industrial development, and first of all, it should be 

organized, I guess, here in Berlin. 

Jonathan Tennenbaum has told me many times about the 

situation in Berlin, which was the industrial center, 20, or 100 

years ago, and was a very prominent industrial center, but 

now has only 5% of its industrial capacities. And to my mind, 

this is a great example of what shouldn’t be done, in any 

situation. We should organize our coalition in order to change 

the situation in Russia, first of all, and in Berlin, and in any 

industrial center, or in the city or in the country which has 

industrial capacities, or would like to have them. 

And I think that the main idea, and I was very happy to 

listen to Lyndon LaRouche, today, when he talked about the 

dignity of man as a main idea of industry. We all know the 

expression: “It’s the economy, stupid.” We are talking about 

economy. And Mr. LaRouche also is an outstanding econo- 

mist, without any doubt. But to my mind, we are discussing 

here not economy, first of all: We are discussing the destiny 

of man, and we are discussing the dignity of man, as the main 

goal for any political action, in any country. 

So we should discuss quite another economy. We should 

distinguish between different economies. Well, we see a ca- 

sino economy. This economy is not similar to an economy of 

development, to an Isotope Economy, which Mr. Ten- 

nenbaum suggested. And I guess, just now, we should formu- 

late this mission and this idea, that the dignity of man is the 

aim of any economy. And only such an economy should be 

called an economy. 

I think that the idea of development, and Mr. LaRouche 

said today about even world development, or development of 

the universe, or development of all mankind: The idea of 

development is now, such a thing which should be imple- 

mented in such a community as this. Because, in conclusion, 

I should say that I'm very proud to be here, and to listen to 

Lyndon LaRouche, which united people all over the world, 

but special people, who like only to make things which could 

develop the world. And this advanced community is a devel- 

opment itself and should develop the world. I guess it’s a 

mission, and in Russia, I make anything that could develop 

not only Russia, but take part in world development. 

Thank you. 
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Tennenbaum: Perhaps, I would add two brief questions 

from Russia, if you would like to comment: We had a question 

from Prof. Eduard Afanasyev, who is the dean of the Eco- 

nomics Department of the Russian Orthodox University in 

Moscow; which he also asked his classroom for this question. 

So, first question: What does Lyndon LaRouche think of 

Nobel Prize-winning economists? 

Second question: What does Mr. LaRouche consider 

should and can be the role of Christianity in solving the pres- 

ent world economic and civilizational crisis? 

Perhaps, I'll just throw in another question. This is by 

Alexander Nagorny who is on the editorial board of a weekly 

in Moscow, called Zavtra; it’s a very well-known weekly in 

Russia. And he simply asks, “Mr. LaRouche, what is your 

vision of Russia in general, and Russia’s role as a possible 

geopolitical and geo-economic center, and the future of the 

Russian currency?” 

LaRouche: Well, I don’t think much of Nobel Prize- 

winning economists. I don’t know of any of them who are 

competent. They generally have won their prizes for failure: 

That is, they have won the prize after their theory has failed 

catastrophically. So it’s sort of a negative accomplishment: 

It’s like getting a pension: “You're worthless. Here’s your 

pension. Go away and don’t bother us any more.” 

An Ecumenical Standard of Statecraft 
Christianity has a very specific kind of role. Now, first of 

all, that in dealing with humanity, we have to recognize we 

cannot shove religion down anybody’s throat, as an economic 

policy and otherwise. But we don’t have to. 

You have two great documents coming out of modern 

Europe, which pertain to this question. The first one was by 

Cardinal Nicholas of Cusa, who was the founder of modern 

science, as a matter of fact; revived it from its grave, hidden 

in various empires which had preceded him. And then in the 

Treaty of Westphalia. One of the things that Cusa did, of 

course, was his De Pace Fidei, which was the first ecumenical 

statement—this was in the context of the conflict between 

Christianity and Islam, in the context of the Ottoman Empire. 

Atthat time, he presented this De Pace Fidei as an ecumenical 

doctrine. Now, the ecumenical doctrine of Cusa, then surfaced 

in the Westphalia Treaty of Cardinal Mazarin, his successor, 

as the great policy in which civilization in modern Europe 

emerged, out of the bowels of over a century, a century and a 

half, of religious warfare, started by Tomas de Torquemada, 

and concluding with the 1648 Treaty of Westphalia. 

So, these two things are the lessons, I think, for politics 

globally. 

We're dealing with two areas of culture: We're dealing 

with European culture, in which Christianity is a crucial part, 

the dominant part, at least the cultural part. But you’re also 

dealing with Asian cultures, which are by and large not Chris- 

tian. And therefore, in this case, you have to go back to the 

ecumenical standard of statecraft, rather than a specific reli- 
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gious standard. And what you do, is you take a religious belief 

like Christianity, for example the Epistles of Paul and the 

Gospel of John, which are the most relevant from the stand- 

point of the Christian view of humanity, as a whole—ecumen- 

ical doctrines as well. And you have to find the common 

ground. 

Now, the common ground—this is an important ques- 

tion—I’1l keep it as short as possible: The common ground is 

the difference between man and beast. The difference is not 

simply adistinction, like a brand label, which it oftenis treated 

as. The distinction is, that man can think. Man can think in 

the sense of discovering universal principles of the universe. 

Man does not discover mere values. Man discovers universal 

values, as in a scientific discovery; or say, Johann Sebastian 

Bach’s discovery of well-tempered counterpoint actually is 

not a novelty introduced to modern experience. It actually 

is the discovery of a universal principle, a principle of the 

universe! And that can be demonstrated. I won’t go over it 

here, but that can be demonstrated. 

And therefore, man’s ability to discover, or rediscover, 

principles of the universe, and to apply these principles to 

problems or challenges which confront man, is essential. 

In Christianity, and Christianity’s characteristic for this 

purpose, is not only the mission of Christ, but it’s also the 

mission of his followers, particularly John and Paul, from 

whom the understanding, the assimilation of the highest level 

of civilization at that time, which had been Classical Greek 

culture; so from the distillation of the highest level of culture 

which had previously existed, Christianity adopted, through 

such instruments as Paul and John, adopted an understanding 

of the distinction between man and beast, and of the universal- 

ity of man, as distinct from the beast. 

Now, what we must achieve, in dealing with humanity 

as a whole—we’re dealing with different cultures. Not only 

different languages, not just the dictionary value of the lan- 

guage, but the connotations of the use of the language. The 

habits of the use of the language by a people, the values of 

that form of language in the experience of the people. And 

it’s through that medium, that a people is capable of working 

together in the realm of ideas, as opposed to words and 

objects. 

So therefore, it’s essential, if you wish to have a society 

which is based on the will and participation of the people, you 

must respect their language, their language-culture. Because 

their language-culture is the repository of their communica- 

tion about all kinds of values, including the deepest values. 

Therefore, when you're dealing with the factor of Chris- 

tianity, its values, you can only deal with that, from the stand- 

point of taking what culture you represent, and transmitting 

the values in the terms of the other culture which you’re ad- 

dressing. So the approach has to be an ecumenical approach. 

It means an ecumenical approach in the case of Christianity, 

of going to the most profound level of Christianity, its concep- 

tion as typified by the work of John and Paul, as Apostles. 
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And proceed from that, as in the case, actually, Cusa did. 

And as actually in the case of the Westphalian Treaty. The 

Westphalian Treaty is based on I Corinthians 13: the concept 

of agape, the Greek concept of agape. 

So, that value is universal: It’s a part of Christianity, but 

it’s also universal. And there are ways in which, say, a good 

missionary, or an astute politician, can carry universal values 

from his own language through the language-culture of an- 

other people. And that’s the way we should approach this. 

And in that sense, as our friend from Russia points out, Chris- 

tianity does have a significant role in statecraft: this role, for 

the Christian. We're trying to reach the mind, the values, as 

they may be experienced in the language-culture of another 

people and a different religion: Ecumenicism. 

Russia’s Unique Strategic Mission 
Now, on the role of Russia itself: Russia has some very 

interesting specific qualities, among which one is exemplary. 

You had a famous Russian, who was once a prince and once 

a Tsar, known as Peter the Great. And he showed up in Ger- 

many on two occasions in particular, at one place: at a famous 

academy in the mountains abutting Saxony. And from leaving 

there, once as a prince and once as a Tsar, he established 

academies of geology in Petersburg and in Moscow. One of 

them has the tradition of the Vernadsky Museum Institute 

today in Moscow. 

Now, Russia’s achievement in physical science, espe- 

cially in the areas of geology, is outstanding for the world. It 

not only is outstanding in the world, but Russia represents a 

territory, both developed and undevel- 

oped, which Russians know how to deal 

with, because they have this particular 

kind of development of geology: Is, how 

do we take this mass of land-area, which 

contains all kinds of undeveloped min- 

eral resources, as well as developed 

ones, with a hungry China, a hungry 

Asiato the south, which needs the devel- 

opment of raw materials. Russia has the 

ability, the scientific ability, lodged in 

the Russian Academy of Sciences— 

which also went through the evolution 

of being the Soviet Academy of Sci- 

ences; and the Ukrainian Academy of 

Sciences—it has the ability to deal with 

understanding how we have to approach 

the management of the development of 

raw materials in these areas, which the 

rest of the planet needs—especially the 

population of Asia. 

So therefore, Russia has a very spe- 

cific quality which is built into the Rus- 

sian character, and expressed particu- 

larly in certain aspects of the Academies 

EIR November 10, 2006 

  

  
“Russia has a very specific quality which is 
built into the Russian character, and 

expressed particularly in certain aspects of 
the Academies of Sciences in Russia, as a 
tradition. They think better about this thing, than anybody else on this planet does, 

generally. And that’s where they are outstanding.” From left: Dmitri Mendeleyev, V.I. 
Vernadsky. 

Tsar Peter the Great 

established academies 

of geology in 
Petersburg and in 
Moscow. 

Library of Congress 

of Sciences in Russia, as a tradition. They think better about 

this thing, than anybody else on this planet does, generally. 

And that’s where they are outstanding. 

Also, youhave, typical of this, is the work of Mendeleyev; 

typical of this is the work of Vernadsky. And the ideas of 

Mendeleyev, even though they were not completed by him, 

and the ideas of Vernadsky, which also were not completed 

by him, typify the things in Russia which are specifically 

Russian, culturally, which are of specific value to the rest of 

the world. Apart from that, Russia is also a Eurasian culture 
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because of the history of its development. It has elements of 

Asian culture, as well as European. So Russia is a Eurasian 

culture. 

Now, what’re we trying to do? We're trying to bring to- 

gether, all of Eurasia over the next 50 years, into a cooperative 

scheme of development. And Russia’s particular value, is 

being the Eurasian pivot, which unites the function of Europe 

in Eurasia, with the functions of Asia. This is typified by 

Russia’s relationship to India and to China. And the time has 

come, that the world has to recognize, that Berlin—which is 

one of the reasons I stand here, today—that Berlin, as the 

epitome of Western and Central Europe, is the link to Moscow 

and other places in Russia. And Moscow and other places like 

that in Russia, are the link of Europe, to India, and to China, 

and to other places in Asia, and to the development of the 

natural resources in Asia—in Russian Asia and elsewhere— 

which is necessary for Eurasia as a whole. 

So, Russia has a very nicely defined, primary mission, 

from the standpoint of the interests of nations which abut it. 

Thank you. 

What’s Behind the Darfur Crisis? 
Tremblay: Debbie, do you have a question from D.C.? 

Freeman: Lyn, this question was submitted by a policy 

foundation. It reflects a whole series of questions on the same 

topic that we’ ve just been bombarded with over the course of 

the last few days. The question is as follows: 

“Mr. LaRouche, you have a long history as an outspoken 

defender of human rights, especially in the developing sector. 

Atarecentevent in Washington, D.C., former President Clin- 

ton addressed the current tragic situation in Darfur, and at that 
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Lyndon LaRouche addressing a 
conference in Khartoum on 
“Peace Through Development 

Along the Nile Valley, in the 
Framework of a New, Just 

World Economic Order,” 
January 2001. 

meeting, he voiced his support for an aggressive U.S.-led 

intervention to remedy it. We were very surprised at that 

time to learn from your spokeswoman that you emphatically 

disagreed. Given your record, we assume that you do not 

condone the current stance of the Bashir government, and 

since this issue is going to continue to escalate as a major 

strategic factor in the immediate days ahead, we would really 

appreciate it if you would explain your view of the situation, 

both in terms of its cause, and also of its remedy.” 

LaRouche: First of all, the problem is caused by the 

United States; the problem of Sudan is caused by the United 

States. It goes back to the time that, in this case, the current 

President’s father, who may wish to disown the connection, 

was a Vice President of the United States. And he, with his 

wife, made a visit to the capital of Sudan, and did some un- 

pleasant things. But he was also involved, as Vice President, 

in what became known as Iran-Contra. He was a key part in 

organizing what we call today al-Qaeda, together with the 

British, because they’ ve got people who are highly religiously 

motivated in the Arab world, especially in Saudi Arabia, and 

went to religious people in places such as Sudan and else- 

where, and recruited from Muslim Brotherhood circles, 

which were religious, people who were enthusiastic for this 

prospect, which we call al-Qaeda, which was then what the 

United States organized at the behest of Brzezinski and com- 

pany earlier, continued by Vice President Bush and by Jimmy 

Goldsmith of England, and so forth, as what was called the 

Afghanistan War of the 1980s. 

So, in this period, the United States in the person of Vice 

President Bush at that time, and others, had this grand war 

going over there, and they used people from the Arab world, 
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West Darfur: A displaced woman tries to find shelter from the rain 

in al-Junaynah. “The problem of Darfur is caused by the United 
States,” going back to the time of Vice President George H.W. 

Bush and his Iran-Contra operation, said LaRouche. 

particularly religious Arabs, particularly Saudi connections 

and so forth, to conduct this war in Afghanistan, which we 

are still experiencing at the present time—what they did then. 

It was a war on the underbelly of the Soviet Union, which was 

in a sense a bad idea. We had a better approach to this than 

they did, to deal with this—the Soviet Union. So in this pro- 

cess, that happened. 

Now, at the time that President Clinton was leaving of- 

fice—and I think his administration had a very poor compre- 

hension of Africa, in practice. And I think [ have a much better 

comprehension of the problems of Africa, though I'm not 

perfect on the subject, than he does, still. Though I think his 

ideas have improved greatly, and I think his administration 

served him badly, particularly on the Africa question, as in 

the case of Uganda and so forth; I think he was very badly 

served by many people in his administration, in the State 

Department at that time, and this is part of the problem. 

But, 1 was last physically in Sudan at the end of January 

of 2001, and I ran into a buzz saw. I was there doing work on 

the question of water. I’d been there a number of times before. 

I was very familiar with the problems in the country, and the 

complexity of these problems, which this problem of Darfur 

is a reflection of, but a reflection of something else specifi- 

cally. If you want to deal with the question, you have to deal 

with it honestly. 

First of all, the objective of some people, recognizing that 

the key to the whole area, from the so-called Lake Victoria 

(which I think is a name that ought to be changed, to some 

respectable name), all the way to the Mediterranean Sea, that 

this area is governed now by a water agreement which in- 

volves Egypt, on the measurement of the Nile water. Now, 

the objective was, the imperialist objectives, were to destroy 

Egypt. How? If you break the Nile water agreement by split- 
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ting off parts of these micro-state creations in this area, then 

you will break the water agreement, and then what will happen 

is Egypt will blow up, and the entire Arab world will blow up! 

So, looking at these things as isolated human interest 

things, is a mistake, because it is sophistry; it’s ignoring the 

problem. Now, as I said, I was there in January of 2001. What 

I ran into was a buzz saw. The Arabs coming out of Saudi 

Arabia, of Prince Bandar and so forth, told the people in Sudan 

that they had a friend in George Bush, George W. Bush, and 

the George W. Bush Administration. And I said, “No!” I said 

George W. Bush is here to destroy your country! He’s not 

your friend. But they said, no, the Clinton Administration 

made a mess of the place. Bush is going to make it better. 

And I said, he’s going to destroy you. And it happened. It’s 

been destroyed. 

Now, this crisis down there is a product of what the Bush 

Administration has done, and the ignorance on the Africa 

question on the part of Clinton’s own administration. Clin- 

ton’s own administration made a mess of Sudan policy. It was 

not the cause of the problem, but it made a mess of the whole 

thing, failing to understand, because of very bad advisors on 

the question of this area. And, as I said, I think the former 

President would recognize today that some of his former advi- 

sors served him very badly on this question. And this mess is 

created by Bush, so why don’t you clean up the Bush Admin- 

istration? And then we can settle the Darfur thing. 

Yes, it is a problem, but it’s a problem which is orches- 

trated. You want to treat this thing, you want to solve it? 

You're not going to solve it, not by those methods. You may 

think you have excellent intentions, but it’s not going to work. 

You don’t understand the area. And you have to understand 

this area, and not just by intelligence reports, you have to 

understand the people, you’ ve got to understand the history. 

You've got to understand Egypt. You’ve got to look at what 

some people thought about Museveni. You want to under- 

stand the problem in Darfur? Look at Museveni! And look at 

what the Clinton Administration’s attitude was on Museveni. 

That’s where mistakes were made. And the problem is, the 

former President has to look at this this way. You cannot be 

so attached to the idea of doing a humanistic act, that in the 

course of doing what is ostensibly with humanistic intention, 

becomes a contribution to a disaster, again. And that’s what 

the problem is. 

People should listen to me, and talk to me a little more 

about these things, and then they wouldn’t make those mis- 

takes. 

Tremblay: My friend and colleague from France, Elodie 

Viennot, is going to take the microphone. 

Viennot: Good evening, I’m speaking here in particular 

from the Presidential campaign of Jacques Cheminade, who's 

here with a small delegation of the LaRouche Youth Move- 

ment, as we're campaigning there. We're very happy to be 

here at a moment which is completely critical, obviously also 
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These young people, photographed in Harvard Square in 1987, 

have become today’s “Tweeners.” “They tended to become 
religious fanatics, in reaction against the absolute immorality of 

the older generation, the Baby-Boomer generation.” 

for France. And I have a question coming from, in particular, 

mayors of villages and smaller towns of the country, who are 

those who can make it possible that Mr. Cheminade is an 

official candidate in the Presidential election that is scheduled 

for April of next year. And, in general, they are extremely 

disgusted with the course that our civilization has taken, what 

France has been doing, Europe in general, and are very dis- 

traught, in terms of what they can actually do. And in general, 

the question is the following: As local and regional leaders, 

what can we expect from Mr. LaRouche and Mr. Cheminade’s 

campaigns; and beyond signing for Mr. Cheminade as a can- 

didate, what can we do from our grassroots position for your 

movement? 

Mobilize the Youth! 
LaRouche: Well, there are several things that have to be 

done. First of all, as in all things, we have a generation of 

people between the ages of 18 and 30, who are not messed 

up in the same way that the older two generations are—the 

Tweener and the Baby-Boomer generations, as they’re called 

in the United States, and also here. That the Baby-Boomer 

generation, apart from a few excellent individuals who are 

valuable, have been a disaster for humanity, in their role in 

policy. You see, for example, you look at the 1980s, the 1970s: 

We had in the 1980s, things I was doing and things that were 

associated with me—for example, we organized major forces 

in countries around the world, such as France, Italy, Germany 

and so forth, in major projects, strategic projects, that I was 

involved in. These involved an attempt to try to secure an 

avoidance of a collision with the Soviet Union at that time. 

But people were committed to that. When you go into the 
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The new generation, LaRouche Youth Movement organizers in 
Harvard Square, April 2005: “You have a younger generation, of 

young adults, 18-30 years of age approximately—there’s some 
destroyed people, but you find in there a repository of people who, 
under the right conditions, can develop and provide leadership for 

future society. ...” 

"90s, the later part of the *90s and the "90s as a whole, we're in 

a disaster area, because what had happened is, the generation 

which had been still leading governments in Europe and the 

United States, the generation that began to die out toward the 

end of the 1980s, was replaced by the Baby-Boomer genera- 

tion, and the policies have been an absolute disaster. 

Take for example, the case of the United States. The Baby 

Boomer, the 68er, was typified, especially the upper 20% of 

family-income brackets, by the most crass immorality ever 

invented. It was Sodom and Gomorrah revisited, the 68ers. 

They were not a heroic generation. They may have fought 

against some things that were bad, but they created worse 

things than they fought against. They became sexual freaks. 

They were known for their sexual freakishness and other 

kinds of things. Their habits, entertainment habits, their recre- 

ational habits in general. You had another generation that 

came along, who were very poorly educated, called the 

Tweeners. They tended to become religious fanatics, in reac- 

tion against the absolute immorality of their older generation, 

the Baby-Boomer generation. See, when you’re dealing with 

politics in the United States or in Europe, you run right into 

this problem. That the Baby-Boomer generation, that is, the 

upper 20% of family income brackets, who are now generally 

in service between the ages of 50 and 65, are generally hope- 

less, morally, intellectually hopeless in dealing with any cri- 

sis situation. 

You have a Tweener generation, which is very poorly 

educated, which is raised in a post-industrial orientation and 

environment, has a very poor mooring in reality, from a practi- 

cal standpoint. You have a younger generation, of young 

adults, 18-30 years of age approximately—there’s some de- 
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stroyed people, but you find in there a repository of people 

who, under the right conditions, can develop and provide 

leadership for future society. They have no money, because 

there’s no money around. They have a very poor living stan- 

dard. They come mostly from broken families. You know, 

it’s very hard to find out who your daddy and mother were in 

that generation, because their marriage habits were such-and- 

such. So, this kind of problem. 

Therefore, today, the key thing to focus upon is: Can you 

mobilize an effective operation? Can you mobilize people 

from the 18-30 age group of young adults? If you can mobilize 

that generation, or a significant part of it, you can then build 

a core of leadership, which, like youth movements in the past 

of all European history, every important change in culture, in 

politics, in the history of Europe, has come from a generation 

of that age group of 18-25, 18-30 age group. They are adult, 

they think like adults, they have adult orientation, but they 

are open to change. It is the initiative: Take the American 

Revolution. 

The American Revolution, except for an old geezer like 

me, Benjamin Franklin, was largely people of this generation, 

youth generation, young adults. They made a revolution that 

shook the world: the American Revolution at the time. Same 

thing was going on elsewhere. And when the leadership of 

youth was bad, the revolution failed, or the progress failed. 

So the key thing here is, the organization, and all serious 

politicians, all serious political leaders and other leaders, must 

recognize that the mobilization and development of the 18- 

30 age group, as a force of leadership to inspire the rest of the 

population to move to necessary actions and decisions, is the 

future of humanity. And nothing else will work. Nothing else 

will work. Everything else will fail, without that factor. 

I work with this young generation, and I’ve seen them 

do things that the older generation would never dream of 

accomplishing. 

The American System vs. the British 
Tremblay: The next block of questions is basically on 

the situation in the United States, as you can well imagine. 

Again, this process of dialogue has been ongoing, so you have 

answered some of them in writing. There’s a question from 

Col. Eberhart Moschel here in Germany, perplexed about the 

situation in the United States. We’ve gotten many questions, 

from different citizens here, who are asking what is happening 

to the civil rights in the United States, and why is it just being 

accepted that civil rights are being destroyed inside the U.S. 

There’ ve been questions on the Iran policy, etc. What I’d just 

like to do, very shortly, is read just one sentence from the 

question from Prof. Lokesh Chandra, an eminent historian 

and former member of the Indian Parliament. He asked, “How 

do you view the aggressive policies of the present U.S. admin- 

istration, in alienating vast sections of the world’s people? 

How do you see this?” 

LaRouche: You have to look back to the end of World 

EIR November 10, 2006 

  
National Archives 

President Franklin D. Roosevelt and Prime Minister Winston 

Churchill at Casablanca, January 1943. The two leaders clashed 
over the shape of the post-war world, but FDR managed to pull 
Churchill away from support for Hitler. 

War II. You have to look back to the point of the death of 

Franklin Roosevelt, and the accession of his enemy Harry 

Truman to the Presidency. Roosevelt's policy had been, from 

the beginning of his administration—it was a policy of a con- 

flict with Churchill during the time of the attempted coopera- 

tion between Churchill and Roosevelt. Churchill, for bad rea- 

sons, took the good step of helping to break up the fact that 

most of the British monarchy was organized behind Hitler, 

and but for a few people such as Churchill, who Roosevelt 

managed to pull away from support from Hitler—and remem- 

ber, the leadership of French banking, typified by Lazard 

Freres, Worms, and so forth, and Deterding in the Nether- 

lands, were Nazis. That’s what they were. They may not have 

been Nazi Party members, but they were behind Schacht, and 

Schacht was a Nazi. Schacht was a master Nazi. He organized 

the Nazi Party, as a force, for the head of the Bank of England. 

And the British were using again, their intention was to use 

Hitler, originally, to have Germany go into a war against the 

Soviet Union. And then, to have Britain and France fall on 

the ass of Germany, while Germany was deeply involved in 

the occupation of the territory of the Soviet Union. That was 

the original plan, in support of Mussolini, support of Franco 

later, support of Hitler, all came from Anglo-Dutch liberal 

and French Synarchist circles in the continent of Europe. They 

are the guilty parties. Of course, at the end of the war, things 

were cleaned up. But by 1948, the French fascists were all 

out of prison and back in their old jobs in finance. That’s 

the reality. 

So, in the process, the issue between Roosevelt and 

Churchill, throughout this war period, was, as Franklin Roo- 

sevelt said, “Wi-i-inston, when this war is over, there is not 

going to be a British Empire! We're going to free these people. 

We’re going to help them develop,” referring to Africa and 
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other colonized areas. The policy of the United States, during 

the period of the war, was the liberation of all colonial territor- 

ies, to become independent sovereign states, and to develop 

with assistance from an American war machine, which would 

be converted to producing goods, capital goods in particular, 

to help them develop. 

The day that Roosevelt died, Truman, who was a stooge 

for Winston Churchill and company, reversed the policy. 

Vietnam had been liberated, Indochina had been liberated, by 

support of the United States. And Ho Chi Minh was a United 

States ally in the liberation of Indochina from French occupa- 

tion. The Netherlands was kicked out by a revolt, which the 

United States supported, under Roosevelt. And so forth and 

SO on. 

The entire effort at liberating the colonial empire of the 

British, the French, the Dutch, and so forth, this thing was 

cancelled. The peace agreement which had been struck with 

Hirohito was suspended. Why? So that Truman could drop 

two unnecessary nuclear weapons on Hiroshima and Naga- 

saki, in order to signal to the world that U.S. policy was the 

British policy of using nuclear weapons as a threatened 

weapon to be dropped on the Soviet Union, to get the Soviet 

Union to give up, to join in world government, the elimination 

of the sovereign nation-state. Now, that was the situation. 

And the problem today, is that the fight is still that, except 

that we lost in the United States. The British faction in the 

United States took over. People think that the United States 

is the problem. It is not the problem. There’s a faction in the 

United States which is tied to the Anglo-Dutch Liberal faction 

of Europe, the imperial faction, the faction behind globaliza- 

tion. That is the problem. 

And what is happening to the United States—in order to 

have globalization, you have to get rid of the United States. 

What is happening under George W. Bush and Lynne 

Cheney’s dog, the President of vice, what is happening is that 

the United States has, in six years, discredited itself as never 

before in history. The world hates the United States, despises 

the United States, and says the planet would be better off if 

the United States were to disappear. If you want to destroy an 

empire, to destroy it from the outside, you destroy it first from 

the inside. If you think back to Nov. 7, 2000, think back, what 

has been the change in the view of the United States from 

around the world since Clinton left office, to the present day? 

The United States in the Middle East is being destroyed. By 

whom? By the United States! The U.S. military is being de- 

stroyed in Afghanistan, in Iraq. U.S. credibility in the entire 

area is being destroyed. They're now going to destroy Tur- 

key—that’s one of the next targets—by using Kurdistan, the 

Kurdish issue, to split up Turkey. What do you think that’s 

going to do? The threatened nuclear bombing of Iran is still 

on the agenda. The breakup of China is on the agenda. Wars 

against Russia are on the agenda. All seeming to come from 

the United States. The Orange Revolution—it’s actually the 

Lemon Revolution, eh? This is how the United States is being 
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destroyed. It’s being destroyed, as all empires are destroyed. 

If you can destroy them from the inside, then you can easily 

destroy them from the outside. That's what’s happening. 

Freeman: This is Debbie Freeman in Washington. When 

I mentioned the audiences that were gathered in Ibero- 

America, I failed to note—and I want to note, most emphati- 

cally—that five important universities in Peru are holding 

gatherings where these proceedings are being monitored, and 

among them is the National Agrarian University in Lima, 

where we would like to send particular greetings to Professor 

De la Vega and the new LYM chapter there. This, I under- 

stand, is the sixth LaRouche webcast that is being shown at 

that location. 

In terms of additional questions from the United States, | 

thought we were doing a one-to-one ratio. It doesn’t seem to 

be going that way. We have a lot of institutional questions 

here, so we’re going to have to figure out how to deal with it. 

I will defer to a request from Berlin, and ask the next question, 

which was submitted by Prof. Jorge Hirsch from the Univer- 

sity of California in San Diego, but I will note that we have 

a number of congressional and other questions as well. Dr. 

Hirsch says: 

“Mr. LaRouche, given that the Bush Administration has 

radically changed the U.S. nuclear weapons policies, to make 

nuclear weapons more useable without consulting Congress 

or the American people, and it has explicitly confirmed that a 

U.S. nuclear strike against Iran is an option on the table, and 

this was explicitly stated in George Bush’s April 18 press 

conference, and that the decision to launch a nuclear strike is 

solely President Bush's, I'd like to ask: What do you think 

the international community could do to help foreclose the 

real possibility that America will use nuclear weapons against 

Iran, which would have catastrophic consequences for Iran, 

for the United States, and for the world? For example, do 

you think it would help if our European allies demanded that 

President Bush take the nuclear option against Iran off the 

table, as a condition for them to continue supporting our joint 

diplomatic effort on Iran’s nuclear program? Or do you think 

itwould help if Russia and China would ask that the U.S. make 

a firm unconditional public commitment not to use nuclear 

weapons against Iran, while Iran is a non-nuclear weapons 

state, in exchange for them agreeing to support sanctions 

against Iran if it doesn’t suspend enrichment?” 

LaRouche: Well, the problem is, that if you’re going to 

fight war, and you’re going toward a global policy of fighting 

war, as the United States and Britain have done so far under 

the Blair-Bush alliance, then any weapons that can be used, 

will be used. And trying to get bans on nuclear weapons under 

those conditions is a waste of time. What you have to do is 

get at the root of the cause. There are two roots. First of all is 

the root of war, and the root of war is called, in this case, 

“regime change.” If you don’t like what a nation is doing, 

overthrow its government, or else. And that’s not really the 
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“Why would George Shultz [left |[—this ever-loving evil totalitarian—want to stick an 
idiot, a congenital idiot like George W. Bush, into the Presidency of the United States 

during a period of crisis? . . . The Bush-Cheney combination was put in to clear the way 
for globalization, by discrediting and destroying the United States.” 

purpose, but that’s what the idiot says. (I'm speaking of the 

President, of whom I’m speaking kindly by calling him an 

idiot. You could call him something else, much more appro- 

priately.) 

The problem is, you have to eliminate the factor of war. 

Now, you can not eliminate the factor of war as long as you 

have a Bush-Cheney Administration. There’s no way you're 

going to get the agreement, so why propose to seek an agree- 

ment with an idiot who will not agree to it under any circum- 

stances? They will go to war. Look, what is Bush? You have 

to understand this clearly. People don’t think sometimes, stra- 

tegically. They don’t think globally. Bush is an imbecile. A 

mentally ill imbecile, a moral imbecile as well as an intellec- 

tual one. Now, why would someone like George Shultz take 

an idiot, a deranged, morally inferior person like George W. 

Bush, Jr., and say to him, “You're going to be the President 

of the United States”? And the entire Bush Administration 

was orchestrated by the same George Shultz who organized 

putting Pinochet into power in Chile. Who also gave us Opera- 

tion Condor in the Southern Cone of South America in the 

1970s, which committed some of the worst Nazi-style geno- 

cide, using Nazi veterans to guide it. And this was done under 

George Shultz. Now, why would George Shultz—this ever- 

loving evil totalitarian—want to stick an idiot, a congenital 

idiot like George W. Bush into the Presidency of the United 

States during a period of crisis? 

Obviously, the tadpole is a tool. He’s not really a political 

figure. The Bush-Cheney combination was put in to cause 

the United States to destroy itself, and to clear the way for 

globalization, by discrediting and destroying the United 

States. Because as long as you had a patriotic instinct for 

EIR November 10, 2006 

  

saving the United States as a sovereign 

nation, as a sovereign republic, you 

could not have globalization on this 

planet. If you destroy the United States, 

Europe has no guts! Western and central 

Europe are gutless. Don’t talk about 

what they’re going to do. They don’t 

have the guts to do anything really 

strong. They don’t have leaders who 

will do it. Leaders who might have de- 

veloped were broken. My generation of 

Europeans might have done something, 

but they're dead or almost dead. So 

they’re not here to save civilization. 

You have weak secondary leaders, who 

don’t have the guts or the understanding 

to do these kinds of things. 

So therefore, there’s only one rem- 

edy. It has two parts. Number one, get 

rid of the Bush-Cheney Administration. 

Don’t waste your time trying to improve 

what can not be improved. Don’t try to 

improve poison by giving it a better fla- 

vor. Get rid of it! Get the United States to immediately im- 

peach these two clowns. Get ’em out of there! We have not 

had a double impeachment of President-Vice President. Let's 

have one; it’s time! 

See, the problem here is the wrong kind of thinking about 

war. What do we have to go to war for? I can not think of any 

case in which we would want to go to war, on this planet. I 

can think of instances where we might want to engage in 

military defensive action, which would be an act of war. I 

don’t like the idea of Desert Storm, but we know that at least 

George Bush the father was not as insane as George Bush the 

son. George Bush’s father was advised, and he accepted the 

advice, that after he had defeated Saddam Hussein in that 

engagement called Desert Storm, he would not try to occupy 

the country, knowing that occupying the country would lead 

to an internal revolt, which would lead into asymmetric war- 

fare! And the United States had just gone through asymmetric 

warfare in Vietnam. They had seen the Russians go through 

itin Afghanistan, and by that time, everybody had understood, 

you don’t start asymmetric warfare! So therefore, Bush did 

it! Why? To destroy the United States. Did Bush intend to 

destroy the United States. Who knows what he intended? 

What difference does it make? You don’t ask a rattlesnake 

why it’s poisonous! The point is, people who are afraid, who 

don’t see the possibility of doing what is necessary. 

U.S. Mission, Pristina/AP/Kenneth Lambert 

The Westphalian Approach 
What we need to do is get back to the idea of a Westphalian 

approach to politics. We have to bring nations together, even 

badly behaving nations, by doing something good for them. 

Look, like North Korea: North Korea is not a pleasant place 
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to live, butkickingitdoesn’tdo any good. You make it desper- 

ate and mean. You starve it, you're not helping it! What you 

dois offer something, as the Clinton Administration in a sense 

was doing. You offer the opportunity for integration, for eco- 

nomic development, for feeding its people, for building up 

industries. You take the “enemy,” in a sense, your foe, and 

you make him your ally! How? By doing something good for 

them. Because if you do something good for the nation, the 

government of the nation must sooner or later respond to the 

fact that the people like what you're doing for them. They 

don’t want to fight you. 

What we need to do is have a policy toward Africa. You 

have to have a policy. Our policy must be to care for the 

people of other countries, and to do the things that we can do 

which will benefit them. And once they understand they're 

working on a beneficial basis with us, we can talk to them! 

We can conduct diplomacy. We have to be prepared, in some 

cases, to defend ourselves, if one of these nations goes amok 

and decides to attack people, but we’re going to behave the 

way the United States behaved in Desert Storm. Once the 

issue of the fight is settled, the shooting stops! And the recon- 

struction begins. So you may have to use military force to 

defend institutions from aggression, but you do not use mili- 

tary force for regime change or to try to impose a regime or 

to try to make an enemy by provoking it, in order to create a 

pretext for attack. Don’t worry about how to settle these wars; 

don’t have them! Don’t seek them! 

Have a good defense, which the United States has de- 

stroyed. The United States has no good military defense. 

We're like Israel, which is absolutely impotent. Israel just lost 

a war in Lebanon, by its own stupidity and foolishness—what 

it did in the aerial attack. That’s all it really had, and made a 

mess of everything. Israel’s about to be destroyed, by itself, 

by this kind of warfare. 

So these are the kinds of problems we face. We’ ve got to 

go away from this idea of conflict orientation, to the idea of a 

Westphalian approach, to treaty agreements with other na- 

tions. And also have a defense if you need it, but don’t use it 

except to put out the fire. And don’t go any further than putting 

out the fire. Make friends, not enemies. 

What Should a Democratic Congress Do? 
Freeman: This is a question that was submitted by Jake 

Schechter, who’s a political consultant here in Washington. 

He’s involved in 50 key races for the Democrats around the 

country, and his specialty is policy development, both for the 

campaigns but also in the post-election period. He says: 

“Mr. LaRouche, as it stands today, one week before this 

all-important Federal election, we have a better than even 

chance of taking control of both Houses. Although I do want 

to say that nobody should be overconfident, my own view is 

that we have not yet felt the wrath of the Rove dirty tricks 

apparatus, and you can be sure that it will be unleashed, sooner 

or later. But for the sake of today’s discussion, let’s assume 

26 Feature 

that the Democrats break profile and that we actually do win 

both Houses. What are your instructions to the Speaker of the 

House of Representatives, and to the President of the Senate, 

in terms of what you think they should set as an agenda for 

the first 60 days of the new session?” 

LaRouche: Well, as he knows very well, you have two 

particular problems to deal with. Number one, you do have 

to try to bring Democrats together, but you don’t let that hold 

you back from doing what you have to do. You have to do 

some serious talking in your own ranks, rather than giving 

anyone veto power, in the sense of vetoing things that have 

to be done. You can not have incompetence used as a way of 

compromise. “We’re not going to do anything to offend one of 

our own groups; therefore, we’ll come up with an incompetent 

decision.” You’re now in a crisis where civilization’s about 

to disintegrate! You have no margin for making rotten com- 

promises, even in your own ranks. There are some things 

you can’t compromise on. What you do is you give away 

everything that’s not important, and trade it away in order to 

do what is important. Rotten compromise is no good. Giving 

away things which are valuable to you, but which are less 

important than the main things, means you concentrate on the 

main things. You may sacrifice some things which you think 

are important, but they’re not crucial. Because you do, as a 

matter of fact, have to get some kind of consolidation. 

Lower 80% of Population in Revolt 
The problem is, the politics of the Democratic Party has 

been oriented to the upper 20% of the family income brackets, 

and to the money from the upper 3%! What’s happened is the 

lower 80% has been essentially ignored, or treated as an also- 

ran, or tolerated, at best. Now you’ve gone through a period 

in which the lower 80% is in a revolt. You see this reflected 

in—it’s not the fact that sodomy was being practiced and 

covered up, in the House of Representatives, or things like 

that. That is not what caused the revolt. That was the trigger. 

The population wanted an excuse to break from the Bush 

Administration, and the fact that a member of the House of 

Representatives, Foley, was caught with his pants down made 

a good excuse for the evangelicals to break from the party. 

Because they already have. 

Who are these lower 80%, including the evangelicals? 

They’re people with children, as boys in service in Iraq, or 

returned from Iraq and can’t get medical care, or families 

which were destroyed by being sent to war in Iraq, because 

the government doesn’t protect them, doesn’t support them. 

Economic conditions which are intolerable. There’s every 

reason for the personal lower 80% of family income brackets 

in the United States to hate the Bush Administration. Only 

ideological factors like conservatism, fundamentalism, and 

so forth, have held them in. So now what you get, often people 

react—and you know this—people react not because they 

react on conscious issues, and political issues. They may 

know the issues, but their political behavior somehow does 
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not seem to register. But then you see they react! They react 

on a secondary or tertiary issue, which expresses something 

to them, which they wouldn’t dare express by going directly 

and denouncing the party politically, that is, the Republican 

Party. 

So you have a revolt, now, of people who are suffering: 

senior citizens, health care generally of people over 50 years 

of age, or 40 years of age, all have health-care problems they 

can’t meet, are not covered. Whole towns are disappearing, 

whole sections of the country are disintegrating, the condi- 

tions of life of the lower 80% of the American people are 

miserable, and desperate. It’s coming into the upper 20%, 

with the housing crisis. You're going to have a housing 

crisis, a collapse of housing prices, a mortgage-based crisis. 

Everything is being lost. They're suffering. Doesn’t this 

suffering somehow find a channel to express itself? Yes 

it does. 

Now, the Democratic Party’s mistake is, is that it is ori- 

ented toward the upper 20% of family income brackets on the 

blue side for political support, and the upper 3% for financial 

support. So, how can they get the money to finance their 

campaigns, and how can they get the turnout from the upper 

20% of family income brackets on the blue ticket? That’s the 

issue. That’s the problem. 

Why don’t we look now, where they didn’t look last year, 

at all, at the auto crisis? Now, look at the effect of the auto 

crisis? Whole sections of the United States are destroyed. The 
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A wounded soldier is evacuated 
from Tal Afar in May 2006. 

The lower 80% of Americans, 
including evangelicals, have 
sons and daughters serving in 
Iraq, or returned from Iraq: 

“They can’t get medical care; 

the government doesn’t support 
them. There's every reason for 
the lower 80% of family- 

income brackets in the United 
States to hate the Bush 
Administration.” 

U.S. Air Force/Staff Sgt. Aaron Allmon 

United States no longer has a U.S. auto industry. They have 

an auto industry in there: Japanese, French, so forth, but not 

the U.S. You don’t have the structure of an automobile indus- 

try, controlled by U.S. forces and U.S. interests. And the auto 

and aerospace industries are the gut of a modern industrial 

society. You don’t control the gut of your own modern indus- 

trial society? You don’t have control of your machine-tool 

capability? You rely on the good faith of foreign govern- 

ments? No. And that’s the mistake. What we have to do is 

correct the mistake. Look, in February of 2005 and March 

more emphatically, I emphasized, you have to act now to save 

the U.S. auto industry, as a part of a program of saving the 

United States economy. “No-0-0, we’re not going to do it. 

We’re not gonna do it. We're gonna kiss the butt of Felix 

Rohatyn and other swindlers. Ye-e-es we’ll have infrastruc- 

ture. We'll let Felix Rohatyn finance it.” A fascist! The guy 

who financed putting Pinochet into power in Chile. Eh? That’s 

where the problem lies. 

The problem of the Baby-Boomer generation and the 

problem in the leadership of the Democratic Party is oppor- 

tunism, but there’s a better name for it. It’s sophistry. We 

have to give up sophistry. We have to realize we’re in a crisis, 

we’re at a turning point in world history. We’re about to lose 

the nation as a whole. Fiddle-faddling, trying to horse-trade 

issues in the usual sense no longer makes sense. 

You have to think like Franklin Roosevelt. If you can’t 

think like Franklin Roosevelt, keep your mouth shut! 
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Questions From Eurasia 
Tremblay: We have a series of questions that deal with 

the problems of the interaction between nations in Eurasia. 

The first one is from Chandrajit Yadav, the former Union 

Minister of the Indian government from New Delhi. He says: 

“Dear Mr. LaRouche, I agree with your assessment that 

the world economy is in serious crisis. One third of the youth 

in the world are unemployed. The time has come for an alter- 

native, the LaRouche Eurasian Land-Bridge idea should be 

carried out as soon as possible. But, there’s a problem with 

that. Because the governments of the three Eurasian nations 

which should be the most involved—China, India, and Rus- 

sia—are not providing the required leadership for the Land- 

Bridge. I think, with the weaknesses of these three govern- 

ments, we need a people’s movement to support the Eurasian 

Land-Bridge.” And he asks for your comment. 

I would mention that Prof. Dai Lunzhang, a former chief 

economist of the central bank of China, and his colleagues, 

raised a couple of other points relevant to that. They talked 

about the problem of rivalries between China and India. They 

raised also the question of how to deal with the Sino-Japan 

relationship, and in that relationship with U.S. policy vis-a- 

vis Japan. I would add to that, particularly one question raised 

by the former vice-minister president of Czechoslovakia, who 

is also the former justice minister of Slovakia, Jan Carno- 

gursky, who pinpoints the weakness of the European Union 

as a partner of this and says that we’re threatened with a 

possible collapse of the euro. Would this mean a collapse of 

the European Union? What will happen with the European 

Union? 

And perhaps one last element to put into this, is from 

Jagdish Kapur, who’s a leading Indian intellectual and one 

of the co-chairmen of the Dialogue of Civilizations forum 

from New Delhi, who refers to the failure of world policy, 

including U.S. policy, with respect to the use of nuclear en- 

ergy for development purposes. 

Comments? 

LaRouche: The problem here is, these countries—China, 

India, and Russia—do not yet understand the world situation. 

That’s the problem. They don’t have a sense of what the real 

issue is. They’re looking at issues they do know, but in a 

context which does not correspond to the actual reality, the 

onrushing reality. 

For example, China has not yet understood—they’ve im- 

proved their understanding, but they’ ve not yet understood— 

the implications of a collapse of the dollar for China. They 

know they’re “agin” it, but they don’t understand that this 

policy as such, this U.S. policy, means an impossible situation 

for China. India does not understand that this means an impos- 

sible situation for India. And of course, on the Sino-Japanese 

thing that our Bank of China friend mentions, this is some- 

thing I dealt with otherwise. 

The problem is that, remember, the reform in Japan occur- 

red under the influence of the United States against the British 
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and Dutch. So Japan would still be an Asian nation, com- 

pletely backward, with no industry to speak of, except for the 

United States’ intervention during the period of the 1860s and 

1870s. But later, the same Japanese Emperor who accepted 

the United States’ advice on the industrialization of Japan, 

was won over by the British monarchy, which said to him, 

“You are a monarch, you are the Emperor of Japan. We are 

the Emperor of England. We emperors got to stick together— 

against the United States!” Now, the British wanted to get rid 

of the United States’ influence in China. So what they did was, 

they launched—under Prince Edward Albert—they launched 

in 1894-95, the first Sino-Japanese War, the aggression 

against China by Japan. That was followed by the occupation 

of Korea, again an imperial acquisition, which was then fol- 

lowed by the Russo-Japanese War, which was orchestrated 

entirely by the British monarchy. The orchestration of this 

was done by Prince Edward Albert; it was done in order to 

prepare for World War I in Europe. And then you had Nicho- 

las II, the fool, the Tsar of Russia, who was the nephew of the 

King of England, who made a treaty with the British and 

French, the Sykes-Picot Treaty, on the partition of Iran. Now 

he was fully in the business, and he lost his life. He lost 

Prussia. 

So this is the kind of thing that was going on in this period, 

and people fail to understand that the imperial policy which 

the British monarchy stuck into Japan, against its friend the 

United States—which was what caused the Pearl Harbor inci- 

dent which was organized by the British in the 1920s first, 

and then the British changed sides—that this policy has its 

reverberation today, and the conflict between China and Japan 

today, is a reflection of the continuing British influence in 

dividing the nations of East Asia against one another in order 

to control them. 

And the British influence in India is the same kind of 

problem. I was there. I was actually technically under the 

command of Mountbatten, when I was in U.S. military service 
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in the China-Burma-India theater. Mountbatten was the com- 

mander, [ was in his service, and I was about to make a revolu- 

tion against him. But anyway, that’s another story. But this is 

the same kind of problem today. Therefore, the failure to 

understand, and to look back at history at least 100 years, 

preferably two or three hundred years—to understand today, 

you must do that, not just try to take the over-the-fence back- 

yard issues of today. You won’t understand them. 

What you need to do in a case like this, you have to rise 

above the issue, get to a higher level, define what are the actual 

interests of mankind, and propose an action which may have 

nothing to do with the way the issues are defined, but changes 

the subject completely. Say, let’s not debate that. Let’s not 

have that family quarrel. Let’s talk about what we want to do 

that’s positive. And that’s the best way to solve these 

problems. 

The European Union Is a Coffin! 
Now, on the problem of the European Union. The Euro- 

pean Union, forget it! It’s a coffin. Do you want to spend 

your life there? The European Union was set up to destroy 

continental Europe, to destroy every nation in continental 

Europe, and it’s done a very efficient job at that. Here’s Ger- 

many, with tremendous unemployment, with lack of industry, 

and you have the occupying powers, chiefly Mitterrand and 

Thatcher, impose a European Union on continental Europe 

and then don’t join it themselves. Because it’s a slave ship. 

The British organize the slave ship, get the Europeans to join 

it, but don’t come aboard themselves. They sit outside and 

watch the fun. So here’s Germany, which technically, 

could—except for the European Union and the ECB [Euro- 

pean Central Bank], and the euro, which is the name for a 

poison pill. They sit there, vast unemployment, decay of in- 

dustries, loss of everything which Germany was capable of 

doing, hamstrung because they can not create state credit to 

build up employment in the industries which are needed to 

bring the deutschemark or the equivalent up to a balance. 

There’s not enough productive employment. 

Like Berlin itself: The city is not allowed to become able 

to support itself with its own income. It is in a permanent 

state of bankruptcy, when a solution would be obvious. The 

government must build up the industries again. We’ve got 

an excellent relationship with China, India, and so forth, on 

Germany's relationship on behalf of Europe with this part of 

the world, Eurasia. Well, why don’t we just do what we 

should? Here’s the railroad center, Berlin, it’s the access to 

the East. We’ve got tremendous markets to the East—why 

don’t we have the industries right here where we have the 

people? Build up the industries, export to the East. We can 

put people to work, we can balance the budget of Berlin. 

Germany can make money again. We can stop the one-euro 

jobs and all this other nonsense. People can have a future. 

The German government could do that, simply by creating 

intelligent application of state credit. But they can’t! Why? 
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Because of the European Union suit, which is a new form of 

the Iron Maiden. So, we shouldn’t really worry about that 

at all. 

On the nuclear power, look, the problem is really very 

simple. The people have been sucked into the “green revolu- 

tion” and globalization. In India as elsewhere. Fine. The prob- 

lem is that, and the problem is that in other parts of the world, 

they don’t want to fight the nuclear power issue, which any- 

body in India knows they need. India of all countries abso- 

lutely requires the immediate widespread application of nu- 

clear power, in 100-900 MW capacities. They require it 

because of the nature of the country. It needs it! The water 

question alone requires nuclear power. You have to dot the 

whole country with nuclear power plants, just to deal with 

these problems. It’s the only solution for India! Other people 

are not realistic, they're Baby Boomers. They think about not 

what you eat, but how you feel about eating, is what’s 

important. 

Impeach Bush and Cheney 
Freeman: Before I ask a question from Washington, we 

did get a communication from Peter Ruffino, from the Uni- 

versity of Chicago Law School. He said: 

“Mr. LaRouche, thank you for your remarks regarding 

the impeachment of Bush and Cheney. As I’m sure you know, 

House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi, who hopes to be the 

Speaker of the House in January, has repeatedly made public 

pledges that if the Democrats win control of the House, that 

she wants to make clear that impeachment of this administra- 

tion is off the table. I drafted a letter to her, asking her to 

withdraw that pledge, in which I outline a series of already 

documented impeachable offenses by this administration, 

even prior to any substantive investigation by Congress. As 

of today, over 150 leading constitutional law experts have 

added their signatures to this letter. I just wanted to use the 

opportunity of this webcast, to invite any American law pro- 

fessors who are listening to this broadcast, to join in this 

effort.” 

I don’t know if he wants me to give out his email address 

or not. If there are people listening who would like a copy of 

the letter and who would like to participate, perhaps the best 

thing to do is to respond to the email address of LaRouche 

PAC, and we will forward your name and information to Dr. 

Ruffino, and he can contact you himself. 

‘Core Labor Standards’ and Infrastructure 
The next question that we have was submitted by a senior 

member of the professional staff of a leading House Demo- 

crat. And again, they are charged with trying to draft policy 

for the immediate period ahead. The question is as follows: 

“Mr. LaRouche, you have spoken and written a great deal 

about salvaging the American manufacturing sector for na- 

tional infrastructure and defense purposes. In this sense, 

America would produce things that it would purchase for its 
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own purposes. But what about salvaging a manufacturing 

sector that still sells to the rest of the world? How can Ameri- 

can manufacturing regain a competitive edge in the world’s 

marketplace, and how important are core labor standards to 

that project? And if you think they are important, how would 

you suggest that we make core labor standards enforceable 

around the world? This question could just as well be about 

German manufacturing or French manufacturing, or really 

the manufacturing sector of any highly industrialized nation 

facing competition from other countries that simply do not 

respect fundamental workers’ rights.” 

LaRouche: We’ve got to put some teeth in this issue. 

Now, the problem is, the mistake is to assume that we go to 

manufacturing jobs as such for export. That would be a mis- 

take. It’s not a mistake to export manufactured products, that’s 

not the mistake. The point is, that people have to understand 

the composition of the process of production and how an 

economy works as an economy. The problem the United 

States has, the thing that tends to drive up the cost of produc- 

tion, is the lack of basic economic infrastructure. The United 

States wastes a tremendous amount of money on building 

highways. You may have seen our super-highways; they're 

called parking lots—at every rush hour, parking lots. You see 

the congestion of moving populations around a few centers 

which have super-highways used as parking lots at rush-hour 

time; and rush hours go on six to seven hours a day. There’s 

something wrong here. We’ ve gone in the wrong direction. 

What did we do? We destroyed infrastructure. The way 

you have to look at the United States economy—and people 

have to rethink—don’t listen to what the accountants say. The 

accountants don’t understand economics; that’s why they’re 

accountants—they flunked economics. The problem here is, 

to have a productive industry, you must have an economy 

which is productive. You measure productivity per square 

kilometer and per capita. You measure it for your total average 

territory. You develop private agriculture; farmers, real farm- 
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ers. You don’t destroy the hedgerows in order to have cheaper 

farming for mass grain production. You don’t do all the stupid 

things to destroy whole states, whole sections of states, by de- 

industrializing them, by destroying agriculture, by destroying 

education, and then having a few large areas and taking the 

average as if you were making some gigantic soup, as opposed 

to an economy. Where we’ ve lost it, we’ ve lost it. We don’t 

have power production; we’ve lost whole sections of the 

country in terms of power production. You can no longer get 

drinking water out of a faucet; you buy bottled water, or you 

get a disease; you’ve got a choice. We don’t have schools, 

health care; we don’t have the infrastructure which supports 

a highly productive population with the means of production 

which infrastructure provides. 

How a Productive Economy Works 
Therefore, the way you build an economy, is the way 

economies were built well in the past, in European systems. 

You develop an economy by developing the people—educa- 

tion, sanitation, health care—the people. You develop the 

communities in an organized way. You emphasize private 

corporations, not large corporations. You don’t ban large cor- 

porations, but you don’t want to consolidate conglomerates. 

What you want is, you want the entrepreneur; you want the 

typical German entrepreneurial firm. 

For example, let’s take the case of MBB in Germany, 

which I had some acquaintance with some years back. MBB 

was the aerospace center of German industry. It was very 

highly developed; 10,000 people worked in engineering de- 

sign. The industry was destroyed by Reuter of Daimler-Benz. 

This was a firm which not only had about 10,000 people in 

that category of work, but which had relations with small 

shops all over Germany, where you had a physicist with two 

people, a firm with 25 people, which were subcontractors, 

who were the repertoire of firms such as MBB. And people at 

MBB who want to make a product, know that this guy over 

here, this guy over here—they can call him in to assist them 

with any particular problem they have to solve. And therefore, 

the private firm, the small, closely held private firm, the Mit- 

telstand firm, is the essential part of any well-organized econ- 

omy. And Germany was the pillar of this kind of development 

in former times. It’s gone, or it’s going. There’s a little bit left 

ofitin Bavaria and a few other places, but generally it’s going. 

It’s insane! 

What does that mean? It means you have communities 

which have diversified characteristics, different kinds of in- 

dustry in the same area, a great dependence on things like 

the Mittelstand for these industries, a few larger firms which 

combine the work of a lot of Mirtelstand firms together with 

the process of making the components, which make the final 

product. And you have a nervous system, where you can go 

into one firm, say a key firm, “We want to do this.” “Well, 

let’s see, we’ ve got this firm, we’ve got this Mittelstand, this 

one here. We can put it together.” That was what Germany 
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used to be able to do. That was the high quality product. That’s 

what the United States used to be able to do, by depending on 

these small firms, with 5 to 100, 200 people, which were 

specialized firms in technology. And large firms that wanted 

to make an automobile, an airplane, and so forth, could rely 

upon these firms to do the testing and design work, and you 

got a product. And that’s what you want to do. 

Now therefore, we don’t have that structure. If we want 

to build an industry which is competitive on the world market, 

the United States could do that; but what it would have to do 

is, it would have to start by building infrastructure, which is 

what I emphasized last year. I said, take the auto industry: 

don’t let it be shut down; don’t close it down. Leave it alone; 

keep it there. Convert the part of the auto industry you aren’t 

going to use for automobiles, convert it for infrastructure. We 

can build locks and dams. We can build all kinds of things 

which are necessary for infrastructure, and build us back an 

economy. Use this auto industry, with its machine-tool capa- 

bility; use the same plants in the same places. That’s the way 

it works—Ilike Lockport, New York. They had a plant up 

there, Delphi. The plant had produced all kinds of things— 

aircraft; it could produce components for water-management 

systems, canal systems. It’s on the St. Lawrence; it’s on the 

Great Lakes; it’s connected to the Ohio River. You can move 

your product down the very rivers in which it’s going to be 

used for that kind of production. The space industry used to 

have that same kind of ability. 

So, what we have to do is build up the productive potential 

per capita of the United States per square kilometer. There- 

fore, don’t worry about being competitive in this area or that 

area. Don’t let the accountants talk to you on this one. Get 
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your engineers, get the scientists, not the accountants, and go 

calculate physically, per capita, per square kilometer, how 

much productivity and competitive is it in terms of technol- 

ogy? Build it up. If you do that, and you turn the ingenuity of 

the entrepreneur loose—not the large corporation run by the 

papier-maché accountant, but a real man, a real human being, 

who knows production. Turn him loose with his firm; let him 

fight for his market, help him. And you will increase the 

productivity of the United States the way we did under Roose- 

velt, under comparable conditions. That’s the way to do it. 

It’s the way to do it here—Germany’s the ideal comparable 

example to what we can do in the United States. Just do the 

same thing. 

So, that’s what we have to do. Go with my program; the 

way I said it. We still have some of the plant facilities; we 

still have the personnel who are put out of work, the communi- 

ties that were shut down by the stupidity of the Congress in 

allowing this to happen. Put these people back to work; create 

a government corporation; create the funding of a government 

corporation. Take these things over that are being idled; put 

them under government protection. Get them moving again! 

Move them ahead to the point that they become self-paying 

operations. 

What Should Foreign Governments Do? 
Tremblay: We have a question here from the audience. 

It’s from Mr. Jihad Yakan, an entrepreneur here from Berlin. 

He’s originally from Syria. He’ll ask the question in German, 

and then I'll translate it. [Question in German.] “Mr. 

LaRouche, you mentioned that the policies of George W. 

Bush are destroying the U.S. What is your advice for the 
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Chancellor of Germany? In this respect, what is your advice 

for the governments of both Syria and Iran that wish to pre- 

serve peace?” 

LaRouche: Well, it’s something I'm working on—get- 

ting rid of the Bush Administration—because if we don’t get 

rid of the Bush Administration, nothing’s going to work; the 

United States will be destroyed. I mean, if you keep taking 

poison, you may die. If the United States keeps taking the 

poison of the Bush Administration, it will die; it will die 

very soon. We're going into a crisis. Remember, I said at the 

beginning today of this event, I said we’re already, as of the 

middle of September, we’ ve gone through a phased downshift 

in the U.S. economy, which means that the U.S. economy 

and the world economy are about to go into a chain-reaction 

collapse. A collapse which is potentially comparable to what 

happened to Europe when the House of Bardi went bankrupt 

in the middle of the Fourteenth Century, and Europe went 

into a Dark Age. We're in that kind of situation. You have 

an economy which is based on managements which in large 

degree are totally incompetent, by governments which are 

incompetent in the matter of economics. That is, they’ ve lost 

the kind of competence that existed in governments, say in 

the 1980s and the 1970s. They’ ve lost that competence; they 

don’t know how to run anything, except to run it down. Every 

policy they make is generally a mistake. 

What we have to do is two things: We have to have a 

mission orientation ourselves: that we’re going to go back 

and become what we should be. And that we are going to get 

rid of governments that refuse to make that kind of reform. 

And we will be able to do so, because everything is falling 

apart, as it will be very soon, in every leading government of 

Europe. You're going to find that governments in Europe are 

going to suddenly disintegrate the minute this tidal wave of 

collapse hits, and you’ll find governments which will disinte- 

grate which you think are strong governments, and have good 

chances of being re-elected today, you’ll find that those gov- 

ernments are going to disintegrate before your eyes. 

A Revolutionary Period 
So therefore, you have to take a completely fresh view of 

the situation, knowing as I said at the beginning today, that 

we’re in a time when things are going to change very sud- 

denly, very soon. Anything you think is established habits or 

traditions in your area, don’t trust it, it probably will fail. 

We're going through a revolutionary period, of a crisis be- 

yond belief; you have not seen in the past century, anything 

like this. The closest probably is what happened in 1923 in 

Germany, to what is going to happen now, to what is going 

to happen on a broad scale. 

So therefore, what we have to do in this area, is decide 

we’re going to do that; we’re going to change the government 

of the United States. We're going to have a positive policy 

towards relations among nations. We’re going to be looking 

for economic development in terms of industry and related 
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things, and infrastructure. We’re going to base relations on 

trying to find ways of utilizing the desire to cooperate in the 

economic sphere wherever possible. We’re going to negotiate 

the way we used to: to negotiate projects, which are projects 

through financial agencies, such as new banks organized in a 

new way—fresh start banks—to fund contracts with the aid of 

government-to-government agreements, treaty agreements, 

which cover certain projects among certain nations. And 

that’s the way we’re going to do it. 

You take the case of Iraq and Iran—it’s no problem. 

Iraq is a problem because the country is being destroyed, 

disintegrated. It’s very hard to rebuild a country that is being 

disintegrated, but if you rebuild around it—for example if 

you use Syria, which is next to Iraq, use Iran, which is next 

to it, if they're both proceeding healthily, if Lebanon is 

being reconstructed, if you’ve got the Palestinian crisis under 

control, and start to give the Palestinians some opportunity, 

some hope for some kind of relief, then you have an environ- 

ment in which you can introduce treaty agreements to spon- 

sor economic development. Under those conditions, yes, it 

will work. The opportunities in Iran are tremendous—maybe 

not tremendous on some scale, but relative to the area. It’s 

got 70 million people, some of them have a high degree of 

technology and culture. You can do a great number of things 

there. It’s a good opportunity, but you need to have the 

agreement among governments to provide the protection to 

enable this agreement to go forward. The need for the market, 

the need for the jobs, the need for the economy is there; the 

incentives are all potentially there. But you need to have 

governments agree; and to do that, you have to get rid of 

the Bush government. 

Tremblay: Debbie, you have one more question. This 

will be the last question from D.C. then. 

Freeman: Lyn, we still have a number of institutional 

questions that we will submit to you, and perhaps you can 

answer in writing. They include questions from here in Wash- 

ington, but there are also several questions from some key 

labor leaders in Argentina, and there are a couple of institu- 

tional questions from both Africa and from other nations on 

the Ibero-American continent. 

Assessing Bill Clinton 
But what I’d like to do is to make the last question here 

from the Young Democrats, from a community college in 

Missouri. There are about 25 of them who gathered to listen 

to the webcast, and Bobby Stiewell submitted this question 

for you. He says: 

“Thank you for calling us to seek justice by doing all we 

can to preserve the lives of those around us. You call for 

justice and love, and you refer to Apostle Paul inI Corinthians 

13. Now, admittedly, Bill Clinton is a Baby Boomer. And 

he did enjoy a lot of controversial pleasure while he was in 

office—and I guess he was impeached for lying under oath. 
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But, you said that it would have been useful if he had served 

a third term. What of his specific policies would you want to 

have seen continued and developed if, in fact, he had a third 

term in office? I think this is important from the standpoint of 

the immediate political period ahead.” 

LaRouche: In this case, I think the important thing is the 

man and not the policies. The valuable part about Bill Clinton 

is that he’s extremely intelligent, which none of his rivals, 

approximate rivals, really are. And he is capable of changing 

his policies on the basis of being intelligent. See, most politi- 

cians are like wind-up toys. Whatever they’re built to do is 

what they do, whether you want it to do it or not. The valuable 

politician is a statesman—not as a politician, but a statesman. 

The statesman is the person who starts from the standpoint of 

a conception of care for the country, and care for humanity as 

well; and who responds to not only what he sees, but what he 

foresees. Who concentrates on getting advisors, specialists 

who will help him foresee what is coming down the road. 

Who will help him see what the options are for dealing with 

each of the problems he’s thinking about. He functions not as 

a politician, but as a leader, a person who is groping into the 

future, and knows how to do that job of groping into the future. 

A person who knows how to change; who knows how to 

develop and respond to the situations as often as possible 

before they happen. 

Now Bill showed, through his Presidency and through 

what I’ve seen of him since he was President, that he continues 

to grow, as very few leading American politicians do. They 
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may improve slightly, but they don’t grow. Bill has been 

growing, and therefore, had he had a third term, I’m sure he 

would have grown even more than he has being out of office. 

But he’s shown to me growth in being out of office. He does 

have a streak of outward opportunism (which he would ex- 

plain otherwise, and I understand that), but underneath the 

opportunism, there is a man who cares, and there is a man 

who wants to find the real answers. Who, in the short term, 

will try to politically maneuver his way through a situation, 

by gathering support by being an opportunist, a Baby Boomer, 

in short. But he comes by that honestly—he is, after all, a 

Baby Boomer. But at the same time, underneath there, is a 

man who can think, who has a sense of history, who has a 

sense of an historical perspective in respect to the things he 

does or chooses, that he’s committed to, whether he says so 

publicly or not, but what’s working in his mind behind the 

scenes. With all the faults I might find in him, he has that 

quality of the statesman, and there are very few of his genera- 

tion who actually do. So, I take Bill—with all his faults—and 

say “Hmmph.” But that’s plus; you want to criticize Bill, look 

at what the competition is for his position, and you’ll come 

back to Bill. 

‘Marching Orders’ for the LYM 
Tremblay: We have many, many more questions, but 

unfortunately we just don’t have the time today to be able to 

ask Mr. LaRouche directly. But, of course, all these questions 

will be forwarded to him in written form. For the last question, 
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Portia, from the LaRouche Youth Movement here in Berlin, 

had something she wanted to ask Lyn. 

Portia Tarumbwa: Hi Lyn. We’re having fun here to- 

night. Actually, parallel to this meeting, intervening on some 

suckers from the DLC [Democratic Leadership Council] who 

wanted to sabotage tonight’s meeting. But in fact, I think 

we’re having a lot of fun in Berlin overall, in the past period, 

warming it up for a revolution. My question, on behalf of the 

LaRouche Youth Movement, and also on behalf of young 

people gathered around the world is: With the great danger, 

and the great promise of the period of history we’re in, mean, 

it’s hallowed what you’re proposing, basically. I’ve come to 

realize the necessity of a whole generation, my generation, to 

more and more to think like you. Mastering your discoveries 

and the implications of them on the past, but more impor- 

tantly, on the future. And we have very few role models today, 

so could you give us some pointers or, rather, marching 

orders? 

LaRouche: Yes; we have a project which I’ve started in 

the United States. I started it because I saw that the youth 

movement’s education program, while useful in respect to 

getting into some of the theses of Sphaerics, for example, and 

a few other things, was very useful, but it was not getting the 

kind of thrust and continuity which is needed. So, I said, we’re 

going to scrap this. We’re going to do another program. 

So, I took three phase questions out of, largely, Kepler. 

First of all, to re-enact Kepler's discovery of gravitation; not 

to learn how to repeat it after me, but to re-enact the act. To 

go through the mental experience of Kepler. Because Kepler 

writes what is happening to his mind—he doesn’t change it. 

So, by studying Kepler’s works, you can see how his mind 

was working at successive stages in developing an idea. Very 

unusual—very few writers do that, very few scientists have 

done that. Secondly, actually Kepler is the founder of modern 

science. The design for the founding of modern science was 

by Nicholas of Cusa; contributions were made by Leonardo 

da Vinci—and very important ones—>but it was Kepler who 

first took the question and divined a universal approach to 

science and modern science. All modern science that’s suc- 

cessful comes out of Kepler. If you relive Kepler, and two of 

his discoveries in particular, and a third one by Gauss—first, 

the discovery of the principle of gravity, which no English- 

speaking person ever knew, until recently. Secondly, the dis- 

covery of the organization of the Solar System—now it’s even 

more than that, because the discovery of the Solar System is 

the discovery of the fact that the universe is not entropic. That 

is, the astronomical system is not a fixed system, because the 

Sun was alone in its corner of the universe, all by itself. Noth- 

ing there; it was spinning fast, spinning rapidly around, look- 

ing for something. It couldn’t find anything, so it made some- 

thing. It spilled off some plasma, when it was fast spinning. 

This plasma took the form of a plane of plasma, looking pretty 

much like the image of Saturn, with all its moons and rings. 

This material spun off, and in it you begin to see that there’s 
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fusion occurring; going from the limited number of elements 

you find in the Sun, outside there are more elements are being 

created by the Sun, by radiation from the Sun impacting upon 

this plasma. And then some years ago, I decided this had to 

be polarized, because you couldn’t get the table of 92 elements 

without polarization—then it would work. So, here’s a polar- 

ized plasma spinning off this material; this material is spun 

off by distillation into planetary orbits, one after the other. 

They have certain characteristics in common. They never lose 

their connection to the Sun; even stray bodies that come into 

the planetary system, are locked into that system by the Sun. 

And this has an ordering. Now, we have thermonuclear fu- 

sion, which is what the Sun was already doing. So, thermonu- 

clear fusion is a universal principle; it’s not something that 

happened, and then happened. It was there in the beginning. 

The universe is not a fixed creation; it’s a developing 

creation. The world is anti-entropic; the universe is anti-en- 

tropic; it’s creative! And our minds are creative. We are in 

the image of creation; we are the personification of creation, 

and our duty is to develop. Not to do the same, but to do 

something different; to move forward, to make the next step 

up. That’s our destiny; that’s what we existed for, and that’s 

what we have to make it—our morality. We never try to 

perfect ourselves to sit in the same corner. We never allow 

ourselves to do exactly what our parents did, and grandparents 

before us. We must do something new; something better. Not 

to throw away what they accomplished, but to build upon it. 

To build a better future. And in Kepler, you’ ve got that, in the 

way he approaches the discovery of gravitation; that’s how it 

takes you someplace. But then, the way the organization of 

the planetary system spun out; created by the Sun, around it. 

Then you have a third case. Not done by Kepler, but done 

by the effect of Kepler. Kepler, in looking at the harmony of 
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the system, saw that there’s a missing planet in the system. A 

missing planet in a location of dissonance. And so then, when 

Gauss saw some phenomenon—41 observations of some- 

thing, that’s all he had. From 41 observations, he discovered 

the orbit of the first asteroid, Ceres, which had the characteris- 

tics which belonged in the Keplerian harmonic system. Once 

he saw that, he knew that this was an asteroid, not just some 

stray piece of garbage out there. That shows you the impor- 

tance, the understanding of the relationship of these character- 

istics of universal physical principles, and how they’re deriva- 

tives, and how they apply to reality. 

Then you go on to the final stage beyond that; you come 

to the work of Riemann, Bernhard Riemann. And as Einstein 

said, but nobody seemed to understand what he was saying. 

He said modern science begins with Kepler, who is valid, and 

it continues through Riemann, who completes the cycle of the 

definition of what modern science is. 

So, Ihave these young guys working on these successions. 

Start with gravitation of Kepler; get to the organization of the 

Solar System—Kepler. Realize the implication of Kepler's 

discovery—the asteroids by Gauss. Then go beyond Gauss, 

to the realization of the implications of Gauss, and then you 

get to Riemann; Riemannian hypergeometry, a physical 

hypergeometry, not a formal one. Now, you know everything 

essential about the entirety of modern science. You can thinks 

like modern science. You don’t know just a few things, you're 

not a guy who can babble off and say “I know this thing; I 

know this thing.” Now you have a sense of how the universe 
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A LYM cadre school in 

Washington, D.C. explores 

Kepler's laws of planetary 
motion. “Our minds are 
creative. We are in the 

image of creation; we are 
the personification of 

creation, and our duty is to 
develop. Not to do the same, 
but to do something 

different; to move forward, 
to make the next step up. 
That’s our destiny; that’s 

what we exist for. . . . To 
build a better future.” 
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works, and how man works in the universe. 

We need a generation of youth who think like that. Now, 

it doesn’t mean everybody of that age group is going to think 

like that right away, but we need in society, a core of young 

people, who in their search for an education which they can’t 

get, even if they could afford it in the university, need an 

education. We need an educated population. We can’t afford 

the prices of universities anymore, not for many people. But 

we can’t throw people in a ditch because they can’t afford the 

price of a university education at a university where they 

can’t get an education, no matter how much they pay for it. 

Therefore, we have to educate them, so we go economically. 

We take a core program, identify the greatest central achieve- 

ment of European science. We say, you know this; know from 

Kepler to Riemann; know that, and then branch out from there 

to the next stage, yourself. 

Tremblay: Unfortunately, we’ ve come to the end of the 

meeting today, but fortunately for us, Lyn has given us a lot 

of work, so we’ll have a lot to do in the next weeks. And, there 

is a webcast on Nov. 16, from Washington, D.C. IT know 

everybody will be watching, and there will be probably thou- 

sands of more people, because of the result of the American 

elections in one week, and therefore, what Mr. LaRouche has 

to say on the future of humanity, based on these election 

results. So, with that, I'd like to end the event here, and of 

course, thank Lyn very much, and we hope to see him here in 

Berlin as soon as possible again. 
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