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and the Soviet war drive
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Kissinger’s Plot to Take Over
the Reagan Administration
The surprise naming of Henry A. Kissinger to head the Presi-
dent’s Bipartisan Commission on Central America was part of
a larger long-term operation by the man who has been char-
acterized as acting as Moscow's unpaid ambassador. The
report includes dossiers on the top Kissinger-linked people in
government, including Bud McFarlane, Brent Scowcroft, Law-
rence Eagleburger, and Helmut Sonnenfeldt. Essential for un-
derstanding current battles over National Security Council,
Defense, and State Department policy.
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The Economic Impact of
the Relativistic Beam Technology
The most comprehensive study available in non-classified lit-
erature on the vast spinoff benefits to the civilian economy of
acrash beam-weapons program to implement President Rea-
gan’'s March 23 strategic antiballistic-missile defense doctrine
of “Mutually Assured Survival.” The study, incorporating pro-
jections by the uniquely successful LaRouche-Riemann eco-
nomic model, examines the impact on industrial productivity
and real rates of growth through introduction of such beam-
defense-related technologies as laser machine tooling, plas-
ma steel-making, and fusion energy technologies. Productivity
increases of 300-500 percent in the vital machine-tool sector
are within reach for the U.S. economy within two years.

Order 83-005 $250.00

The Real Story of Libya’s Muammar Qaddafi
Why the Libyan puppet was placed in power, and by whom.
Examines British intelligence input dating to Qaddafi’s training
at Sandhurst, his Senussi (Muslim) Brotherhood links, and the
influence of the outlawed Italian Propaganda-2 Freemasons
who control much of international drug- and gun-running. Also
explored is the Libyan role of Moscow intimate Armand Ham-
mer of Occidental Petroleum and the real significance of the
prematurely suppressed “Billygate” dossier.

Order 81-004 $250.00

The Coming Reorganization of U.S. Banking:

Who Benefits from Deregulation?

Under conditions of an imminent international debt default
crisis, the Swiss-based Bank for International Settlements, the
Volcker Federal Reserve, and the New York money center
banks led by Citibank, Chase Manhattan, and Morgan, have
prepared emergency legislation to cartelize the U.S. banking
system. Their aim is to shut down thousands of U.S. regional
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banks, and place top-down control over U.S. credit under a
handful of financial conglomerates which are modeled on the
turn-of-the-century Morgan syndicate and created by “dereg-
ulation.” This cartel willimpose economic austerity on the United
States, slashing the defense budget, and giving the Federal
Reserve Board the power to dictate reduced levels of industrial
production, wages, prices, and employment.
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Will Moscow Become the Third Rome?

How the KGB Controls the Peace Movement
The Soviet government, in collaboration with the hierarchy of
the Russian Orthodox Church and the World Council of
Churches, is running the international peace and nuclear freeze
movements to subvert the defense of the West. The report
describes the transformation of Moscow into a Byzantine-
modeled imperial power, and features a comprehensive eye-
witness account of the proceedings of the May 25 “U.S.-Soviet
Dialogue” held in Minneapolis, where 25 top KGB-connected
Soviet spokesmen and leaders of the U.S. peace movement,
including leading advisers of the Democratic Party, laid out
their plans for building the U.S. nuclear freeze movement.
Includes a list of participants and documentation of how the
KGB is giving orders to prevent President Reagan's re-elec-
tion and U.S. beam weapons development.

Order 83-001 $250.00

Anglo-Soviet Designs on the Arabian Peninsula
Politics in the Gulf region from the standpoint of a “new Yalta"
deal between Britain's Peter Lord Carrington and Moscow to
force the United States out of the Middle East. The report
details the background of the “Muslim fundamentalist card”
deployed by Moscow and Lord Carrington's friends, and its
relation to global oil maneuvers.

Order 83-004 $250.00

Jerusalem’s Temple Mount: Trigger for
Fundamentalist Holy Wars
A detailed investigation whose findings have made the front
pages of both Arab and Israeli newspapers in recent months.
The report documents the financing and objectives of a little-
understood operation to “rebuild Solomon’'s Temple” at the
site of one of Islam’s holiest shrines, the Dome of the Rock in
Jerusalem. Backers of this project are associates of Henry
Kissinger, Swiss financiers acting on behalf of the Nazi Inter-
national, and Protestant fundamentalists who are being drawn
into a plan to destroy the Mideast through religious warfare.
Order 83-009 $250.00
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From the Managing Editor

This year-in-review issue is also, of course, a preview of the
decisive questions for 1984. Will the U.S. administration meet the
rapid schedule and funding needs for a crash program of defensive
beam-weapons development and deployment? That is the only pro-
gram that has a chance of ending the age of thermonuclear blackmail
and curbing what emerged in 1983 as a fullscale Soviet drive toward
war.

Can the terror wave emanating from the Soviet-Nazi Internation-
a] “Islamintern” be halted? EIR will continue to provide documen-
tation of the chain of command over the kamikazes and saboteurs.

On.the economic front, will leaders in the industrialized and
underdeveloped sectors finally realize that savage contractionary
measures and renunciation of sovereignty in indebted nations benefit
no one but the enemies of the West? EIR has been a unique vehicle
of the “Operation Juérez” policy first proposed by founding editor
Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr. in 1982, a policy of debt reorganization
geared to mammoth expansion of trade, infrastructural investment,
and industrial buildup. A second flank in this effort is LaRouche’s
1983 proposal for concerted development of Asia’s Pacific and In-
dian Ocean Basin. The LaRouche-Riemann econometric model has
been increasingly used to elaborate the specific requirements of these
undertakings—and is now being used as well to estimate the econom-
ic requirements for achieving adequate defense among the NATO
partners and Japan.

EIR correspondents in 1983 took these initiatives to Egypt, Al-
geria, Thailand, Argentina, Brazil, Japan, Israel, Norway, Spain,
Switzerland, Austria, Romania, Poland, and other locations where
we do not have permanent bureaus. Our conferences in Europe, Asia,
and the United States have opened new potentials for those who
believe that the power of Reason can overcome even dangers of the
magnitude humanity now faces. We anticipate a very combative,

very demanding year.
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Reagan’s command
decision was 1983’s
turning point

by Paul Gallagher

President Reagan’s public announcement on March 23, 1983 that the United States
could end the era of Mutually Assured Destruction by developing strategic energy-
beam anti-missile defenses was the turning point of the entire period since the
Cuban Missiles Crisis. “Let me share with you a vision of the future which offers
hope. It is that we embark on a program to counter the awesome Soviet missile
threat with measures that are defensive. Let us turn to the very strengths in
technology thatspawned our great industrial base and thathave given us the quality
of life we enjoy today.

“What if free people could live secure in the knowledge that their security did
not rest upon the threat of instant U.S. retaliation to deter a Soviet attack; that we
could intercept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles before they reached our own
soil or that of our allies?

“. . . Isn’t it worth every investment necessary to free the world from the
threat of nuclear war?. . . I call upon the scientific community in our country,
those who gave us nuclear weapons, to turn their great talents now to the cause of
mankind and world peace: to give us the means of rendering these nuclear weapons
impotent and obsolete. . . .

“My fellow Americans, tonight we are launching an effort which holds the
promise of changing the course of human history.”

Mr. Reagan made a “command decision” against the grain of virtually his
entire administration, a move that could not have been postponed for even six
months without ensuring the victory of the suicidal “nuclear freeze” policy.

That decision, which stunned other world leaders, thrust to the fore the influ-
ence on strategic questions of EIR founder Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr., whose
policy proposals have been shown to be uniquely appropriate in this dangerous
historical conjuncture, and who, since 1977, was the only public figure to organize
a campaign for beam-weapons defense among the U.S. population at large. Often
forgotten amidst the reams of “Star Wars” slanders which have appeared in the
press is the fact that Reagan’s March 23 speech elicited “the strongest reaction in
calls and letters from the public of any action of this presidency,” according to the

4 Special Report EIR January 3, 1984
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“What are you doing?! You' ll destabilize the strategic situation!!”

SPEACE "
MOVEMENT”

White House, and more than 70 percent of those intense
responses from the citizenry during April and May were
enthusiastic. Over the course of 1983, LaRouche and his
associates have demonstrated that key elements of the Euro-
pean military-political leadership are also ready to join a
beam-weapons effort.

Soviet official organs (Pravda, Izvestia, and Literatur-
naya Gazeta) have threatened a “justified Soviet pre-emptive
strike” against the United States to stop American develop-
ment of anti-missile systems. The Soviets refused even the
most informal discussions of Reagan’s new doctrine after
April, discussions in which LaRouche had been involved.
On Nov. 15 Izvestia published a long attack on LaRouche as
the reactionary evil genius of Reagan’s new policy, and upon
collaborators of LaRouche in European military and political
circles organizing support for the U.S. beam-weapons com-
mitment. At the Dec. 12 Geneva meeting of the Pugwash
Conference, for 26 years the most intimate and cooperative
arms control “dialogue” between the Soviets and their West-
ern admirers, the Russian delegation was “stone cold,” ac-
cording to European press accounts; insiders said they de-
manded that their Western interlocutors “get rid of Reagan”
or the Soviets would see no further value in the ‘“Pugwash
process.”

Irrevocable decision

What has given the March 23 announcement such ex-
traordinary impact despite continuing underfunding of U.S.
beam-weapons development?

In a single speech, the President had rejected the deter-
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rence strategy known as Mutually Assured Destruction
(MAD), a strategy which deliberately left the U.S. popula-
tion vulnerable to an enemy nuclear strike, and launched the
doctrine of “Mutually Assured Survival,” the parallel
achievement of the supremacy of the defense.

President Reagan chose the vehicle of a high-profile pub-
lic announcement of an offer to the Soviets to negotiate de-
velopment of beam-weapons defenses by both sides, com-
bined with the announcement that the United States would
proceed to this development despite any Soviet reaction.
Reagan thus put U.S. scientific and technological capabilities
into a defensive arms race which until then had been an
entirely secret drive by the Soviets alone to “break out” of
the no-ABMs fantasies of 20 years of arms-control negotia-
tions. The potential result, with a U.S. “catch-up” mobili-
zation of beam-weapons technologies, would be a competi-
tive but approximately simultaneous deployment of Ameri-
can-allied and Warsaw Pact ABM beam weapons systems in
increasingly potent stages. This is the means to bring the era
of mutual thermonuclear terror to an end, releasing economic
and political energies for general technological progress and
the industrialization of the underdeveloped world.

The Russian leadership had been anticipating its ABM
“breakout” as the final step in assuring military-enforced
domination over the West. As of John Collins’ landmark 1980
survey, U.S.-Soviet Military Balance: Concepts and Capa-
bilities 1960-1980, it was known that testing of beam weap-
ons was “cornered by the Russians, according to most cal-
culations.” The first breakthroughs in high-power lasers and
very strong pulsed-power sources for particle beams, making
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anti-missile beam weapons a possibility, came in 1966-68.
As of 1962 Marshal Sokolovskii’s standard work Military
Strategy was insisting that “particular attention is given to
lasers (death rays); it is considered that in the future any
missile or satellite can be destroyed with high-powered lasers.”

The most recent CIA assessment, delivered to a Nov. 30
National Security Council meeting, states that a Soviet dem-
onstration of an operational anti-missile beam weapon capa-
bility should be expected within one to two years, and Rus-
sian deployment of these systems will be possible by 1987. It
is certain that the Soviets are this close, and quite possible
that they are closer. It is also certain that they have the
necessary national network of long-range battle management
radars already in place to acquire and track U.S. missiles as
targets for beam weapons, along with the supporting tech-
nology of massed ground-to-air anti-missile missiles, an ad-
ditional “terminal” layer of anti-missile defense. The Nov.
30 NSC meeting considered this evidence as part of a massive
package of Soviet violations of the SALT treaties—the so-
called “breakout.”

In July 1983, LaRouche submitted to Vice-President Bush
andthe U. S. Senate vital evidence concerning this deception.
Henry Kissinger, a “weapons technologies expert” attending
Pugwash conferences from 1961 to 1965, was uniquely well-
informed about the Soviets’ ABM advantage from the only
interval in which they acknowledged and discussed it at in-
ternational conferences. Kissinger, the chief negotiator for
the SALT I treaty supposedly banning ABM systems, en-
sured that this knowledge was withheld from U.S. Presidents.

Thus as of March 1983 President Reagan faced a situation
in which the Russians held an across-the-board advantage in
the most crucial of all areas of military potential—defensive
anti-missile systems—and would neither admit, discuss, ne-
gotiate, nor in any way slow down their attempts to build
such systems. His speech was both an irrevocable commit-
ment of the U.S. to this defensive arms technology race, and
an effort to get the Soviet program out into the open.

The Reagan administration had concluded no later than
July 1981, that deterrence could not be maintained more than
a few more years under current rates of technological prog-
ress in offensive missiles and warheads, and that the Soviets
were on adrive to “crack through” U.S. deterrent capability,
maintaining the platitudes of MAD and the SALT treaties
merely for diplomatic effect. At that time the President or-
dered studies of how to put U.S. missiles on a “Launch Under
Attack” alert as MX was brought on line. In a February 1982
Washington speech, LaRouche insisted that the situation posed
a more drastic choice—*"nuclear freeze,” i.e., surrender to
the Soviet’s increasing military superiority, or a public choice
of the policy of beam weapons. In March, Reagan chose to
act on that assessment, at the last possible point of effective
action.

The so-called “Pugwash” group of scientists in the U.S.
formed a war council against Reagan, accurately described
by the Nov. 16 New York Times as a “‘shadow government”
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grouped around Walter Mondale’s presidential campaign.
The group consisted of the leading figures who had attempted
to mislead the public through the “Star Wars” scare stories
selectively presented by the great majority of media. They
had also been the leading arms experts and arms negotiators
of the MAD doctrine era: Richard Garwin of Harvard and
IBM; Col. Robert Bowman, kook refugee from Air Force
weapons programs; the MIT group of scribbler Costa Tsipis
and former ACDA officials Jack Ruina, Paul Doty and Ber-
nard Feld; older “one-worlder” physicists like Hans Bethe,
Sidney Drell, and Victor Weisskopf.

Weisskopf had publicly stated in April that “the Soviets
will start a war to prevent stationing of such a system,”
implying that they would be justified. He circulated a state-
ment against Reagan’s new doctrine among U.S. scientists,
and sent it to Andropov for his use with the international
press, e.g. in Andropov’s May 23 interview with the West
German weekly Der Spiegel.

At an international conference of scientists at Erice, Sic- -
ily inlate August, a scandal emerged attesting that this “shad-
ow government” was working directly with the Soviet lead-
ership. Leading Soviet academician and laser weapons sci-
entist Yevgeny Velikhov told the Italian Communist news-
paper Unita: “Richard Garwin has written many observations
on nuclear war, in documents he sent to Andropov. Andropov
has answered all the remarks, and to a large extent it is due
to this discussion that my government a few days ago took
the historic decision [Andropov’s phony “ban on space weap-
ons treaty” offer to visiting U.S. congressmen].”

The immediate ABM necessity

By September, following the Korean Air Lines massacre
and the threat of Russian missile-bearing submarines near
U.S. coasts, it became clear to some participants in the delib-
erations of President Reagan’s “Fletcher Commission” on
beam weapons policy that the U.S. required not just a shift
in doctrine to defensive nuclear weapons, but near-term de-
ployment of such defensive systems. The minimal goal of
such a “Manhattan Project”-type mobilization was defined as
capable defense against intermediate- or short-range ballistic
missiles—the threat of submarine missiles and the SS-20s. It
was also becoming known that the Russians were verging on
such capabilities in an undefinably short time frame.

Dr. Lowell Wood of Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, a
key beam weapons expert directly advising the NSC, told an
American Legion meeting at the National Press Club in
Washington on Dec. 1 that Soviet subs’ missiles could de-
capitate the American command structure and East Coast
capitol cities in three to five minutes. He also stated that they
could be stopped with a crude first-stage defensive weapons
system, which would require only $10 billion in development
and deployment funds. The European allies could develop
such protection as well against the SS-20s.

In the face of this necessity the National Security Council
has split between a “business as usual” faction allied to Kis-
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singer and Shultz, and proponents of a beam-weapons “crash
program.” Rumors of an impending Reagan policy speech
launching a “Manhattan Project” have abounded since Oc-
tober, when the depth of the Soviet confrontation drive began
to sink in.

Officially, however, the White House still “believes” that
the Soviets may return to the Geneva negotations. That is the
corrupting influence of the allies of Kissinger and NATO
Secretary General Lord Carrington.

And officially, the fiscal year 1984 appropriation directly
for high-power laser, particle beam and related directed en-
ergy technologies is only $600 million, 20 percent more than
the previous year. That is the consequence of the stranglehold

on White House economic policy. by Federal Reserve head
Paul Volcker and his appeasement-bound Swiss banking
mentors. The completely inadequate official funding level
persists despite the stated position of the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee, citing the Soviet ABM “breakout,” “that it
is vitally important to keep the ABM systems technology
program funded at as high a level as possible,” and that “the
Committee would entertain supplemental budget requests for
these programs.”

A second Reagan “command decision” is now impera-
tive, to launch what LaRouche, Teller, and Colorado con-
gressman Ken Kramer have publicly specified: a second
Manhattan Project.

Lyndon LaRouche called the
shots on strategic policy in 1983

LyndonH. LaRouche, Jr.’s articles and statements appeared
throughout the year in Executive Intelligence Review. Below
are excerpts from his analyses of strategic military and eco-
nomic questions.

Why a Beam-Weapons Arms Race Is Necessary, Dec. 22,
1982:

I insist that our choice is between beam-weapons devel-
opment and early prospect of thermonuclear holocaust.

The core of my argument is that the cultural effects of a
beam-weapons development will be to induce a renaissance
of combined rationality and fear of war’s consequences among
the populations and leading institutions of nations. . . . Itis
the effects of policy of nations, upon the shaping of culture
and cultural outlooks, which determine the political precon-
ditions for warfare. . . .

MAD tends to become a lever of thermonuclear black-
mail, and a source of encouragement to lunatic degrees of
irrationality in relations among states. Governments which
are inclined to be irrational believe that they are freed from
taking into account the practical consequences of their poli-
cies. It is the cultivation of that “freedom” from obligations
to weigh policies against their consequences, which is key to
the growing danger of thermonuclear holocaust. . . .

If the Soviet Union is disposed to accept the kind of post-
war world proposed by Franklin Roosevelt, and if rational
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forces lead both nations, war between the powers is virtually
impossible. . . . The long-term significance of launching a
Beam-weapons  development program, is the revival of a
vigorous technological optimism, and with that a restoration
of the hegemoney of rationalism among the peoples and
governments of the nations. . . .

LaRouche on the Bipartisan Challenge and the Question
of his Presidential Candidacy, March 24:

It has been my repeatedly stated policy and practice since
President Reagan was elected, that responsible Democrats
should develop a bipartisan posture toward the Reagan
administration. This view [is] richly justified by the step
which President Reagan took last evening.

It has been, and continues to be my policy, that the great
political parties of our nation have no proper self-interest as
parties except the most vital interests of our nation. . . .

There are two reasons I would campaign for the Demo-
cratic presidential nomination of 1984. . . . My leading ac-
complishments as an economist, my knowledge and personal
connections in most continents of the world, are resources of
knowledge and commitment to command decisions on vital
issues almost non-existent among other visible candidates.
[And], one of the great parties of our nation, the Democratic
Party, is being destroyed from within. That party urgently
needs a leader, a man for a time of great crisis. . . .
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Moscow’s Unveiled War Plan Against the United States,
May 31:

It has been a long time since any power announced in the
press [/zvestia May 9] that it has a definite war plan against
another power, especially a war plan implied to be made
ready to go into operation as early as this year. This is exactly
what . . . Soviet Chief of Staff Marshal Nikolai Orgarkov
did. . . . Ogarkov simply restated the Sokolovskii doctrine,
which has been continuous Soviet strategy for at least the
past 20 years. The Soviets have been preparing to fight a full-
scale thermonuclear war, to survive it, and to win it. . . .

On March 23, President Ronald Reagan made a generous
offer to Secretary Andropov. He announced a new strategic
doctrine of the United States, a doctrine which would make
possible a takedown of the world’s thermonuclear missiles
arsenals. . . .

How did Secretary Andropov react to this generous offer?
Neither the text of the President’s announcement nor any
reference at all . . . has appeared in any leading Soviet pub-
lication. The denunciations of the President and his blacked-
out speech began pouring out of the Soviet press. . . . Pres-
ident Reagan’s March 23 address did not trigger the indicated
Soviet behavior; the Soviet game was already af oot months
earlier. Reagan’s proposed alternative to a crisis had the
effect of unmasking the ongoing Sovietintentions. . . . They
intend to plunge the world into the new missile crisis, and
have assured themselves that they will force the White House
into a humiliating backdown into strategically decisive mar-
gins of concessions.

The Fall-Winter U.S.-Soviet ‘Missiles Crisis’ Negotia-
tions from the Standpoint of the New Strategic Doctrine,
April 26:

From a purely military standpoint, the President’s stra-
tegic doctrine of Mutually Assured Survival makes complete
sense to a Soviet military traditionalist, just as it does to our
own military traditionalists. Soviet objections arise not from
the military side of the new doctrine as such, but from the
longer-term economic and political implications of the adop-
tion of such a policy by the United States. . . .

The essential point of the Sokolovskii doctrine is its in-
sistence that general warfare can still be won in the age of
thermonuclear strategic missiles. . . . [Flighting such wars
depends upon developing the capabilities for destroying sal-
voesof strategicmissileswhile those missiles are in flight. . . .

The Soviets . . . modified their application to the new
political, scientific, and economic trends which erupted clearly
in the West beginning with President Johnson’s “Great So-
ciety.”. . . If the Soviet Union could but wait out our work
of destroying ourselves from within, the Soviet Union would
emerge as the world’s single, unchallengable strategic power
by default. . . .

All the double-talk, the delusions, the deceptive games

8 Special Report

of the past 20 years are now ended. We are going to survive
as a great world power, and our survival into the 1990s and
beyond in such a condition, has made some gentlemen in the
New York Times offices, in London, and in Moscow very,
very unhappy for the moment. It will take time before Soviet
officialdom generally becomes reconciled to this fact. . . .

What alternative does the Soviet leadership have, but
either to accept the terms of the new doctrine, or to go to
thermonuclear war?

Open Letter to Yuri Andropov: You have chosen to plunge
the world into war, Sept. 13:

When you rejected even exploratory negotiations offered
by President Ronald Reagan, on the basis of the new U.S.
strategic doctrine publicized on March 23, 1983, you con-
sciously chose thermonuclear war to occur sometime during
the several years immediately ahead. . . .

You are prepared to risk the possibility that in such a
situation the United States will shoot, rather than back down
to the present Soviet margin of advantage, in the event the
U.S.S.R. goes to the point of launching a pre-emptive stra-
tegic strike. . . . Something very evil is influencing the phil-
osophical world-outlook currently shaping the decisions of
the Soviet government.

The first of the three elements chiefly to be considered is
the effects (in this case upon Soviet policy and thinking) of
the succession of two post-war strategic policies of the oli-
garchical families’ faction of the United States and Eu-
rope. . . . Accepting the President’s proposal would mean
tearing up an existing, longstanding devil’s pact with the
gang of racist, oligarchical scoundrels associated with the
life’s work of the most monstrous degenerate of the 20th
century, Bertrand Lord Russell. . . .

Something [in the Soviet Union] has changed very drast-
ically. This change—this drastic change—has two clear and
leading features: A sweep of worldwide cultural pessimism
into Soviet society generally, combined with a falling-back
toward what Old Russian Culture can bring forth under con-
ditions of deepening cultural and moral pessimism. The prac-
tical problem is that if the foreign policies of a superpower
are under the influence of such cultural impulses, the world
is in danger.

You would find the Pugwash agreements an abomination
to be destroyed by every means available, unless the combi-
nation of your infection with worldwide cultural pessimism,
and your acceptance of the Pugwash imperial doctrine, had
not pushed you into adopting a foreign policy best described
as a thrust consistent with the doctrine of Philtheos of Pskov:
“The Third and Final Roman Empire.”

U.S. Policy Toward Moscow after the KAL Incident,

Sept. 6:
Despite the Soviet refusal of the offer of durable peace,
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the new U.S. strategic doctrine stands in its own right. It is
the only sane policy for the United States and its allies—
especially now, since Soviet official sources have several
times threatened to launch a preemptive thermonuclear attack
against the United States.

However, as of late April 1983, this writer, as one who
had encouraged the President to make his generous peace
offer to the Soviet Union, was obliged to locate and correct
the included error in his own assessment of the character of
the Soviet leadership. . . .

The Soviet leadership confronting us today is the Russia

. . which the Nazis’ “National Bolshevist” faction and Alfred
Rosenberg envisaged as a natural ally of the Nazis. This
discrediting of Soviet Marxism, from 1953-56 onwards . . .
- brought forth a replacement from the bowels of Russian his-
" tory, the ideology of the Russian proto-fascists, Dostoevsky,
Bakunin, and the “Ayatollah” Rasputin. . . .

LaRouche Places His Name in Nomination, Sept. 26:

Recent actions by Democratic National Chairman Charles
T. Manatt and former Gov. W. Averell Harriman force me
to place my name in nomination to become the 1984 presi-
dential candidate of the Democratic Party. . . .

On Sept. 20, Chairman Manatt and Governor Harriman
convened a press conference at Georgetown University in
Washington, D.C., to announce that they, and all announced
Democratic presidential candidates excepting Rueben As-
kew, are committed to the Soviet-created and Soviet-steered
Nuclear Freeze movement. . . . At the same time, I have
been informed from the most reliable sources, that the Soviet
government is presently committed to aiding Chairman Man-
att and Governor Harriman in securing the nomination and
election of one among these Nuclear Freeze candidates. . . .

Therefore, I shall campaign for the Democratic Party’s
presidential nomination using my candidacy to spearhead the
mobilization of a great mass movement of our citizens against
the Soviet-supported and Soviet-influenced Manatt-Harri-
man leadership of the Democratic Party. . . .

This nation of ours requires an economic mobilization
echoing that which President Franklin Roosevelt set into
motionduring 1939-43. That mobilization must begin now—
not after January 1985. This mobilization must be centered
around the development of strategic anti-missile defenses, in
agreement with the new U.S. strategic doctrine announced
by the President on March 23, 1983. . . .

My principal job during this campaign will be to continue
doing what I have been and am doing, and to provide you
and the thousands of new candidates now beginning to run
for local offices with a rallying-point around which to build
a new political movement in this country.

The Crisis in U.S. Strategic Policy, Nov. 1:
... .The Soviet leadership is presently escalating a
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thought-out plan toward thermonuclear, global showdown
with the United States, and will merely accelerate its drive
toward confrontation once the first missiles are installed. . . .

Soviet-backed Qaddafi is moving step-by-step to destroy
every targeted nation of northern Africa. . . .

Meanwhile, in Moscow itself, the Soviet leadership is
operating presently on the perception that present Soviet mil-
itary superiority, the deepening economic depression of na-
tions under the Bretton Woods System, an imminent, 1931-
style international financial collapse, and pressures of the
1984 election campaign will hamstring the Reagan adminis-
tration so much during the coming six to nine months that the
White House will be unable to react effectively to any added
element of strategic crisis. This is Moscow’s perceived his-
toric “window of opportunity.”

The obvious political flaw in the White House is [shown
by] the evidence of the White House’s blind faith in the
fraudulent statistics which report a “1983 U.S. economic
upswing” in progress. . . . The White House’s inability to
perceive the monstrous proportions of the strategic crisis now
in progress flows largely from the White House’s blindness
to the realities of the economic situation. . . .

Globally, our main line of defense is not military, but
economic. . . . Almost with the stroke of a pen, the President
of the United States could collapse the power and policies of
the bankrupt Bretton Woods monetary system, and create a
new international monetary order based on a new issue of
Treasury gold-reserve-denominated currency notes, pegged
at at least $750 an ounce for gold. The debts could be reor-
ganized, and the internal debt-crisis of the U.S. banks stabi-
lized. This would open up Latin America immediately for a
high-technology boom, a boom which would spread to other
parts of the world.

Beam Weapons: The Implications for Western Europe,
Nov. 9:

Both the United States and the Soviet Union are at present
in an extremely advanced state of development of defensive
weapons systems of greater firepower than any weapons pre-
viously inexistence. . . . Under conditions of crash-program
development, modeled on the accomplishments of the
U.S.A.’s NASA work of the 1960s, both the United States
and the Soviet Union could have in place a first generation of
such new defensive-weapons systems by as early as 1987 or
1988. . ..

The deployment of such systems would replace the pres-
ent U.S. nuclear umbrella over Europe, providing Europe for
the first time a genuine defense against ihe destructive force
of a Soviet thermonuclear-missile attack, a quality of defense
not possible with thermonuclear deterrence. . . .

[T]he time has come for me to report certain facts which
have never been made public anywhere up to the moment I
speak to you now. . . . From February 1982 through the
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middle of April 1983, I was engaged in continuing private
discussions with representatives of the Soviet Union on the
subject of the strategic doctrine which the President an-
nounced on March 23. . . . The limited purpose of these
discussions was to explore conceptions with a view to re-
porting my findings to appropriate channels of my govern-
ment, and to ensure at the same time that were my recom-
mendations accepted by my goverment, the Soviet govern-
ment would have competent knowledge of the intent and
implications of the policy being proposed.

Despite the private and informal nature of these fact-
finding discussions, the President’s announcement of March
23 caused those discussions to secure the highest strategic
importance in Moscow, and to becomé a significant factor in
the unfolding of the global strategic situation after that date.
At the same time, these discussions placed me in a situation
of special advantage for understanding exactly what the So-
viet government was thinking, and its purpose in rejecting
the President’s offer of negotiations under the new strategic
doctrine. . . .

Soviet interest covered two overlapping areas. The first
was my proposed strategic doctrine itself. Second, it had
come to Soviet attention that my own quarterly forecasts for
the U.S. economy, regularly published since November 1979,
had proven consistently accurate, whereas their own, as well
as those of the U.S. government and private forecasting ser-
vices generally, had been usually wrong, and overall absurd
when compared with my results. As it turned out, it was
Soviet belief that my economic analysis of the proposed
strategic doctrine was correct which played a leading part in
Moscow’s summary rejection of the President’s proposal of
March 23. . . .

My discussions of these matters with Soviet representa-
tives affirmed what I know by other means. The Soviet gov-
emment has no serious technical disagreement with any part
of the strategic package I have outlined. . . .

I interpreted the orders to break off discussions with me
as crucial evidence of Soviet intentions to move quickly
toward a thermonuclear confrontation with the United States,
and so informed my friends in the U.S. government. I fore-
cast that the Soviets would begin to escalate on a countdown
toward a thermonuclear confrontation as early as August
1983. Eventsproved my spring 1983 forecast of such a Soviet
posture to be correct; the countdown toward thermonuclear
confrontation began during August, and has been escalating
in various sections of the globe ever since. . . .

[I]f President Reagan were reelected, beginning Novem-
ber1984, he would without doubt unleash a massive econom-
ic mobilization modeled significantly on the precedent of the
1939-43 period, to the effect that the Soviet strategic advan-
tage of the present moment would rapidly evaporate. This
present period of 12 months ahead is a period of the United
States’ greatest strategic vulnerability to a Soviet thermonu-
clear confrontation which has ever existed is or likely to exist
in the foreseeable future.
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The Soviets respond to
proposal: seek a U.S.

by Rachel Douglas

When, on March 23, 1983, the President of the United States
offered the Soviet leadership the greatest opportunity of the
post-war period, to free the world from the tyranny of Mu-
tually Assured Destruction, Moscow replied “No.” The So-
viet media never printed what Reagan said. ,

Under Yuri Andropov, the Soviet Union refused to con-
sider even exploratory negotiations on the development of
ballistic-missile defense by both superpowers. On Aug. 10
in the weekly Literaturnaya Gazeta, Andropov’s long-time
adviser Fyodor Burlatskii spelled out the blood-curdling re-
sponse the Kremlin gave instead: The U.S.S.R. would soon-
er go to war than allow the United States to develop a strategic
defense capability, of which the Soviets had intended to be
sole possessors. Reams of Russian newsprint were sacrificed
to appeals, proclamations, and tirades against defensive stra-
tegic weapons, saying one day that they are impossible to
build and the next that they will cause World War III, and
never letting onto what is evident from Soviet military writ-
ings and scientific work: The U.S.S.R. has had its own anti-
missile beam-weapons program for years and is ahead in the
field.

Burlatskii called all “space” weapons a casus belli, there-
by threatening the United States with a Soviet first strike.

As 1983 drew to a close, the Soviet Union had positioned
its enormous military forces and widespread irregular capa-
bilities in a war formation: They would deal the United States
a strategic humiliation, or else inflict that nuclear strike.
Chief of Staff Marshal Nikolai Ogarkov, who became the
chief spokesman for the Soviet state as the Soviet military
eclipsed the ailing Andropov in the last quarter of the year,
confirmed in a Dec. 5 press conference that the threat of
putting the U.S. mainland in a less than five-minute range of
Soviet nuclear missiles has been carried out with the deploy-
ment of submarines off the American coasts. In May, the
President of the U.S.S.R. Academy of Sciences had warned
that the Soviets would also move to the status of launch under
attack at the point new American intermediate-range missiles
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beam-weapons
strategic confrontation

were stationed in Western Europe. “The deployment of mis-
siles . . . that can reach their target in about five to seven
minutes of course excludes the possibility of taking any sort
of decision, any sort of action that might stop the unleashing
of war. The only possibility in this event is an automatic
response, using all available forces against all possible op-
ponents,” declared Academician Anatolii Aleksandrov. In-
stallation of those U.S. rockets began in December, and
served as Moscow’s pretext for announcing the submarine
deployment and an array of other “countermeasures” such as
the installation of short-range nuclear missiles in Eastern
Europe.

Moscow, playing the wounded party, refused every op-
portunity to avert the stringing of this hair trigger on nuclear
war, the inevitable culmination of the Mutually Assured De-
struction doctrine, at which the Soviet Union has connived
for three decades but never accepted for itself. The result of
this refusal, said EIR founder Lyndon LaRouche in a chal-
lenge to Andropov (EIR, Sept. 13) was a conscious choice
“to plunge the world into war.”

“The essence of the 1983 missiles crisis,” wrote La-
Rouche in May, “is the simple fact that thermonuclear ‘de-
terrents’ have ceased to be deterrents. We have reached the
‘point of no return’ with this deterrence doctrine. Moscow
refuses to negotiate scrapping the doctrine. Therefore, unless
Moscow is very stupid, Moscow has chosen either to force a
decisive U.S. strategic backdown, or to go directly to risk of
total thermonuclear war.”

The view of an empire

As we editorialized on June 21, “There ain’t no Commies
in Russia any more.” What the March 23 offer and its rejec-
tion by Moscow revealed was a “paradigm shift” among the
Soviet leadership. With scant pretense of devotion to Marx-
ism-Leninism, the Kremlin rulers are presiding over an em-
pire with all the barbarian proclivitics of the Russian Empire
and the Byzantine Empire from which Russia inherited its
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world view.

Moscow has friends to match its new stance: from Nazi-
trained suicidal terrorists in the Middle East to the Swiss-
centered banking oligarchy that is orchestrating global eco-
nomic collapse at the cost of millions of lives. Accordingly,
Soviet foreign policy schemes this year came from the armory
of imperial geopolitics. In an April interview with Der Spie-
gel, the West German weekly, Andropov endorsed a spheres-
of-influence ordering of world affairs. In answer to a question
about the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, he said, “We
have a long common border, and it does make a difference
to us what kind of Afghanistan it will be. To make this better
understood, let us put it this way, for example: Suppose the
United States didn’t care what kind of government Nicaragua
had. Nicaragua is very far away from the United States,
whereas we have a common border with Afghanistan, and by
helping Afghanistan we defend our national interests.” As-
tute observers concurred with what EIR pointed out in our
coverage of Andropov’s interview: His justification of Soviet
policies as those proper to a landpower, while the United
States would be a sea power, mimicked the geopolitical the-
ories of Haushofer, the brains behind Hitler’s Mein Kampf.

This is the Soviet posture that emetged from the Pugwash
Conferences, the international conspiratorial sessions begun
in the 1950s by senior British intelligence figure Bertrand
Lord Russell. Like its predecessor organization, Russell’s
World Association of Parliamentarians for World Govern-
ment, Pugwash is a vehicle for establishment of a one-world
government, but—in recognition of Soviet superpower status
upon acquisition of thermonuclear weapons and ICBMs—
one with two imperial divisions, an Anglo-Saxon-dominated
Western division and an Eastern division tnder Russian dom-
ination. Under the aegis of Pugwash, Russell’s faction of
British intelligence (continued today by NATO Secretary-
General Lord Carrington) and the part of the U.S. foreign
policy elite typified by Henry Kissinger and the State De-
partment made arrangements with the Soviet leadership,
against a common enemy: the nation state.

The basic arrangement was the retaliation-deterrence
doctrine of Mutual Assured Destruction itself, the notion that
the nuclear age dictates a shift from traditional war-fighting
toadefense based only on the ability to obliterate the opponent.

The keynote speech by Dr. Leo Szilard at the Second
Pugwash Conference (September 1958), “How to Live with
the Bomb and Survive,” was a treatise on MAD and a touch-
stone of the Pugwash movement, it called for a Soviet-Amer-
ican nuclear arms race to reach a level of deterrence sufficient
to maintain a “metastable” state of tension. Szilard explicitly
identified this as the two-empire idea, saying that “when [the]
long-range rocket stage is reached . . . it is conceivable that
America and Russia may be able to go one step further, that
they may be able to agree on a revision of the map.”

But, as the Soviet mode of operation in the Middle East
and elsewhere makes clear, Moscow joined the two-empire
game with the intent to emerge solely dominant. “Russia is
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still ‘Holy Russia’ and Moscow is still the ‘Third Rome,’ ”
wrote that British master of cultural manipulation, Amold
Toynbee, in the 1940s. In offering the Soviets their own half-
world empire, the Pugwashites were encouraging the ancient
Russian Orthodox doctrine that Moscow will rule as the “Third
and Final Rome.” The force unleashed by such geopolitick-
ing, which is continued today by Kissinger, Carrington, and
their like, does not play by the rules.

Margin of superiority

Throughout the 1960s, Soviet participants at Pugwash
regularly included top strategists from the General Staff of
the Soviet Armed Forces, who were glad to help instill MAD
as U.S. and NATO doctrine. They, onthe other hand, always
assuming that deterrence at a certain point could fail, never
abandoned the idea that armed forces have to be able to fight
wars. Hence the Soviet quest for marginal strategic superi-
ority, not only by the surreptitious development of defensive
technologies, but by circumventing, violating, and flying
through loopholes in every arms-limitation agreement ever
signed.

If the advanced industrial sector in the West doomed itself
to collapse through economic decay, the proliferation of the
drug culture, and cultural pessimism, Moscow could rest
assured of eventual world hegemony in any case. But if the
United States, in a national mobilization for defensive beam
weapons with all the gear-up of science and industry that
entails, catalyzed a genuine economic recovery and epidemic
of cultural optimism, then the Soviet Union would have to
find its future in a world dominated by republican nation-
states—with no room for empire. To date, Moscow says it
would prefer going to war.

After Reagan’s March 23 speech posed this choice, the
Soviets cashed in every accumulated asset at their disposal—
military, political, terrorist, financial. With forays in the
Middle East, in the Western Hemisphere, in Asia, and espe-
cially in Europe, Moscow aimed to bombard Reagan with
multiple crises to the point at which he could not deal with
all of them and would back down at one critical moment.

The Soviets embarked on this dubious venture with the
confidence that, should Reagan not back down, the U.S.S.R.
possesses a margin of superiority inevery category of nuclear
weapons now deployed by the two sides. By means of “hid-
den” missile deployments, which have been detected by U.S.
surveillance but are not counted at strategic arms talks be-
cause the Soviets don’t admit they exist, and clever Soviet
subterfuges such as stockpiling missiles that are not in their
launchers but are available forrapid “reload” or are exempted
from strategic arms counts because they are deployed at “test”
ranges, the U.S.S.R. has 45 percent more nuclear weapons
thatcan hit U.S. territory than vice versa.

Furthermore, itis not the case that this advantage is mean-
ingless because either side could wipe the other out. All three
legs of the U.S. nuclear triad are vulnerable. American stra-
tegic bombers would probably be destroyed by Soviet inter-
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ceptor aircraft and anti-aircraft missiles before dropping their
bombs. As EIR’s Editor-in-Chief, Criton Zoalgos, docu-
mented in the Oct. 25 EIR cover story, U.S. nuclear-armed
submarines have either already lost or are about to lose their
value as a deterrent, due to abruptly upgraded Soviet anti-
submarine warfare (ASW) technologies. If the Soviets
iaunched a nuclear first strike, at present they could probably
annihilate 90 percent of U.S. land-based missiles before the
latter left their silos. Lastly, the Soviets have two crucial war-
fighting capabilities the United States does not have at all: a
civil defense program and a nation-wide anti-missile defense
system based on powerful anti-aircraft missiles doubling as
anti-missile missiles.

This huge war machine is undergoing reorganization to
achieve a higher level of war-readiness. The autumn 1983
series of Warsaw Pact military meetings focused on the abil-
ity to launch combat actions with shorter advance notice than
ever before.

EIR has ascertained that, since 1979, the Soviet military
has been creating war-theater command and force structures,
to be the in-place war-fighting organization of the armed
forces. Referred to by one British analyst as “preemptive
strike commands,” they complete the array of institutions
that “shadow” the institutions operating in wartime. The ex-
isting Military Districts in the U.S.S.R. and Groups of Forces
in Eastern Europe, into which Soviet ground forces are or-
ganized, are each slated to transform into a “front” in war-
fighting. The theatre commands are an intermediate level of
command, between the Military District and the General
Staff, and are transformable into autonomous commands for
a “sector” or group of fronts—a Theater of Military Action,
known in Russian as TVD. Four TVDs have been identified
around the perimeter of the U.S.S.R.: the Far East, the South-
ern (divided into Central Asia and Transcaucasus parts, the
second of those oriented to the Middle East and Mediterra-
nean), the Central (Europe) and the Northpm.

Shift to terror

In the last quarter of the year, Moscow went into a phase
of rapid-fire acts of terror against any and all, employing the
Nazi tactic of Schrecklichkeit. The cold-blooded murder of
269 passengers aboard Korean Air Lines Flight 7 on Sept. 1
tested world reaction to such behavior. The bombing of U.S.
and French force headquarters in Beirut, part of a wave of
Soviet-sponsored Islamic fundamentalist terrorism, followed
the next month. And in Western Europe, the anti-missile
“peace movement,” which Moscow had been backing all
along to disrupt NATO, moved through its Hot Autumn of
1983 into an outright terrorist phase.

Especially from September onward, there were coordi-
nated Soviet pre-war deployments in the Northern and Cen-
tral theaters. According to the London Daily Telegraph, the
Soviet Navy conducted its “biggest worldwide demonstration
of maritime power for many years,” in September. During a
week-long exercise, 60 percent of the ships of the Murmansk-
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based Northern fleet were at sea, mainly in the North Atlan-
tic, but also in the Mediterranean and Caribbean seas. The
North Atlantic is where Soviet nuclear submarines pass en
route from Murmansk to the open seas; a “‘break-out” of a
large number of subs into the Atlantic in early 1977 dramat-
ically tested this deployment. In November and December,
British naval officials reported a pattern of Soviet deploy-
ments of missile-carrying submarines and surface ships off
Britain this fall, fitting what another analyst described as a
shift of naval forces from the Northern Fleet to the Baltic
Fleet. In combination with Soviet naval special forces (spets-
naz) operations in which mini-submarines mined or prepared
to mine Swedish and Norwegian coastal waters, these were
moves to turn the Baltic Sea into a Soviet lake. The Soviets
strong-armed Finland into putting its air-defense network at
the service of the Warsaw Pact for detection of cruise missiles
passing over Scandinavia, and they skyrocketed their own
ground force deployment into the Baltic region.

These military moves, together with a propaganda bar-
rage attacking Reagan as a “‘second” Hitler, point toward
early confirmation of intelligence warnings that Moscow is
preparing a pre-emptive military strike against West Ger-
many as a test of the nuclear tripwire, facing the United States
with the ultimate question of whether to go to all-out nuclear
war to defend Europe, or back down in a strategic humiliation.
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West Germany began to experience not only terrorism,
but sabotage bearing the stamp of Soviet spetsnaz pre-war
deployments, such as the cementing-up of chambers of bridges
in West Germany where NATO forces would place explo-
sives if retreating from a Soviet attack.

On Dec. 15, the Warsaw Pact side broke off the last of
three main arms talks. As the Soviets had done at the Soviet-
American intermediate-range nuclear force (INF) talks on
Nov. 23 and the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks on Dec. 8,
they refused to set a date to resume the 10-year-old Mutual
and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks in Vienna, thus
shutting the third major arms control channel in the space of
three-and-a-half weeks. Althoughthe MBFR talks, on forces
in Central Europe, have been deadlocked for years, cutting
them off is a further pre-war attempt to terrorize the West
Europeans.

Rise of the marshals

In January, EIR reported the estimation of one British
expert on the Soviet military, that Andropov was working on
a margin of tolerance from the military that could vanish in
six months if he did not succeed in splitting the European
NATO members away from the United States using his levers
of arms control offers and the so-called peace movement in
Western Europe. Instead, Andropov himself vanished, seven
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and a half months into the year. The Soviet military picked
up the baton.

The commander of Ground Forces, the chief of Rear
Services and the first deputy Chief of Staff were elevated to
the rank of Marshal of the Soviet Union in March, and the
commander of the Strategic Rocket Corps became chief Mar-
shal of Artillery.

If Andropov’s Spiegel interview revealed the cynical map-
drawing of a geopolitician, it was Marshal Ogarkov who laid
down the parameters of the Soviet mobilization for total war.
On May 9, for the anniversary of the end of the “Great
Patriotic War,” Ogarkov published a long article in the daily
Izvestia, which LaRouche characterized in the May 31 EIR
cover story as “a definite war-plan against another power . . .
a war-plan implied to be made ready to go into operation as
early as this year.”

Ogarkov asserted “the necessity of having, in peacetime,
organs of command and control which could immediately go
into action at the outbreak of war without a lengthy period of
reorganization.” With the creation of the war-theater com-
mands, these are being put into place.

Soviet economic policy in 1983 likewise proceeded from
a directive by Ogarkov, this one published in the party mag-
azine Kommunist in July 1981, which demanded “coordina-
tion of the mobilization deployment of the Armed Forces and
the national economy as a whole, especially in the utilization
of manpower resources, transport, communications and powcr

. [and] further improvement of the system of mobilization
readiness of the national economy itself, proceeding from the
fact that a close interconnection of the mobilization readiness
of the Armed Forces, the national economy, and civil defense
is a very important condition for maintaining the defense
capability of the country as a whole at the necessary level.”
Ogarkov proposed the World War II-era State Defense Com-
mittee as a model of centralization.

The changes made in the Soviet economy this year
matched this schema, not the much-ballyhooed “Hungarian-
model decentralization” that Andropov was supposed by many
to carry in his portfolio of reforms. For KGB chief Andropov
and his party and police henchmen launched a campaign
against corruption, which enabled them to knock out dozens
of members of the vast patronage machines built up under
Leonid Brezhnev. It also appears to have been aimed against
the middle layer of the economic bureaucracy, so that in-
creased local decision-making can be coupled with tighter
control from above, as required by Ogarkov.

Several personnel shifts also pointed to militarization of
the economy, starting with decisive sectors such as nuclear
power, transport, and the machine tool industry. Sergei
Afanasyev, minister of General Machine Building—which
builds missiles—since 1965, was named minister of Heavy
and Transport Machine Building. Another former official of
the Ministry of General Machine Building, Minister of the
Machine Tool and Tool Making Industry Boris Bal’mont,
was promoted to full membership in the Communist Party
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Central Committee in June (as were Ogarkov’s First Deputy
Chief of Staff Marshal Sergei Akhromeyev and Deputy De-
fense Minister Gen. V. M. Shabanov). And on Aug. 1,
Yevgenii Kulov moved from the Ministry of Medium Ma-
chine Building, which makes nuclear warheads, to head a
new state committee for atomic power.

By autumn, one other economic policy shift was also
apparent: The Soviets abandoned the slowed investment pol-
icy of the 11th Five Year Plan (1981-85). Investment was at
least doubled, perhaps tripled, in order to crank up capacity
for the military mobilization.

Russian culture
The good news is that communism is dead, a long-time
observer of Soviet affairs quipped at the end of 1983, but the

_ bad news is that Genghis Kahn has taken over the U.S.S.R.

It is impossible to evaluate the strategic threat of war
from the Soviet Union without a tool applied by EIR, practi-
cally alone among strategic analysts in the West, during the
unfolding crisis of 1983: an understanding of the culture of
Russia since it was forged under the influence of the Byzan-
tine Empire and Eastern Orthodoxy a thousand years ago.
Looking across this sweep of a thousand years, E/R could
discern, as revealed in the Sept. 27 cover story, “Those
features of current Soviet foreign policy and strategic pos-
tures which cohere with the Russian Orthodox Church’s cen-
turies-old perspective for the ‘Third and Final Rome,’ ”—an
empire with Moscow as its capital.

Russia has changed, we reported, but it has changed into
something old. With a literary revival of the likes of blood-
and-soil ideologue Fyodor Dostoevsky and an officially
sponsored outbreak of vile anti-Semitism, the Soviet Union
is reverting to the outlook of the Russian Empire. It has
modern trappings now, with brigades of Soviet systems an-
alysts and sociological poll-takers to rival the nuttiest psy-
chological profiling centers in Britain or the United States,
but Mother Russia is underneath. Her social base was never
fundamentally transformed either by 19th-century industrial-
ization or after the Bolshevik Revolution. Thirty-five percent
of the Soviet population still lives on the land, and these
peasants, organized into collective farms that mimic the tra-
ditional Russian peasant commune and grind up tractors and
other hardware relentlessly with no return, are a huge con-
stituency against progress.

This is the Russian population that was the base for the
Russian Orthodox Church, historically the enemy of the fac-
tions of Western civilization that fought for the idea of the
perfectability of the individual human being, the idea ex-
pressed in the filioque doctrine of Augustinian Christianity.
It is therefore lawful that 1983 saw the Soviet state restore to
the Church the ancient Danilevskii Monastery and the emis-
saries of Moscow’s Patriarch Pimen (the first high-ranking
Soviet spokesman to denounce beam weapons, in 1982) fan
out around the globe to participate in the false peace
movement.
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The revival of the Nazi-Communist pact:
Soviets foster worldwide terrorism

by Thierry Lalevée

As 1983 drew to a close, an interview was made available by
intelligence sources to EIR—a discussion with former Lt.-
Gen. Otto-Ernst Remer, who in July 21, 1944 led the com-
mandos who arrested and assassinated the members of the
conspiracy led by Adm. Wilhelm Canaris against Hitler.
Canaris himself, leader of German military intelligence, the
Abwehr, was hanged in March 1945. Remer, who came back
to Germany in late 1981, told his interlocutor bluntly: “I want
to make an agreement with the Russian people, we have to
move out of NATO, and out of the European Community.
We want to be a neutral country, then we can reunify. The
Americans, not the Russians, are the aggressors!”

Remer, who created a “European Resistance group”
against American imperialism last March in Luxembourg,
added that the “Russians are very interested” in his proposal.
He also noted that one person with whom “I have connec-
tions” was Gerd Bastian, a retired West German general, a
leader of the Green Party of Germany, and a luminary within
the international disarmament movement!

Remer’s declaration serves to underline how things
changed during 1983, the year that celebrated the 50th anni-
versary of Hitler’s 1933 seizure of power. There was no
Nuremberg rally or anything close to it, but there were more
than backroom meetings organized by aging men from the
old days: In European capitals as well as in Damascus, Teh-

. eran, and Tripoli, celebrations were held. In February, Qad-
dafi told the French newspaper Le Matin that “Hitler was
right, he had understood the threat to the German nations
represented by the Jews”—a view shared by Druze leader
Walid Jumblatt, who has pictures of Hitler on his wall.

1983 had been targeted for years as a launching date for
the revival of Nazism, and so it became. But as the declara-
tions of Otto-Ernst Remer underline, not merely old fanatics
in the West were involved; the Soviet Union and its East
German satrapy played a key, even essential, role. To do so,
the Soviets mobilized the array of Nazi networks they have
controlled since World War II and before. And as we analyze
elsewhere, Soviet sponsorship of a Nazi revival today has a
very specific aspect. According to Articles 53 and 107 of the
original United Nations charter, a revival of Nazism in Ger-
many gives the Soviet Union the right to intervene militarily
in the country. Both articles stipulate that “renewal of ag-
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gressive policies” from countries of the Axis can be countered
by any means without requesting a decision of the U.N.
Security Council! In the same way that Stalin used Hitler as
a pawn for Russia’s expansionist goals in Eastern Europe,
today’s Nazis will be used by the Soviets in the attempt to
gain world hegemony, and to destroy the United States and
Western civilization. As Remer puts it bluntly, this is a goal
which is common to the Russians and Nazis.

KGB-controlled Black International

The Soviet use of the Nazi card is not merely aimed at
West Germany; Nazi networks have been for decades an
essential component of KGB and related institutions’ covert
operations worldwide. Soviet control over the Nazi networks
has been a major weapon of disinformation toward those
Western intelligence agencies which thought the Nazis were
an asset on their side, a blunder which could have disastrous
consequences. ' '

The roots of Nazi-Communist cooperation go back to
those Nazis around the Strasser “left” wing of the party which
advocated that Germany take up the “leadership of a league
of oppressed nations, toget}icr with Russia, China, India,
Saudi Arabia, etc., against Western Imperialism.” This out-
look -didn’t die with the physical elimination of Strasser;
Martin Borman, Hitler’s private secretary and one of the most
powerful Nazi leaders, supported such ideas until very late,
as did numerous other Nazi leaders who saw in Russia a force
against hated Western civilization, like themselves. It was
not by chance, thereafter, that scores of Nazi leaders decided
to join Moscow’s KGB or East Germany’s Stasi after their
defeat. As a matter of fact nearly the entir¢ command struc-
ture of the Nazi Middle East operations went East after the
war; most of them to East Berlin. Some, like Dr. Grobba
who had planned the 1941 Nazi coup in Baghdad and the
Tunisian campaigns of the Grand Mufti’s Arab Legion, went
to Moscow to take high positions in the foreign ministry.

Soviet agent Frangois Genoud

It is this inheritance that Moscow is today mobilizing
worldwide in a general onslaught against the Western world.
Key to these operations, as EIR exposed in 1983, is Swiss
banker Frangois Genoud (see EIR, April 20, 1982 and April
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19, 1983). Perhaps one of his key propaganda operations was
the publication of faked Hitler diaries by the West German
magazine Der Stern. There is little doubt that this was a
masterpiece of propaganda realized by the disinformation
department of Directorate I of the Soviet KGB. The diaries
were only meant to have credibility for a brief period: They
were intended to create a scandal and a massive propaganda
operation on the issue of Hitler and of Nazism, and they
succeeded. At the center of the operation was Genoud, who
admitted to an Italian journalist that he knew about the oper-
ation long before it became public. The credibility of the
diaries, which came from East Germany, was asserted by
Genoud’s old associate SS Gen. Karl Wolff, who now quietly
lives in Chiems in Bavaria, after having spent months helping
Stern’s journalist Gerd Heidemann. That Genoud and Wolff
are also close friends of Otto-Ernst Remer may underline the
point.

The diary hoax was also important in fostering neo-Naz-
ism in West Germany itself, as shown by the decision this
month by the West German interior ministry to ban the neo-
Nazi Michael Kuhnen group, the Action Front of National
Socialists (ANS), as a serious threat. Other groups have been
created such as the “Republikaner Partei” in Munich led by
former Waffen SS memberFranz Schoenhuber, an opponent
of Bavarian governor Franz-Josef Strauss. Schoenhuber, a
radical right-wing leader, is said to have received the help of
Genoud in this operation, as well as of the luminaries of the
European “New Right” around Armin Moehler and the
GRECE foundation (Groupe de recherche et d’études sur la
civilisation europeéne) of Alain de Benoist in France.

Genoud himself—who in 1956 won the international
publishing rights for the writings of Goebbels and Borman—
has repeatedly boasted of his good relations with the Soviets
and East Germans. Over the years, he has been fed material
from Borman’s archives, which were seized by the Soviet
Union in 1945. More recently the East German authorities
have handed Genoud the manuscripts of a certain Mrs. Wag-
ner, characterized as a “left-wing” adviser and ideologue of
the Nazi Party, a reference to Strasser and his wing.

Of direct relevance is the game played by Genoud in the
trial of Klaus Barbie in France, the former SS officer who
was extradited to France last February by the Bolivian gov-
ernment, and accused of war crimes against the French Jew-
ish community and World War II Resistance. The case is in
fact further-ranging: Barbie was the connecting point for the
Italian Propaganda-2 lodge of Licio Gelli, with Italian fascist
Stefanodella Chiaie, who was an international terrorist want-
ed for the August 1980 bombing of the Bologna, Italy train
station and was a middleman in numerous arms deals signed
in Geneva with Iran’s Khomeini.

There is also the question of for whom Barbie was really
working during World War II. He was under the orders of
Gen. Walter Nikolai, who had created in Berlin a Department
of Jewish Affairs, the same Nikolai who as intelligence chief
under the Kaiser had sent Lenin back to Russia. But Nikolai
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was suspected by Admiral Canaris and his collaborators of
being a “Russian agent,” and Nikolai went by himself to
Moscow before the end of the war. Was Barbie already a
liaison in a certain Nazi/Soviet cooperation which aimed at
preparing a postwar Europe by eliminating the key figures
who could reconstruct that Europe, such as Resistance leader
Jean Moulin?

Itis not surprising in this light that Klaus Barbie’s lawyer
is the pro-communist Jacques Verges, who at the start of his
career chaired the Soviet-controlled Students Federation in
Prague together with Alevsander Shelepin, who was KGB
chief from 1958-61. Verges, who is known for his close
relations with Arab and Palestinian terrorists, was introduced
to Barbie by Frangois Genoud, an old friend from the late
1950s; in 1969 Genoud and Verges defended three PFLP
terrorists in Switzerland, and, as Genoud admits, he has
maintained close relations with everybody involved in that
1969 trial. With Genoud probably footing the trial expenses,
the Barbie case has become one of the key Nazi-Communist
operations. Verges is now rumored to have taken the leader-
ship of the old “Curiel network,” an international terrorist
ring which created “Carlos.” His strategy is to continue Bar-
bie’s work during the war: to use the trial to discredit and
destroy the old Resistance networks which created the Fifth
Republic with General de Gaulle. The aim is to recreate in
France a Fourth Republic-type of instability around a radi-
calized right and left wing. The scenario is assisted by the
deliberate help the French Communist Party is giving to
extreme right-wing luminary Jean-Marie Le Pen.

Creation of the Islamintern

A complementary development was the creation during
the late summer 1983 of a coordinated command structure of
international terrorism under Soviet command. In meetings
in London and Teheran, the Soviets pulled together under the
leadership of Deputy Prime Minister Geidar Aliyev fanatic
Islamic and terrorist groups from Iran, Libya, and numerous
other countries (see EIR, Sept. 20, 1983). Out of this cen-
tralized command were deployed the Oct. 23 kamikazes
against the French and American compounds in Beirut and
later in Kuwait. Investigations revealed that such operations
are coordinated by the KGB “autonomous center” of liaison
with the Middle East based in East Berlin under the command
of KGB Directorate I, Department 9. Associated are the
“autonomous” centers of Vienna and of Karlovy Vary in
Czechoslovakia, where international terrorists are trained.

Why did the KGB choose East Berlin as their liaison
center for the Middle East? East Germany’s intelligence ser-
vice, the Stasi, was the one to inherit most directly the old
Nazi Middle Eastern networks. Leipzig University and its
Islamic department is a major center of Nazi-Communist
cooperation. It is this department which organizes the pro-
paganda for Qaddafi’s Green Book, a pamphlet reportedly
written by Qaddafi’s chief security adviser Al Hanesh, him-
self a member of the Stasi who converted to Islam and mar-
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ried one of Qaddafi’s cousins.

A regular visitor to Leipzig is Ahmed Huber, a Swiss
Nazi converted to Islam by the Grand Mufti al Husseini,
Hitler’s closest war-time Middle Eastern collaborator; Huber
for years has been a close collaborator of Genoud and of the
entire Nazi crowd which gathered in Cairo in the mid-1950s,
headed by former Nazi Economics Minister Hjalmar Schacht.
Huber worked for East Germany’s press agency ADN from
1970 to 1978, a task which required some kind of “ideologi-
cal affinities.” Indeed, like Remer, Ahmed Huber has long
advocated a German reunification based on a political deal
with Russia and the East Germans. It was Huber who, as
early as July 1982, organized a secret meeting in Paris with
Algerian fundamentalist Ahmed Ben Bella to plan for the
commemoration of Hitler’s 1933 takeover! Huber’s role at
the center of the operations of the Islamintern was underlined
indeclarations made available to EIR concerning the Oct. 23
kamikaze operation in Beirut: “I just met with the Iranian
chargé d’affaires. That’s marvelous what happened. I am
really proud of my Iranian friends and of the Shi’ites in the
Lebanon. They did their job. . . . The Americans and the
French are finished!”

And finally, from Genoud and Huber, one can go to the
old Nazis who are still active in the Middle East, such as
Alois Brunner, former SS leader, now security adviser to
Soviet ally Hafez al-Assad, president of Syria.

CASE STUDY

Mexico’s PAN: ‘KGB’
fascism on U.S. doorstep

by Timothy Rush

The forward surge during 1983 of the National Action Party

(PAN) of Mexico to a position threatening the traditional rule
of the PRI party has parallels to the Mussolini coup in 1922
and the Hitler seizure of power in 1933. The PAN is joining
together middle-class and immiserated city and rural strata
into a mass force capable of moving into power much sooner
than most people in the United States, lulled by State De-
partment fairy tales of the PAN as “the Republican Party of
Mexico,” realize. It is deploying jointly with KGB-directed
forces in an effort to make Mexico ungovernable. What this
means on the U.S. southern border, at a moment when Mos-
cow is heating up confrontation with the United States on
every front, is not hard to imagine.

The PAN was founded as an asset of the Nazi Internation-
al in 1939. It attempted to find credibility in Mexico as a
“conservative, Catholic-oriented” party, but its roots were in
the same European solidarist circles who helped put Hitler
into power. The party today is working with an overtly neo-
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Nazi, anti-Semitic network centered in a group called “Inte-
gral Human Development™” (DHIAC), whose officials, such
as José Angel Conchello, are on the record with fulsome
praise of the economic policies of Hitler’s economics minis-
ter, Hjalmar Schacht, and of Hitler’s forced-labor policies.

The most striking example of the alliance of this fascist
force with KGB-controlled networks was the joint march of
the PAN and the Mexican Unified Socialist Party (PSUM,
formerly the Mexican Communist Party) down the main streets
of Culiacén, Sinaloa, in early November to protest the PRI
victory in state elections. The PSUM leadership had just
returned from consultations in Moscow.

The collaboration was replicated in Puebla, Mexico’s
fourth-largest city, where the “red” rector of the Autonomous
University (UAP), Alfonso Vélez Pliego, threw his support
to the PAN mayoral candidate in elections held Nov. 27. A
week later Vélez Pliego received a special medallion for
meritorious service from the Patrice Lumumba University in
Moscow.

When evidence of simultaneous control channels to the
PAN from the U.S. State Department and the FBI surfaced
in early September, it was a chorus of left-wing parties and
intellectuals which sprang to the PAN’s defense. “Absurd
charges” snorted Antonio Gerschenson, congressional dep-
uty of the PSUM. His defense of the PAN was echoed by
spokesmen for the terrorist-tinged Revolutionary Workers
Party (PRT) and the leading outlets of the “left” Jesuit-con-
trolled press, Unomdsuno and Proceso.

Most fierce in his support for the PAN was KGB asset
Miguel Angel Granados Chapa, recently expelled from Uno-
mdsuno for services to the PSUM cause which went beyond
what even that leftist daily could take. Granados Chapa, in a
mid-September panegyric in favor of the PAN, extolled PAN
neo-Nazi ideologue José Angel Conchello as a man “with his
feet on the ground,” and finished a defense of the PAN from
charges brought by the Mexican Labor Party (PLM) with the
ringing words: “The PAN is a thousand times better than the
PLM.” Granados Chapa is one of a group of young men who
have had especially close associations with Mexican Educa-
tion Minister Jesus Reyes Heroles, who is an object of new
investigations into how the Nazi-KGB interface functions in
Mexico.

Drugs and the ‘northern strategy’

The fact that KGB and FBI/State Department networks
overlap in the PAN poses a particular problem for Mexican
officials in the north. The party won the mayorships of the
capital cities of Durango, Sonora, and Chihuahua in 1982-
1983, as well as key border cities in the latter two states. It
lost the states of Baja California Norte and Sinaloa by only
small margins during the same period. This is an area of
strong separatist tendencies and an explosion of drug traf-
ficking which has deeply alarmed law-enforcement profes-
sionals on both sides of the border.

The PAN is integral to both developments. It has gone so
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far in its encouragement of separatism as to call for the sale
of Baja California to the United States as a way to meet
foreign debt payments. The drugs are flowing across the
border to the U.S. Southwest through PAN-controlled gate-
way cities such as Agua Prieta and San Luis Rio Colorado in
Sonora. The PAN mayor of the latter border town was elected
with campaign funds from the drug-created fortune of the
powerful Meraz family.

The State Department and FBI (the latter with a special,
little-known mandate dating back to World War II which
allows it a full range of operations in Mexico) were caught
repeatedly during 1983 stage-managing the PAN political
“breakout” in the north. State Department consular officials
and FBI personnel in such centers as Hermosillo, Sonora,
met routinely in private sessions with the PAN to work out
support operations. When a late-April planning session at-
tended by U.S. deputy chief of mission George High in
Hermosillo, Sonora, broke into the press and created a scan-
dal, Ambassador John Gavin threatened that any effort to
curtail U.S. diplomatic contact with the PAN might lead “the
American people . . . to question our ability to continue the
use of tax dollars to finance a government which is hostile to
America.”

The suicide bombings by Mid-
east-based terrorists are the
most visible expression of the in-
ternational alliance of Nazi net-
works and the KGB foreign-oper-
ations division. In the late sum-
-mer of 1983, a coordinated com-
mand structure was created in
London, Teheran, and East
Berlin.

Revelations of the State Department/FBI interference in
Mexican affairs, made in early September by Will Wertz,
West Coast coordinator for Lyndon LaRouche’s National
Democratic Policy Committee and covered on the front pages
in Mexico’s press, was one of the biggest political bomb-
shells of the year.

At the same time an extraordinary number of Soviet mil-
itary personnel and “agronomists” have recently concentrat-
ed their efforts in Sonora, intelligence sources on both sides
of the border report.

Disappointment for Kissinger

The PAN’s great defender in the KGB-linked press,
Granados Chapa, also rushed to rescue Henry Kissinger from
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PLM attack at the end of the year. Granados Chapa’s two
loves are not unrelated: Kissinger, according to insider
sources, is one of the prime behind-the-scenes designers of
the policy of making Mexico ungovernable through a PAN-
led assault on the PRI. Intelligence experts are asking: Was
this part of the conversations held secretly between Kissinger
and Cuban ambassador in Mexico, Fernando Lépez Muino,
on Dec. 14?

It is important to note that, although the PAN made great
inroads in 1983, it did not achieve what Kissinger had hoped
for. After the stunning victories in Durango and Chihuahua
in July, it lost subsequent state elections—albeit by small
margins—in Baja California Norte (Sept. 5), Sinaloa (Nov.
6). and Puebla (Nov. 27). The defeats were due, in significant
part, to brilliant campaigns against the PAN waged by the
Mexican Labor Party. In each case, as its electoral preten-
sions were jolted, the PAN turned increasingly to violent
street demonstrations and civic disruptions. In the Puebla
elections, the PAN dispatched armed groups of squadristi
who burned polling boxes in the streets and intimidated voters
throughout the city.

One Mexican official, aware that Henry F.issinger was
behind the effort to pass off a PAN takeover as “‘the establish-
ment of a two-party system in Mexico,” confided at year’s
end, “What will Kissinger do, now that his ‘two-party’ gam-
bit failed in 198377

The PAN and the IMF

The dramatic rise of the PAN in 1982-83 cannot be sep-
arated from yet another powerful supranational backer: the
International Monetary Fund. United States officials waking
up to the dangers of a “PAN-ized” Mexico will have to si-
multaneously rethink America’s unconditional support for
the IMF “adjustment” program now wrecking the Mexican
economy. The fact that the IMF has made a bigger role for
the PAN an unwritten “conditionality” is attested to by the
PAN itself, as witness the Nov. 18 declarations of Humberto
Rice Garcia, PAN leader in Sinaloa. “The IMF pressured the
[Mexican] system to create a democratic opening in Chi-
huahua and Durango [the two elections where the PAN was
installed in power] as well as the rest of the country, as a
condition for negotiating the foreign debt,” Rice Garcia de-
clared. Using the same reasoning by which British and Swiss
bankers in the 1930s helped foist Hitler on Germany as part
of a debt reorganization, the Financial Times of London
wrote Nov. 24: “Opposition parties, Western diplomats, and
Mexican political scientists believe that the government is
playing with fire by not allowing freer elections at a time
when people are fed up with the ruling party and the country
needs an escape valve.”

The best-selling Mein Kampf of the PAN movement, a
novel called Operation Bloodless Coup, by Manuel Sanchez
Pontén, portrays the unfolding of a PAN-backed military
coup in Mexico to forestall a break with the IMF debt-collec-
tion policies.
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CASE STUDY

The Nazis again deploy suicide
commandos against Europe

by Vin Berg

In 1944, Col. Otto Skorzeny, “Hitler’s favorite commando,”
was put in charge of a special Nazi plan called “Operation
Suicide.” The SS plan involved fitting the V-1 unmanned
rockets with a pilot. These 400-mile-per-hour weapons car-
rying a ton of explosives could then be honed in on the exact
target. Goebbels and Himmler took a personal interest in this
project, even visiting the Luftwaffe base in Larz to watch the
tests. Goebbels also requested copies of the release signed by
the volunteerpilots: “I hereby voluntarily apply to be enrolled
in the suicide group as pilot of a human glider-bomb. I fully
understand that employment in this capacity will entail my
own death.” Goebbels had a plan to glorify the pilots as
martyrs of the Third Reich, a way of getting more recruits
and continuing the Nazi war effort. Only the Allies invasion
of Europe pre-empted the plan.

One of the most horrifying developments of 1983 is that,
today, Europe again is faced with “suicide commandos”—as
is the United States. This time, they are deployed out of
the Middle East—deployed by old networks of Hitler’s Ab-
wehr intelligence services inherited after World War II by
the Soviet and East German intelligence services. The atroc-
ities now being committed by these Middle East-based sui-
cide-terrorists are the most visible practical expression of the
international alliance of Nazi networks and the Russian KGB
foreign-operations divisions.

The suicide bombings against the French, American, and
Israeli military installations in Lebanon, and their threatened
spread to Europe and the U.S.A., signify that the Soviets are
using the commitment of Iran’s Ayatollah Khomeini regime
to a Jihad or “holy war” against the non-Islamic world. In
such a war, martyrdom is not only accepted, it is wished for,
and for the would-be-martyrs and their families, it would be
a disgrace to come back alive from any such operations.

That Moscow was preparing to transform Iran into noth-
ing but a terrorist center was signalled in the summer of 1983,
when members of the Iranian Communist Party (Tudeh) just
released from prison issued public statements of “conver-
sion” from communism to Islam. This cannot be dismissed
as the result of torture in jail. There is evidence that the entire
affair was orchestrated from Moscow.

From the inception of the suicide terrorism, Moscow’s
involvement has been direct. Take, for example, the Beirut
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bombing which killed 239 U.S. marines on Oct. 23. Five
days earlier, on Oct. 18, two officers of the Bulgarian secret
service, specialists in explosives, were seen arriving at Beirut
airport, and were welcomed by Soviet embassy officials and
representatives of Rifaat Assad’s special Syrian intelligence
squads. A special Syrian truck convoy escorted by armored
cars and two helicopters was later to be seen on the Beirut-
Damascus road. Then, a few days before the fatal suicide
bombing of the American marines’ compound, one of the
most important Soviet electronic spy ships arrived off the
coast of Beirut monitoring local activities, while the intensity
of Syrian-Soviet communications dramatically increased.

Driving the trucks were members of the Islamic Suicide
Commandos, an organization created in March 1982 under
the sponsorship of Iranian Prime Minister Moussavi. Subse-
quently, Moussavi spent time in North Korea, and the Islamic
Suicide Commandos were based in Persepolis, in northern
Iran, for training by North Korean military experts.

The real power behind the suicide terrorist organization

is said to be Ayatollah Khoini, the man who organized the
1979 seizure of American hostages. Khoini attended Patrice
Lumumba University in Moscow, and then spent time in East
Germany where Soviet operations employing old Nazi assets
in the Middle East are based. Khoini is a leading figure in the
Imami faction of the ruling Islamic Republican Party, com-
prised of Khomeini’s closest confidants. That faction repre-
sents the hard-core of Soviet assets in Iran. Khoini on Aug.
23 helped form an international Islamic terrorist organiza-
tion, known as the Assembly of United Islamic Terrorist
Organizations (dubbed “Islamintern”). It is the Islamintern
that is now preparing for attacks in Europe and the United
States. .
One of the key figures for this spread of operations is
based at the Islamic center of Munich. Her name is Fatima
Hereen Sarka. She works closely with the old Nazi associate
of Frangois Genoud, converted Muslim Ahmed Huber, and
is the main correspondent of the London-based “Muslim
Institute” sponsored by Khomeini, which coordinates Iranian
activities in North America and Western Europe. Recently,
former SS Gen. Kurt Wolff declared America “the aggres-
sor” in the world, and Russia the natural ally of Nazis. Fatima
Hereen Sarka is Wolff’s daughter.
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The battle for Europe will determine if
the world averts thermonuclear war

by Vivian Freyre Zoakos

As 1983 comes to a close, the Battle for Europe dominates
the global political situation.

What we are witnessing is the playing out of the final
consequences of the doctrine of flexible response, originally
developed at the 1958 conference of the Pugwash East-West
“backchannel” and later made public in the early 1960s by
Robert McNamara. As a concoction of Anglo-Soviet net-
works, the doctrine created the foundation for a rift between
the United States and its European allies, introducing the
notion that the United States would not necessarily respond
to a Soviet attack of Western Europe with a full American
strategic barrage.

Rooted in the untenable doctrine of Mutual Assured De-
struction (MAD), the crack in the alliance implied by flexible
response has today become a chasm. It is impossible to say
whether in the course of 1984 any nation of Western Europe
will remain in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

If such a European decoupling occurs, full-scale ther-
monuclear war becomes likely to the point of near certainty.
It is in Europe, and not in the Middle East or other hot spots
that humanity’s political and strategic future is being played
out.

Nineteen eighty-three can be characterized in part as the
year in which the Soviet Union began to take off its gloves in
its sirategy of terrorizing Western Europe, using political and
diplomatic means and, toward the latter part of the year,
outright military means to do it. In this Moscow had the
enormous advantage of being able to play on the issue of the
so-called Euromissiles, American-built intermediate-range
nuclear weapons whose deployment in Europe began this
past November. These forward-based missiles, whose prem-
ise was the doctrine of flexible response, had been voted up
at NATO’s 1979 year-end meeting, once again under the
aegis of Pugwash channels, in this case principally through
the efforts of Henry Kissinger.

The issue of the Euromissiles was never a military one; it
is a central component in a Soviet political strategy to decou-
ple Europe from the United States. This became an urgent
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priority following President Reagan’s March 23 announce-
ment of a new strategic doctrine based on the development
of a beam weapons ABM defense. Because Reagan’s policy
offered the first hope for bringing Europe and the rest of the
world out of the conundrum created by MAD and flexible
response, the beam weapons question after March 23 began
to shape European political behavior.

 Response to Moscow

As Moscow stepped up the pressure, ostensibly over the
Euromissiles, which they had in fact pre-discounted, two
types of European responses began to emerge. On the one
hand there were the appeasers, led by newly elected NATO
General Secretary Lord Peter Carrington, German Foreign
Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher, Italian Foreign Minister
Giulio Andreotti, and outright Soviet asset Olof Palme of
Sweden. Carrington’s election to the NATO post at the De-
cember NATO year-end meeting was viewed rightly by Mos-
cow as a major victory. The Carrington policy was spelled
out in mid-November in an article in the Hamburg weekly
Die Zeit written by one of his intimates, Theo Sommer, who
stated the faction’s fundamental demand: that President Rea-
gan scrap his March 23 program or face the dissolution of the
Atlantic Alliance.

The second, European response to Soviet pressure has
been from the outset in one manner or another, tied to the -
efforts of this journal’s staff and of the European Labor Party,
which used the Reagan beams ABM policy to spark a resist-
ance movement regrouping the best and most combative po-
litical and military forces remaining in Europe. Through a
series of EIR-sponsored conferences thus far held in Bonn,
Rome, Oslo, Vienna, and Paris, large groups of military and
political leaders representing all the leading nations of Eu-
rope were brought together to confer on the strategic and
specifically European implications of these weapons’ devel-
opment. The process began to directly and indirectly create
the basis for a European leadership who could reverse the
drift toward Finlandization.
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A crucial measure of the success of this effort was the
November speech delivered at the British Institute for Inter-
national Strategic Studies by Jacques Chirac, head of the
French Gaullist party, Rassemblement pour la Republique.
Chirac’s speech was a signal to both Moscow and their ap-
peaser allies that the old continent was not about to roll over
and play dead at Moscow’s behest. Issuing the first public
statement of support for Reagan’s beams policy of any elect-
ed European leader, the Gaullist leader did so in the context
of arguing against the currently rampant notion that a Soviet
takeover of West Germany might be tolerable. Chirac argued
that far from abandoning Germany, Europe must bring that
nation to take greater responsibilities inside the Atlantic Al-
liance, situating beam weapons as the key to revitalizing the
alliance and ending the one way street to war of MAD and
flexible response.

Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger gave the Euro-
peans a complete, closed-door briefing on the U.S. beams
weapons policy at the Dec. 10 NATO meeting, emphasizing
the American commitment to joint cooperation in the devel-
opment of the weapons. This doused any remaining Euro-
pear. ~xcuses for refusing to take a stand on the issue due to
being “insufficiently briefed” by the United States.

Now, either the proponents of beams weapons take con-
trol of the future of European policy-making or, probably
within the first half of next year, we will be faced with a map
on which the entirety of the continent will be under Soviet
domination. The United States would then be vastly out-
gunned, politically and militarily. The only possible outcome
would be an (unlikely) American capitulation, or a thermo-
nuclear confrontation in which superior Soviet forces are
committed to wiping out every inch of the United States.
Either way, the cultural legacy represented today uniquely
by Western European civilization and its North and South
American transplants will have been eradicated for the future
generations of humanity. Ruling the globe instead will be the
fascist Soviet heirs of Byzantine cultism, the faithful heirs of
that world which broke with the West precisely on the point
of repudiating the Western tradition’s conception of the pri-
macy of the individual’s creative powers as representing

mankind’s God-like attribute. These, and nothing less, are’

the stakes in the current Battle for Europe.

Destabilization and ‘reunification’

For its part, the Soviet Union is deploying all its capabil- -

ities to destabilize Western Europe as well as terrorize it
militarily. Such Soviet tactics as the December walkout from
the INF Euromissile negotiations and the Soviet cessation of
the START (strategic weapons) and MBFR (conventional
forces) talks are best understood as diplomatic terror aimed
principally at Europe.

Alongside this, the Soviets are conducting a custom-
made operation against their principal target: the West Ger-
mans, the backbone core of European NATO. While threat-
ening the Federal Republic through domestically conducted
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destabilization operations, and waving their military might
in front of the country’s leadership and population, Moscow
is also holding out the possibility of German reunification in
exchange for a German pull-out from NATO. Negotiations
to this end have been in process during the past year between
the U.S.S.R. and the remains of the old Nazi networks left
scattered throughout German institutions and nurtured by
post-war British and anglophile American collusion.

Working with these treasonous negotiators at the top is
the West German foreign minister, Free Democratic Party
(FDP) chief Hans-Dietrich Genscher. Others involved are
the two heads of the Social Democratic Party (SPD) Parlia-
mentary fraction, Egon Bahr and Horst Ehmke, who have
also guided the SPD’s increasing alliance with the fascist
Green Party ecologists/peaceniks and the rejection on Nov.
20 of the SPD’s former pro-Euromissile policy.

Working with Genscher, Bahr, Ehmke, and their ilk are
representatives of the old Nazi apparatus such as Lieutenant-
General Otto Emst Remer (see article, page 15). A living
representative of the old Hitler-Stalin pact, Remer has called
for an alliance with Russia against the United States. Raving
that “the Americans, not the Russians, are the aggressors,”
Remer states that “we have to leave NATO, leave the Euro-
pean Community, become a neutral country, then we can
reunify.”

This, in summary, represents the policies of the beam-
weapons opponents. It is what Chirac was addressing in his
cited speech, as well as at an earlier speech delivered in
Germany in which he insisted that the security of the entire
continent was indissolubly bound up with the question of
Germany. ‘

The Soviets are playing on these appeasement tendencies
and the fear that often underlies them, making good use of
the resources of the enormously powerful, Swiss-centered
neo-Nazi networks. The leaders of the “peace” movement,
funded by Moscow and Moscow’s Muammar Qaddafi and
logistically led by the neo-Nazi Soviet allies, this year de-
clared a Hot Autumn against the continent and especially
against West Germany. The resulting destabilizations in-
volved more than large-scale marches in the streets decrying
the Euromissiles and the United States. They involved the
widespread use of outright terrorist tactics in the form of
bombings against military-connected targets, beginning with
the computer center of the German MAN firm this autumn.
This terrorist phase of the campaign has only begun. With
the beginning of Euromissile stationings in BritaininNovem-
ber, and in West Germany and Italy in December, the peace
movement leaders have already announced that the terror will

‘now increase dramatically. They were urged in this by the

Soviet party paper Pravda, which printed marching orders
after the missiles began arriving telling “the movement” that
they must now escalate operations.

Beginning roughly last May, the U.S.S.R began addi-
tionally to flex its military muscles against northern Europe,
with West Germany once again the ultimate target. This
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Soviet activity set off a chain of events which has weakened
the northern flank of NATO to the point that several nations
are hanging onto their Western loyalties by the merest thread.

The northern tier

Denmark is having elections on Jan. 10 whose outcome
may well meanthe country’s de facto withdrawal from NATO.
The Belgians have decided to withdraw from the Central
Front NATO air defense belt. The Dutch parliament voted in
December against the stationing of American cruise missiles
in Europe. “Neutral” Finland, and only somewhat more
slowly, Sweden, are being roped into defending Soviet ter-
ritory from Western-launched cruise missiles. Behind this is
an arrogant Soviet military show of force in the area.

The British began to report Soviet submarine sightings
off their northern coasts beginning last May. On Dec. 12,
former British Navy Minister Speed wamned of a shift of
“significant numbers of Soviet cruise missiles submarines
from their Northern fleet to the Baltic, to put them closer to
targets in this country and Northern Europe.” The mini-sub
incursions into Swedish territorial waters which caused such
an international stir last spring are continuing. There were 62
such incursions officially reported in the course of this year.
An Oskar-class Soviet submarine carrying 24 cruise missiles
three weeks ago staged a breakout of f the waters of Norway.
This was a Soviet exercise in demonstrating to NATO that
Moscow has the capability to maneuver with impunity through
Western anti-submarine screens.

Underlying the fear generated by these staged shows of
force is the fact that NATO military strength relative to the
Warsaw Pact in the area is already abysmal-—and Moscow
continues itsarms buildup. To give anexample of force levels
in indicative categories: According to Pentagon figures for
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early 1983 covering the area sweeping from Norway to Den-
mark, there are 100 NATO tanks facing 1.700 Soviet tanks;
in artillery and/or mortar batteries, NATO has 500 units, as
opposed to 2,000 for the Soviets. Additionally, the enor-
mously rapid buildup of Soviet MI-24 attack helicopters in
the northern tier is threatening to completely saturate the
Western border air defense systems there. Moscow already
has 1,800 of these very fast and deadly helicopters stationed
and, according to one German authority, more are continu-
ously being mass-produced and stationed.

The reason for the Soviet focus on the northern flank is
once again West Germany. Authorities in the United States
and Europe have for the past months been circulating scenar-
ios based on observation of Soviet behavior and knowledge
of Soviet thinking. Typical of the scenarios floated in the
course of the past year was the book Soviets Threaten Sweden
authored by Estonian refugee Jurij Lina. Lina—and many
military experts agree with him—says the U.S.S.R. will very
likely stage an invasion of Sweden by 1986 at the latest.
Lina’s hypothesis is that the Soviet leadership will provoke
Sweden into violating its de facto “treaty” with Moscow—
its neutral stance—and this would be used as a pretext for
invasion. Indeed, various Soviet moves are underway today
in this direction, and Soviet foreign minister Andrei Gro-
myko pointedly told the visiting Finnish foreign minister in
Moscow in December that the Moscow government “ob-
serves the relation between Sweden and the U.S.S.R with
grave worry.”

The reason for the Soviet takeover of Sweden would be
to secure the northern flank preparatory to a Soviet military
incursion into West Germany. EIR has learned that already
in 1976, the East Germans and Soviets had conducted mili-
tary maneuvers based on just such a scenario. Code-named
“Plan Polarka,” the exercise involved a surgical, convention-
al attack into northern West Germany including a full pro-
paganda barrage around a supposed revival of Nazism in
West Germany serving as the maneuver’s political cover.

Given the limited sovereignty agreement signed by the
World War II allies in 1958, Moscow reserves to itself the
right under articles 95 and 105 of that treaty (articles even-
tually repudiated by the Western allies, although not by the
U.S.S.R.) to invade West Germany in the event of a resurg-
ence of Nazism. The 1976 Plan Polarka was based on the
activation of these treaty clauses. Crucial to the exercise was
a Baltic-Scandinavian deployment to seize the area and seal
northern access roots to the NATO enemy.

The southern flank

The NATO southern flank is also in abysmal shape.
Greece, like Sweden, is ruled by a second generation Soviet
agent: Prime Minister Papandreou, who is already behaving
more like a Warsaw Pact satrap than a NATO member. 1983
saw Greece begin to deny the U.S. and NATO the use of its
air space, while granting the Warsaw Pact refueling rights at
its ports. Papandreou, together with another notorious Soviet
KGB asset, Canadian Prime Minister Pierre Elliot Trudeau,
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has also pioneered in the West the propagandizing of any and
all Soviet disarmament proposals while loudly attacking
President Reagan’s beam weapons alternative.

Turkey is beginning to come under massive Soviet pres-
sure. Given that the stationing of Euromissiles in Turkey
would be of great significance for the West in militarily
countering the Soviet war danger, the Soviet newspaper Red
Star began this month to issue harsh warnings to Turkey not
to accept the weapons or face serious “retaliation.” Intelli-
gence sources in Europe have warned that the Soviets are
ready to throw everything in their arsenal short of launching
anactual war to destabilize Turkey, including terrorism, left-
right destabilizations, and exploitation of an ongoing faction
fight in Ankara between nationalist/pro-American military
layers and the newly installed Ozal government.

Most decisive of all for the southern flank is the situation
inside Italy, headquarters of the NATO southern command
and the bridge between Europe and the Mediterranean border
nations. Nineteen eighty-three saw the takeover of the Italian
premiership for the first time by the Socialist Party (PSI),
under PSI general secretary Bettino Craxi who succeeded the
collapsed Christian Democratic Fanfani regime. Over and
above the problems inherent in any government led by Craxi—
an individual whose terrorist-linked career this journal has
documented for many years—the decisive factor strategically
in Italy has been and remains the role being played by Chris-
tian Democrat Giulio Andreotti in the role of foreign minis-
ter. Andreotti is the lifetime agent of certain Vaticanelements
represented by the internationally prominent Father Morlion,
whose oligarchic world view is expressed by his visceral
attacks against the notion of the nation-state and who admits
to conducting ongoing back-channel negotiations with Mos-
cow. To theextentthat this faction has gained the upperhand
in the Vatican, Andreotti has been conducting Italian foreign
and military policy under an appeasement formula that has
led to his alliance with NATO’s new secretary general, Lord
Carrington, and West Germany’s Genscher.

France, Britain, and Germany

Proceeding northward again, we come to France, which
is today in a political category uniquely its own. Not only has
President Frangois Mitterrand behaved over the past year as
the staunchest American ally on issues of military policy,
France is the only European country whose government has
begun to actively cooperate with the United States on the
beam-weapons question. Exactly what this cooperation en-
tails is not publicly known, but apart from Jacques Chirac’s
intervention on the matter, French Defense Minister Charles
Hernu signaled a positive government response to the March
23 Reagan proposal in the course of responding to a Parlia-
mentary enquiry last October.

The catalyst that made such a development possible was
the creation this year of an organization named “La France et
son Armée” launched jointly by the European Labor Party
and leading members of the World War II French Resistance,
principally the celebrated Mme. Marie Madeleine Fourcade.
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Encompassing well-known figures within French military
circles, such as Gen. Revault d’Allonnes and Col. Marc
Geneste, La France et son Armée has functioned as the core
forrallying the French leadership around fighting for Western
survival through beginning to move around the beams weap-
ons conception.

In Britain, there was a temporary emergence of a “Chur-
chillian reflex” factor among ruling circles in the earlier part
of the year. Thus, in the immediate aftermath of Reagan’s
March 23 address, it was the British, including Prime Min-
ister Margaret Thatcher, who delivered the most positive
response. This included speeches by Thatcher on the impor-
tance of emerging technologies applies in the military sphere,
and her announced commitment to enhance the country’s
peaceful nuclear energy capabilities. The backers of what
they themselves called the “Churchillian reflex” based their
behavior on the recognition that Moscow was out to seize
control of the West, and any private back-channel negotia-
tions with the Russians would be as useful as earlier attempt-
ed negotiations with Adolf Hitler had proven-to be.

The Churchillian faction was ousted from power in the
course of the autumn, with the Thatcher government reshuf-
flement and the corresponding return to prominence of Lord
Carrington. For the moment the Carrington faction is in com-
mand in London, although opposition against him and his
policies is still rife and may surface again as the Soviets
become more blatant in demonstrating their actual policies
for the continent, Britain included.

Finally, returning to West Germany, we find the govern-
ment of Christian Democrat Helmut Kohl virtually under
siege. The Social Democrats led by Egon Bahr and Horst
Ehmke have virtually transformed this mass party into an
extension of the Moscow-run Green Party and its attached
fascist ecologist/peace movement. Coalitions between both
parties are currently under negotiation in various German
states. Inside the government, the central problem is that
foreign and military policy is under the control of Foreign
Minister Genscher, one of the leaders of an East-West Ger-
man unification movement under Soviet domination.

The ouster of the traitor Genscher is thus of international
strategic significance, given the outstanding importance of
West Germany in the global military and political arena.
Around the Battle for Germany, the Battle for Europe will
either stand or fall. Inside Germany, that battle is being led
by the European Labor Party, the only centralized political
force working to combine all the extant nationalist networks
opposed to a Soviet takeover of the country under any terms.
The potential that exists was proven by the attendance, re-
ported earlier in the EIR, of the magazine’s beam-weapons
conference in Bonn in the late fall of 1983. However, it is
crucial that more external public initiatives of the type taken
by Chirac in this cited speech be taken by other European
leaders, giving support to the anti-Finlandization forces al-
ready existing inside Germany itself. This, coupled with a
rout of Genscher, is required if the West is to thwart Soviet
plans for the political and military takeover of Europe.
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1T IR Economics

The world monetary crisis
turns against the U.S.

by David Goldman

Federal Reserve Chairman Paul Volcker, reappointed by
President Reagan in July, postponed a general crisis of the
banking system until early 1984, but at the expense of putting
the United States in line as principal victim of the crisis when
it emerges. The theme of the October meeting of the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, echoed in IMF and European gov-
ernment statements since, is that the American budget defi-
cit—imoplicitly, the President’s defense program—is the cen-
tral cause of the present world monetary crisis. In fact, the
end-product of Paul Volcker’s financial regime of the past
year, which has made the U.S. Treasury the sinkhole for
international flows of flight capital, will make the Treasury
the major casualty when a banking crisis interrupts such
flows.

At the end of 1982, Treasury Secretary Donald Regan
and Fed Chairman Paul Volcker, with the support of Secre-
tary of State George Shultz, determined to crush the growing
initiative for joint debt moratoria on the part of the major
Ibero-American debtors—as proposed by former Mexican
President José L6pez Portillo to his Argentine and Brazilian
colleagues in October 1982. The American monetary lead-
ershipadopted a policy which might politely be characterized
as fraud and blackmail to avert this. The fraud consisted in
first the allegation, and then the outright manufacture of
statistics (as exposed by EIR in an autumn 1983 investigation)
pertaining to “American economic recovery.” No recovery
ever existed, merely a deceleration from the 1982 rate of
decline brought about by $100 billion of federal “off-budget”
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support for the housing and other consumer sectors. The
blackmail consisted in threats of economic warfare and worse,
should countries refuse to cooperate with the International
Monetary Fund.

By any normal accounting standard, the major American
banks were finished as of March 31, when the major Ibero-
American debtors were unable to pay about $40 billion of
interbank lines extended to them the previous fall, in order
to “bridge” debt payments coming due which went unpaid
then. Brazil was able to pay neither the banks, nor the Bank
for International Settlements-led consortium of governments
and central banks who had lent the country more than $2
billion to bridge expected payments from the International
Monetary Fund.

Volcker pumped reserves into the banking system
throughout the first half of the year at an unprecedented 12
percent annual rate, and ignored the arrears building up on
the American money-center banks’ accounts—3$3 billion in
defaulted interest payments due from Brazil alone by the end
of the year.

By mid-July, the proverbial eyeball-to-eyeball confron-
tation had arrived; the Bank for International Settlements,
under the direction of Swiss National Bank chairman Fritz
Leutwiler, had not received $500 million in bridge-loan re-
payments due the previous month, and threatened to call
Brazil into default, a form of financial excommunication
which would have triggered an immediate crisis. Volcker’s
own reappointment was under review by a hostile Reagan
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administration which, from its own limited perspective, rec-
ognized the Fed chairman as a Carter appointee who meant
the White House ill.

Both the Reagan White House and the Ibero-American
governments—who could simply have struck a political deal
for long-term debt restructuring and averted the crisis—col-
lapsed in front of the terrors presented to them. The major
money-center banks, EIR revealed, went to the President
behind Treasury Secretary Regan and warned that the “re-
covery” would collapse unless the President turned matters
over to them. Meanwhile, they exercised enough of what is
politely called influence in the U.S. Senate to credibly tell
the White House that no other candidate for Fed chairman
but Volcker would be confirmed.

Although the President had entertained early doubts con-
cerning the reports of recovery, the barrage of lies produced
in the Federal Reserve basement permitted his “political ad-
visers” to convince him that the recovery was the key to his
1984 political fortunes. The bankers’ blackmail stuck, and
Volcker was reappointed. The backdown by the White House
permitted the American Treasury to threaten the Brazilians
with a cutoff of their oil supplies, and, with oil stocks at two
weeks, the Brazilians chose to crumble. A notice of surrender
was delivered to the International Monetary Fund, and Brazil
ultimately capitulated fully to the IMF in November.

On the surface, the spit-and-chewing-gum methods used
to postpone the crisis have become flimsy to the point of
absurdity. By Dec. 31, 1983, the major American banks will
(as of EIR’s deadline) have brought Brazil up to date to Oct.
4, 1983, leaving themselves only 88 days in arrears—or two
days away from bankruptcy. If the banks had to close their
books Dec. 31 showing billions of dollars of bad Brazilian
paper more than 90 days in arrears, U.S. bank regulators
would have no choice but to force them to write off most of
their Brazilian loans.

The nine top American banks—Chase Manhattan, Citi-
bank, et al.—have between two and three times their share-
holders’ capital in Brazilian debt—which is to say that a
Brazilian write-off would bankrupt them two or three times
over. The only consequence of this exercise in creative book-
keeping will be to postpone the big blowout until March 31,
when the banks have to close their books for the next quarter.
By this time, the supposed bankers’ rescue package for Brazil
will have fallen apart, according to an authoritative, but con-
fidential, U.S. government study.

In October, Lyndon LaRouche issued a statement begin-
ning, “Before Christmas 1983, it is probable that Brazil and
other leading nations of Ibero-America will be forced to
default officially on their foreign debts.” The present state of
affairs in Ibero-America shows that if the bankers have been
able to forestall that probability, it has only been by resorting
to the kind of fantastic “creative accounting” practices that
would send any ordinary bookkeeper to jail.
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As EIR reported the view of a senior official of the Swiss
National Bank, “The debt reschedulings of 1982 were diffi-
cult, the second round during 1983 was next to impossible,
and the third round in 1984 will fall apart.”

America’s turn in the barrel .

Volcker’s grand syccess of 1983 was to back up the $800
billion in hopelessly defaulted Third World debt by under-
mining approximately $10 trillion of debt in the OECD coun- -
tries. The dollar’s strength throughout 1983, especially since
November, is less a reflection of “confidence” in the Ameri-
can economy than a slow-motion bankruptcy of Western
Europe, whose financial system is collapsing under the weight
of $400 billion in net external debt.

And America’s creditor relationship to the rest of the
world was maintained at the expense of bankrupting the ma-
jority of debtors. In our Year-End Review for 1982, we
reported that the developing-sector debt crisis was not the
result of overborrowing and overspending by developing
countries, but of the reduction of these countries’ terms of
trade by half since 1979. The flood of capital inflow into the
United States—matched by uncontrollably growing indebt-
edness on the part of the weaker Western European nations—
got the Volcker regime through 1983, by ruining America’s
major debtors. Since these debtors are also America’s prin-
cipal military allies, the implications for America’s world
role are deadly.

When Paul Volcker flew home from the October 1979
Belgrade IMF annual meeting in the midst of a crisis that
reduced the dollar’s parity to DM 1.78, he “saved” the dollar
by imposing a regime of flight capital that brought in $100
billion from Ibero-America by 1982—bankrupting the con-
tinent in the process. With a trade deficit at over $100 billion,
a budget deficit close to $300 billion (including the buried
“off-budget items”), and a current account deficit at almost
$50 billion, the Volcker policy now requires the exhaustion
of Europe’s capital resources to finance the external deficits.

Europe is on the line because Ibero-America has been
bled dry, and because the OPEC surplus, with some help
from Soviet oil-dumping in Europe, has turned into a $30 to
$40 billion per year deficit. That is, the flood of monetary
resources available to the United States as of 1980, when the
OPEC surplus totaled $110 billion per year and the then-
prosperous nations of Ibero-America were capable of ex-
porting up to $40 billion of flight capital per year, is virtually
exhausted.

The result of the process is that, despite the phony claims
of recovery in America supported only by fraudulent statis-
tics offered by the Federal Reserve, world trade continued to
decline throughout 1983.

The flows of wealth, both in the form of the OPEC surplus
and the looting of Ibero-American resources (through export
of capital, currency devaluations, lowered terms of trade,
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rock-bottom commodity prices, and so forth) which support-
ed Paul Volcker’s world regime of usury have, inevitably,
been consumed. Most of Ibero- America’s debt accumulation
since 1979, in particular the spectacular rise of interbank
borrowings (to a total of $40 billion) during 1982, represent-
ed financing of flight capital and other forms of looting.
Western Europe has replaced Ibero-America as the leading
source of flight capital, and Western Europe has “sovereign”
external debts of over $300 billion and short-term bank ex-
ternal debts of over $100 billion.

At what point will the crisis break out? “If you look at the
trade and current account deficits, they will be increasing on
out as far as the eye can see. The economics of it are inexor-
able. But as for what will trigger the actual turnaround in the
market, this will be a non-economic event,” said a leading

economic spokesman for the Carrington group in London in

a Christmastime chat. “I am thinking of something like,
hypothetically, if the President were to announce tomorrow
that he wouldn’t run for re-election. If no adverse political
development occurs, the dollar can remain on a plateau for
some time, or bump further upwards. But the history of these
things shows that something else always happens—an oil
crisis, an assassination, a war, or something like that. What
istricky in this case is that the dollar is a haven currency, and
some developments like this would be good for the U.S., and
lead to a stronger dollar in the short term. So it has to be
something damaging to the United States, raising questions
about U.S. economic policy.”

Asked what this implies for the American budget deficit,
Carrington’s associate said, “This is what is poorly under-
stood. For this year, by most estimates for current account—
although the discrepancy [the errors and omissions] make
this a bit difficult—show foreign capital inflow of about 1
percent of GNP, with a deficit at about 5 percent of GNP. All
forecasts for next year show the inflow at about 1 to 2 percent
of GNP. But that isn’t the real problem. When foreigners
want to go out, they can’t, not until the current account turns
around. But even if they can’t get out, they will try to get
out, which creates the potential fora very big and very sudden
dropin the exchange rate. The sudden desire of people to get
out of the dollar will push up U.S. interest rates. If this is
triggered by a dramatic non-economic event, the slipover
from the present situation to one in which everyone will try
to get out will be enormous.”

That is what the defense-budget-cutting cabal—from
Helmut Schmidt to Margaret Thatcher, from Robert Dole to
Tip O’Neill—expects to “de-fang Reagan,” to quote the phrase
of a Soviet economist. The financial mess is supposed to play
into a general backdown on the part of the Reagan adminis-
tration, permitting the decoupling of Europe from NATO and
the crumbling of the Mideast.

The end of governments
The end-product of the slaughter is described with un-
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usual frankness by the International Monetary Fund in an
appendix to its 1983 World Economic Outlook: The IMF
reports that funds equal to about a quarter of world trade now
cross national borders untracked by governments. As EIR
has exposed in detail, this includes flight capital, narcotics
revenues, illegal arms, smuggled gold, contraband high-val-
ue agricultural products like coffee, and human beings, and
it represents a $300 to $400 billion per year flow of funds,
the margin of available cash in the world economy. This is
the pool of international funds the United States is now draw-
ing on to finance its external and internal payments deficits,
and that defines an American weakness.

The $300 to $400 billion a year flow of untraceable mon-
ey corresponds to hidden trust assets which, as EIR first
reported in 1981, control roughly $200 billion of American
equity unregistered with U. S. authorities, as well as substan-
tial portions of the “visible economy.” It also represents a
Soviet strategic capability. The British, Swiss, Hong Kong,
Singapore, and other investment and commercial banks who
provide the “shells” through which such funds are invested
untraceably are the Soviets’ partners in what is euphemisti-
cally known as the “underground economy.”

From the center of an international network that controls
alarge part of world narcotics traffic, gold smuggling, weap-
ons contraband, and similar activities, the Soviets operate
one of the largest of the world’s major fondi (concentrated,
usually family-based, investment holdings). Available indi-
cations are that the Soviet fondo represents a joint venture
with British and Swiss partners, of which the leading Western
figure is the new Secretary-General of NATO, Britain’s Lord
Carrington. At the point of takeoff of Soviet Empire financial
operations, Moscow Narodny Bank, the Soviet-owned bank
in London, formed a joint venture, East-West Trading Ltd.,
with Carrington’s merchant bank, Morgan Grenfell.

One indication of the scope of Soviet operations is the
size of foreign-exchange operations conducted in November
and December, reported in E/R. Moscow Narodny and its
sister institutions have accumulated foreign exchange lines
of $100 billion—net of lines available for other purposes—
and are capable of operating in all major U.S., European,
and Asian money markets simultaneously.

When the United States removed the dollar from gold
backing in 1971, it lost control of dollar-based banking op-
erations to the Eurodollar market. When Volcker crushed the
debtor nations of the developing sector during 1983, he un-
leashed a financial whirlwind which has ruined the state fi-
nances of Ibero-America and Europe, and now threatens to
ruin the United States Treasury. The American banking sys-
tem is now sitting on a scaffolding controlled, in large mea-
sure, by Soviet foreign intelligence operations. The “suc-
cess” of the Volcker-IMF policy in 1983 will mean America’s
military, as well as financial, ruin in 1984. The time to con-
sider the consequences of continuing in this direction is now
measured in weeks.
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EIR uncovers Fed
‘recovery’ fraud

by Leif Johnson

Reports of an economic recovery, massively documented by
figures published by Paul A. Volcker’s Federal Reserve,
were creating a national security crisis for the United States
on two fronts by the middle of 1983.

The Reagan administration’s acceptance of the reported
recovery—which the population at large, now preserved from
worse economic conditions than existed during the early 1930s
only by the existence of social welfare programs, knows to
be a hoax—Iled the administration to believe that there should
be no changes in the very Federal Reserve policies which
were creating the crisis. This persistence on a course of eco-
nomic disaster has not only threatened Reagan’s reelection
effort, but has also, by continuing to undermine the U.S.
economy, dangerously curtailed spending on national de-
fense programs at a time when the Soviet Union has put its
entire economy on a war-mobilization footing.

The second problem caused by the Fed’s reports was a
mistaken foreign policy, particularly toward debt-ridden Ibe-
ro-America. The purported U.S. economic upswing, these
nations were told, would mean increased imports by the
industrialized sector and increased exports eamings that would
make it possible for the developing sector nations to carry the
debt service. As as result of this mistaken policy, and because
‘the United States has failed to carry out the far-reaching debt
reorganization and monetary and credit reforms necessary to
stop a world financial collapse, the entire debt structure of
the nations of Ibero-America is collapsing.

Already by mid-March, EIR had enough information to
suspect that the Fed’s index of industrial output levels was
not an accurate measure of the nation’s economic activity.
The Fed’s figures were elaborate and, like the work of any
embezzler, each new set of faked figures is used to derive the
next one. But even the cleverest embezzler is uncovered
when the figures are checked against reality: what sits on the
production-yard floor. That is what EIR did.

The LaRouche-Riemann economic model—which has
consistently produced accurate predictions of the course of
the U.S. economy since October 1979—forecast at the end
of 1982 that there would be continued slippage in industrial,
construction, and agricultural output in 1983. The model
showed there would be an output decline of between 3 and
10 percent, depending upon the interest rates and credit avail-
ability set by the Federal Reserve Board.

The Fed’s figures for the beginning of 1983 gave a very
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different picture:

1) In March, the Fed announced substantial production
increases in construction supplies, despite the fact that home-
building was below October-November 1982 levels and other
construction was down.

2) The Fed reported rises in steel product shipments for
January and February that topped the average of such ship-
ments for 1982. The Fed’s figures were belied by the steel
industry’s, which showed shipments off 15 percent from a
year earlier and employment down 33 percent.

3) The Fed claimed that household appliance production
for the first two months of 1983 was 38 percent over Decem-
ber and 10 percent over the 1982 average. The Department
of Commerce reported (in deflated dollars) that January and
February sales of furniture, home furnishings, and appliances
fell consecutively.

4) Another problem was the curious internal inconsisten-
cy in the Fed’s own figures that showed increased output of
certain items but reduced electrical consumption by the in-
dustries producing these items. The Fed could offer no ex-
planation for the discrepancies.

Except for the counter-indications of the LaRouche-Rei-
mann economic model, the discrepancies between the Indus-
trial Production Index and the other data seemed susceptible
of explanation. Construction supply products could be rising
while actual construction moved contrariwise. Supplies might
be stockpiled toward an eventual increase in homebuilding,
some of which did in fact materialize. Steel shipments were
so incredibly low in the final quarter of 1982, that it seemed,
of necessity, they had to rise.

The problem remained that industry figures, although
also showing an increase, were far lower than the Fed’s. A
Fed economist explained the difference by claiming that their
figures measure production, not shipments, although ulti-
mately the Fed number is based on the industry’s shipments
figure, adjusted for inventory.

EIR’s doubts were heightened when we discovered that
the Department of Commerce figures for inventory (used by
the Fed), are, by Commerce’s own admission, based on an
unreliably small sample and complicated by diverse inven-
tory methods used. Further, an examination of the dollar
amounts of monthly orders reported by the steel industry led
us to suspect that steel product tonnage shipped was not an
accurate measure of actual steel produced. We discovered
that the industry was shipping lower-grade steels, so that the
tonnage was high relative to the actual value of the steel
compared to previous periods.

Finally, it was impossible to reconcile the Fed’s increased
product and decreased electrical consumption for the same
industry. Could the energy-intensive cement industry decline
a minimal 0.3 percent while its electrical usage plummeted
12.6 percent?

Reports from basic industry in mid-March through April
gave a picture as bad or worse than the first two months. Steel
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was extremely depressed and the metalworking industries
worse. Machine-tool orders continued as bad as 1982, the
worst year in memory. Industrial fasteners, forgings, cast-
ings, non-ferrous metals, mining, basic chemicals, transpor-
tation equipment, and transportation itself were moribund.

There clearly was no recovery: American basic industry
was so depressed and such a substantial portion forced out of
business, that it would not be possible to regain 1978-79
production levels even after a year of maximum production.
Even the homebuilders and auto makers remained far beneath
1978-79 levels. If there was no recovery, then the Federal
Reserve Board’s Index of Industrial Production was wrong.
It soon became apparent that it was an elaborate fraud.

EIR took a set of 18 industrial products from hosiery to
bituminous coal, steel products to tires, cooking stoves to
newsprint, cardboard boxes to freezers and asked the industry
associations for their output figures. In every case we found
that the Fed had inflated the actual numbers, in some cases
by gross amounts.

The most conspicuous fake was hosiery. On an actual
increase in the first six months of 1983 over the last six
months of 1983 (the basis for all calculations), of 1.9 percent,
the Fed claimed a 12.1 percent jump in output—more than a
sixfold error. Refrigerators and freezers output increase was
multiplied by nearly three times, while steel product increas-
es were doubled.

The Fed has been systematically lying since the index
was set up in 1967. In that year, when the Fed Index for autos
was at 100, the United States produced 7.4 million passenger
cars. In August 1983 the Fed Index for autos was again 100—
but U.S. production was at an annual rate of only 6.1 million
cars.

The key was discovering the Fed’s method in lying: the
“Quality Adustment Factor” (QAF). In collusion with the
Labor Department’s Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), the
QAF was devised, beginning in 1967, to distort the most
widely used indicators of economic activity, the levels of
production and of inflation. The QAF is based on the—
demonstrably false—assumption that since 1967 the quality
of autos, steel, and so forth has improved, and that this
“improvement” should be counted as more goods produced.
By the same method, the BLS discounts inflation simply by
deducting the QAF from prices, since the consumer gets more
“quality” when he buys a product. BLS figures this year
claimed a $3,799 “quality improvment” in autos—the differ-
ence between the actual price of a car, $10,258, and the
BLS’s consumer price index for autos, $6,459—since 1967.
Cars have, of course, become far smaller and much worse.

The Fed is reported so worried about the findings of EIR’s
investigation that it has gone to the extreme of telling other
government agencies and the White House that it will not
tolerate any investigation and, further, that if they have any
complaints about the Industrial Production Index, “they should
not use it.”
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The LaRouche-Riemann

measure crash-program
by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

Up to the EIR’s October 1983 “Quarterly Economic Report
onthe U.S. Economy,” the data employed for the LaRouche-
Riemann quarterly forecasts were chiefly supplied by reports
of the U.S. federal government and Federal Reserve System.
The analysis performed to arrange this data-base for fore-
casting operations had been accomplished chiefly by recast-
ing the chart of accounts of the National Income Accounting
system published by the U.S. government and Federal Re-
serve. The October report contained a discussion, excerpted
here, of improvements in the economic model effected during
1983, and directions in which the work will now move.

Beginning with the October 1983 quarterly report, a series of
changes have been begun, beginning step-by-step improve-
ment in assembly of data-base and in choice of data-base.
Because of the monstrous increase of willful fraud in U.S.
government and Federal Reserve statistics and reporting dur-
ing the recent nine months, the data-base supplied from these.
sources has become worthless even as a crude approximation
of actual performance in the U.S. economy. Unemployment
was “reduced” by dropping approximately one percent or
more of the total labor force from the data-base by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics. The rate of inflation was fraudulently cut
approximately in half by various tricks, such as the Quality
Adjustment hoax. Data supplied by industry associations,
already inflated significantly above actual in some cases,
were inflated once again by the Federal Reserve, with no
explanation of the methods of calculation or assumptions
used for manufacturing this hoax.

As a result of these and other extravagant manipulations
of data, a grave economic decline—an ominous rate of de-
cline—in the U.S. economy was falsely reported as a signif-
icant “economic upswing.”

Obviously, such a falsified change in the data-base of
reported statistics could not be used for a quality forecast at
this juncture. Therefore, the staff of EIR deployed a large
part of its personnel resources to dig into primary and sec-
ondary data on production, employment, and sales in key
sectors of the U.S. economy. The purpose was to develop a
fair estimate of both the methods and extent of the manipu-
lation of statistics, and by that means to arrive at at least a
reasonable estimate of what the actual recent performance
has been. Although the EIR’s forecasts still reference the
statistical reporting by the government and the Federal Re-
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model expands to
development needs

serve, that data has been corrected to reflect at lewst as much
of the faking of reported official statistics as we have been
able to estimate with fair certainty. Now, with cooperation
from concerned citizens, some concerned public officials,
and by other means, the EIR staff is beginning to develop a
data-base for performance of the economy which will be to
an increasing degree independent of official reporting. . . .

Why the LaRouche-Riemann
method is superior

The reasons for the unchallenged superiority of EIR’s
quarterly and medium-range forecasts are easily identified.
An economy consists chiefly of two general components.
One is the production of physical consumer and producer

goods, plus transportation and production and maintenance

of basic economic infrastructure. This component of total
throughput is analogous to the direct production-costs of a
particular firm or industry. The remainder of the through-
put—administration, services, selling costs, waste, and un-
employment, for example—are analogous to the non-pro-
ductive “overhead expense” of farms and industries. By
breaking the total GNP of the U.S. economy down to these
two general categories—“‘production costs” versus “over-
head expense”—and then subdividing each category appro-
priately, EIR treats the U.S. economy as a whole as if it were
asingle, consolidated agro-industrial enterprise. By contrast,
competing forecasts treat overhead expense—including
speculative appreciations of rental-incomes, and spiralling
debt-service charges—as contributing output in the same sense
that production of physical goods contributes output.

This is the general reason for the superiority of the EIR
forecasts since they were first regularly published, in Novem-
ber 1979. Additionally—and this is the sophisticated part of
EIR’s forecasting so far—the computer programs developed
echo a physical principle discovered by the famous Professor
Bernhard Riemann in 1859. This principle prompts the name
“LaRouche-Riemann method.” This “sophisticated” feature
of the programming enables us to establish the effect on the
rates of economic growth of production of physical output
caused by a raising or lowering of the average level of
technology.

So far, the EIR forecast has made this sort of calculation
by using a set of linear inequalities specified by LaRouche in
1979, linear inequalities which assume that the rate of per-
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capita capital investment (and maintenance of depreciated
production assets) correlates with increasing or lowering of
the level of technology in production. In other words, net
disinvestment, through failure to maintain infrastructure or
failure to invest in maintenance and replacement of capital
stocks of agriculture and industry, represents a net lowering
of the average level of technology. So does an increase in the
percentile of unemployment in the labor-force—since a
smaller percentage of the labor-furce is producing.

Improvements or net disinvestment in technology pro-
ceed by ratchet-like steps upward or downward in rates of net
economic growth of production of physical output. Rie-
mann’s principle provides the method for estimating the ap-
pearance of these ratchet-like phase-shifts in rates of econom-
ic growth.

These methods used by EIR up to this time do provide a
very good estimate of probable economic’ growth or contrac-
tion under even slightly abnormal conditions in the economy
as a whole. Therefore, no one should find anything mysteri-
ous in the unapproached superiority of past EIR quarterly
forecasts over those published (at higher prices, incidentally)
by Wharton, Chase Econometrics, and so forth. EIR’s per-
formance has been reliable and competitively excellent, but
it does not satisfy us—nor should it. Major improvements
are therefore under way.

We report, briefly, the direction in which these improve-
ments are now taking us, and then identify the practical
importance of such next steps.

The true measure of economic performance

The proper datum for measuring the actual performance
of any economy—at any point in past or future human pre-
history or history—is named an increase in potential relative
population density. We break this term down, piece by piece,
and then show Why this is the only valid datum for measuring
economic performance. ;

Population density measures number of persons per av-
erage square kilometer of habitable land. As a measure of
economic performance, it must measure the number of per-
sons sustained, per square kilometer, by means of the pro-
ductive and related activities of the population inhabitating
that territory . It measures the ability of a population to sustain
itself at a certain level of population-density.

The included cause of difficulty in attempts to effect such
a measurement is the fact that human populations’ required
consumption per-capita is not fixed. There is no level of
consumption which represents “subsistence-minimum lev-
els” for all societies. Broadly, as the productive powers of
labor increase, this requires an increase in standard of per-
capita household consumption, more education, increase of
leisure, and so forth. We must measure the percentile of the
total labor of a society required merely to maintain the level
of per-capita household consumption required for that level
of average productivity, and study the way in which the
remainder of production-output affects increase or decrease
in the attainable levels of population-density.
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Land is not of uniform quality for habitation. The com-
Jparison of rich river-bottom land with desert land illustrates
the general point. Yet, the case of the development of the
rich Imperial Valley of California out of desert also illustrates
that there is nothing permanently natural about the relative
qualities of land. The relative quality of land is always a net
result of combined improvements and depletion. Instead of
simply population-density. we must measure relative popu-
lation-density.

Actual population-density is not a proper measurement.
We must determine what the relative population-density could
grow to become given the present general level of technolo-
gy. We must measure potential relative population-density.

This is not yet sufficient. For each relatively fixed level
of technology, there is a corresponding spectrum of useable
natural resources. If a society continues in approximately a
fixed level of technology, at least some of these resources
will become marginally depleted. As a result of such deple-
tion, the amount of labor required to produce the raw-mate-
rials component of the total market-basket of combined con-
sumer-goods and producer-goods requirements will rise per-
capita for the society as a whole. As a result of this, the
potential relative population-density as such is the datum for
measuring economic performance.

Society may overcome the effects of marginal depletion
of natural resources by no other means but advances in tech-
nology. Advances in technology solve this problem of deple-
tion in two degrees of approximation. First, if the rise in
average productivity caused by advances in technology is
greater than the fall in productivity caused by rising per-
capita labor-costs for required raw-materials components of
market-baskets, the potential relative population-density of
society is maintained successfully. Second, those leaps in
levels of technology which are recognized as the meaning of
“technological revolutions” cause a revolution in the defini-
tion of the total spectrum of useable natural-resource forms
of apparent limits to growth.

However, advances in technology have the general effect
of increasing the complexity of the social division of labor.
These increases require an enlargement of the labor-force,
and therefore also an enlargement of the population-density.
For this reason, the only datum which adequately measures
performance of economies is increase of the potential rela-
tive population-density. . . .

Over the recent years, important research has been done
by the EIR staff on past leaps in technological progress in the
U.S. economy, including the work of Dr. Steven Bardwell
on the electricity revolution breakthrough in productivity at
about 1910, and the work of the staff on the impact of the
1939-43 U.S. economic mobilization. Whereas our ecarlier
forecasting has employed an indirect approach to estimate,
rather successfully, the shifts in levels of technology in the
U.S. economy as a whole, we are presently determined to
approach this measurement more directly.

The practical importance of doing so at this point is as
follows. :
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The new U.S. strategic doctrine—of Mutually Assured
Survival—which President Ronald Reagan announced on
March 23, 1983, requires a crash-program effort totalling
directly about $200 billion, in 1983 dollars, over approxi-
mately five years ahead. Although the new defensive-weap-
ons systems will make use of advances in basic computer-
technology, gyroscope design, and so forth, the heart of the
new systems draws directly from two interrelated areas of
breakthroughs now occurring on the frontiers of physics:
plasma-physics research overlapping the development of
controlled thermonuclear fusion as our primary energy-source
of the coming period, and directed-beam technologies in the
areas of high-powered, short-wave-length lasers and particle-
beams, most emphatically. With the right assortment of such
beams, less than 10,000 kilowatts of pulse can destroy a
thermonuclear ballistic missile within a fraction of a milli-
second. Contrary to old cronies of Bertrand Russell and Leo
Szilard, such as Hans Bethe, Richard Garwin, and so forth,
such technologies are either already existing or are within
reach within a few years—not decades—ahead.

Such a military crash-program will have effects upon the
U.S. civilian economy which dwarf the earlier gains in tech-
nology contributed by the first ten years of NASA’s research-
and-development build-up. To produce these systems, we
shall be required to build up greatly the machine-tool sector
of industry, and to begin spilling into the civilian sector of
the economy new kinds of machine-tools employing laser
and other advanced technologies. With these tools to encour-
age us, we shall produce materials we could not cut before
the development of high-powered lasers, and will increase
the average productivity of labor by—conservatively—two
and three times present levels during the remaining years of
the present century. The advanced technologies embodied in
improved machine-tools will spill over from machine-tools
into capital-goods generally, and from capital-goods gener-
ally into production generally.

The greatest technological leap in history

This revolution in military technology is merely a reflec-
tion of the fact that mankind stands at the edge of the greatest
technological leap upward in history. The major revolutions
will occur on three frontiers. First, breakthroughs in the plas-
ma-physics of controlled thermonuclear fusion. Second, the
ability to concentrate the vastly increased energy-flux densi-
ties of advancing plasma-physics technologies into lasers and
laser-like devices as tools of regular production. Third,
breakthroughs in bio-technology—and mastery of the pro-
cesses of aging of human tissuc— which will resolutionize
aspects of industrial production as well as agriculture, and
mean {oreseeable prolongation of life-span by dec.des. Every
other technological advance, for the foreseeable decades
ahead, will center around breakthroughs in these theee areas,
and coordinated steps toward both powered spac. -flight (us-
ing fusion energy) and the beginnings of man’s colonization
of the Moon and Mars.

The policy-shaping and other decision-making which
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government and entrepreneurs must make in such an envi-
ronment of technological breakthroughs requires a shift in
practice of economic forecasting into emphasis on the fore-
seeable, direct causal relationship between specific classes
of advances in technology and resulting changes in rates of
per-capita productivities and general economic growth.

To analyze the impact of technology in this way for ef-
fects on the economy as a whole, it is necessary to measure
economic performance explicitly in terms of net increase in
potential relative population-density.

This begins with an estimated census of households (the
irreducible unit of reproduction and maturation of new indi-
viduals), and the correlation of total population and its growth-
rates with demographic characteristics of classes of house-
holds. The labor-force must be measured in total as a char-
acteristic demographic feature of households. The demo-
graphic analysis must study the composition of households
and total population by functionally defined age-intervals.

The total land-area of the United States must be analyzed
for functional characteristics of use, for urban and rural
households, agricultural production, industrial production,
and so forth. The relative quality of land, as this bears upon
potential relative population-density, must be correlated with
land-use data. .

In this setting, a more rigorous study of basic economic
infrastructure must be conducted and the relevant data main-
tained. This includes water-management, transportation, en-
ergy production and distribution, and basic urban infrastruc-
ture. At present, since infrastructure is chiefly a function of
government and public utilities, economic reporting for the
economy as a whole virtually ignores this category of the
economy. Estimates of economic growth and contractions
presently fail to appreciate the effects of failing to expend
governmental funds at federal, state, and local levels for
maintenance of this essential infrastructure. The deficit in-
curred over the past decade totals to an estimated $3-$4
trillion at present! If infrastructure collapses through lack of
maintenance and improvements, the whole economy, which
restsupon that infrastructure, must come toppling down. . . .

We require the kinds of general economic and manage-
ment information this turnaround implies. We require the
readings on the economy which enable decision-makers to
trace out the efficient connection between changes in tech-
nologies and the effects of those changes upon potential rel-
ative population-density. Gross National Product is the wrong
yardstick, increasingly a misleading yardstick: The addition
of the salary of an added clerk in the factory’s offices is not
an increase in the factory’s saleable output, and does not
replace the shrinkage of production in the factory itself. We
must shift to the yardsticks the situation now requires.

This indicates the direction of improvements in EIR’s
forecasting practices which are beginning step-by-step im-
plementation now. Our former forecasting has been proven
the best available, indeed the only competent forecasting
publicly available. That was good, but not good enough for
the tasks our economy faces now.
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Scientists open path
to the plasma age

by Marcia Merry

Breakthroughs in the science and engineering of lasers and
plasma energy systems point the way into a Plasma Age of
unprecedented growth potential. Most of the 1983 develop-
ments—involving fusion energy, laser medicine and biolog-
ical research, and plasma metallurgy are taking place in an
international network of the U.S. national laboratories and
collaborating research centers in France, Japan, India, and
elsewhere, the core of which in the United States are centers
for classified work on directed energy defense systems.

These breakthroughs are occurring despite the lack so far
of a federal government commitment to a Manhattan Project-
style crash programforenergy beam defense systems, which
would create a shower of spin-offs whose application would
transform the now-collapsing economies of the world into
powerhouses for population growth and space colonization.

According to most intelligence reports, the U.S.S.R. is
ahead of the West in areas of beam defense development.
However, the Soviets are working on these systems in a
secret, Hitlerian “wonder weapon” approach, to be deployed
to blackmail the world into submission or face nuclear
annihilation.

Therefore continued scientific advances are key to both
neutralize this threat and simultaneously provide the produc-
tivities to lift the world out of economic collapse. A computer
projection study done by the EIR and the Fusion Energy
Foundation in May, 1983, shows that a beam-defense devel-
opment program would double its industrial productivity in
10 years and add 4 million jobs to the U.S. economy.

It is essential to implement these productivity gains soon,
both because of the strategic war threat and the rate of eco-
nomic collapse. The austerity policies in force under the
International Monetary Fund, World Bank, and related insti-
tutions have caused the physical deterioration of whole sec-
tions of continents—the formation of dustbowls, increase of
death rates, and the appearance of new diseases. Currently,
the level of world food output has shrunk to 16 bushels of
grain or less per capita, from 18 bushels in 1980. To provide
a decent diet, 24 bushels of grain are required per.capita. The
population potential of the world is falling.

Polarized fuel brings fusion energy closer
The world is in urgent need of increased energy through-
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put to reverse the decay and upgrade living standards, and
fusion energy—literally, the power of the sun—is now closer
than ever to realization.

In September, Dr. John Nuckolls of the Lawrence Liv-
ermore National Laboratory announced in London that a
breakthrough had been made in the progress toward control-
ling fusion reactions for commercial energy generation. Pre-
liminary test results this year indicated that by polarizing the
fuel used in the reaction, the energy input required to start
the fusion burn process could be reduced nearly tenfold. Dr.
Nuckolls estimated that this can cheapen the cost of building
commercial fusion reactors to half that of coal burning gen-
erators or fission reactors. The energy output is enormously
greater.

Fusion energy results from the forcing together of two
hydrogen nuclei under conditions of very high temperature
and pressure. The fusion of the two nuclei produces a nucleus
of helium, with a mass less than the sum of the masses of the
two hydrogren nuclei, and releases an enormous amount of
energy. Whether the nuclei fuse together or not depends on
their spin alignment. In ordinary, unpolarized fusion fuel,
the spin alignment of the nuclei is arbitrary and only some of
the atomic nuclei are caused to fuse. However, if the spins of
the individual nuclei can be arranged to have their spin ori-
ented (polarized) in the same direction, the reactivity of the
fuel is increased—more reactions will take place for a given
amount of fuel—increasing the efficiency of the process.
Most scientists did not expect polarized fuel to remain in
alignment long enough under the confinement conditions for
the fusion reaction to begin, but they were proved wrong.

The containment of the fusion process is accomplished
either by magnetic fields or by inertial methods, as in laser
fusion. The polarized fuel breakthrough will accelerate prog-
ress in all types. of fusion-machine development. Magnetic
fusion is still in the lead for achieving conditions of commer-
cial performance levels. The Princeton TFTR—Tokamak
Fusion Test Reactor, which first went on line Christmas eve,
1982, is expected to reach levels of net energy generation in
another year. Alternative fusion devices, such as the spher-
omak, are also making progress.

The introduction of fusion energy will mean much more
than a new, cheap source of electrical power. Through the
development of related technologies, such as the fusion torch,
it will become possible to convert raw Earth and garbage into
absolutely pure elements. Forecasts of resource and energy
shortages based on existing technologies will become
laughable.

There are even greater theoretical implications. In the
case of an H-bomb, or a fusion burn of unpolarized fuel, the
energy is released isotropically, that is, in all directions. With
polarized fuel, the neutron output from the burning fuel sphere
takes the shape of an expanding disk coming out of the equa-
tor of the pellet. This directed energy makes the direct pro-
duction of electricity, or whatever form of final energy output
desired, very flexible.
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Work is now going on with the hydrogen bomb to employ
the self-organizing nature of plasma to shape the energy
release into coherent radio and microwaves. This is called
the microwave bomb, or M-bomb. We can expect that plas-
mas can be developed to generate microwaves to allow new
methods of medical diagnosis. This will be even more refined
than the latest generation NMR—nuclear magnetic resonance.

High-powered lasers

There are a number of revolutionary breakthroughs un-
derway, from the high energy to the microwave end of the
electromagnetic spectrum, which compare in impact only to
the rapid development and application of control of the low
end of the electromagnetic spectrum one hundred years ago.
In 1870, there were no telephones, no electricity, no radios;
within 40 years the situation was transformed.

Twenty years ago the first lasers appeared, named for the
process involved: light amplification through the stimulated
emission of radiation. But in 1960 a laser could harness only
the energy equivalent of a match. Today, the new x-ray laser
possesses the energy equivalent of a small nuclear bomb.

There were significant developments this year in the free
electron laser (FEL) and the KrF—krypton fluoride—eximer
laser.

In June 1983, scientists at France’s Orsay Laboratory for
the Utilization of Electromagnetic Radiation reported that
they were able to extend the operation of their FEL to signif-
icantly shorter wavelengths and greater levels of control. The
FEL is based on injecting an electron beam into a magnetic
field in association with a laser beam. By altering the strength
of the electron input and the magnetic field, the electron beam
output can be “tuned” to desired wave-lengths. The break-
through involved shortening the wave-length to about 0.6328
micrometers, at low-beam power levels of about 50
microwatts.

The FEL promises to be the “electric motor” of the plasma
age. It can be used in optical communications, isotope sepa-
ration, metal cutting and finishing, photochemistry, inertial
confinement fusion, and anti-missile beam weapons. It could
be used for long-distance power transmission itself. Given a
network of orbiting mirrors and FELs, electricity generated
on the night side of the world could conceivably be transmit-
ted in the form of laser beams at 20 percent efficiencies to the
day side, and be reconverted into electricity with solar cells
at the receiving sites.

The same FEL-orbitting mirror system could be utilized
to increase the rate at which agricultural crops are grown.
Both field station experiments and arctic farming show that
constantly irradiated plants grow exponentially faster and
that a larger, healthier plant results.

Life sciences

The advancement of the x-ray laser promises to revolu-
tionize biology and the understanding of life processes. At
year end, experiments were underway at Nevada test sites to

EIR January 3, 1984



use x-ray lasers to create microholograms—pictures of living
cells.

With laser microholography, the interior of cells can be
viewed, at a trillionth of a second in time. As of now, the
cytoskeleton of a cell is invisible. The microhologram will
show the structure.

The x-ray laser is simply a very short wave-length beam,
which until recently was almost impossible to produce and
control. The power source at present is literally a small nu-
clear explosion. But the shaping of the detonation through
geometric fuel configuration presents new opportunities. The
new Nova laser, now under construction at Lawrence Liver-
more and due to be completed in 1985-86, will be capable of
laboratory experiments producing microholograms of cells.

This powerful tool promises to produce results which will
transform the conceptual foundations of today’s biological
research, which is currently mechanistic, with virtually no
understanding of what distinguishes living processes from
any other energy configuration. This lack stems from an
Aristotelian “molecular science” approach, and parallels the
quark orientiation in physics.

Nevertheless, there are some very recent advances in
biotechnology and laser medicine whose immediate appli-
cation will have far-reaching results in agriculture and health.

Over the year, laser surgery, already in use in most med-
ical specialties, was perfected to new levels and was used
successfully in France in four cases of coronary artery sur-
gery, and in leg-artery surgery in California and England.
Advances continue in the development of the artifical heart,

though opponents to its widespread availability have refused

to allow another test case. With proper backing and funding,
the mechanism could be widely available in three years.

Doctors in New York state reported this fall the success
of a multi-valent vaccine, which can protect against several
diseases at once. In tests so far, genetic engineering has
grafted antigens to several diseases onto the vaccinia virus,
long used in small-pox vaccination. Within only three years
or less, this “poly-vaccine” could be used to drive back the
major global killer diseases—hepatitus-B, malaria, influenza
strains, and others. The cost per shot of hepatitus vaccine
wouldfall from $100 to 35¢.

Genetic engineering has been used to develop the means
to protect crops from frost damage, which could increase
citrus and other output by 20 to 30 percent a season in several
latitudes. Viruses have been isolated which can be turned
lose on citrus groves, in the event of frost warnings, to attack
and destroy specific bacteria which otherwise serve as “seeds”
around which frost crystals form and destroy crops. In the
daylight, these viruses die.

A lawsuit was filed in late 1983 to stop the anti-frost
viruses and other genetic engineering advances, on grounds
of “non-interference in nature.” The leader of the action,
propagandist Jeremy Rifkin, is part of the nuclear freeze
movement, which also wants to ban energy-beam advances
for defense and advanced technologies.
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NEW EIR REPORT NOW AVAILABLE:

"The Economic

Impact of the
Relativistic

Beam Technology

A unique study of the impact of the new defense-
related technologies—high power lasers, particle
beams, and fusion—which will become available to
basic industrial production as the March 23 defensive
strategic doctrine proposed by President Reagan is
developed. The report is a computer analysis in-
corporating the LaRouche-Riemann model, which
examines the little-discussed revolutionary civifian
economic “spinoff” effects of the new beam weapon
development program.

The study reveals that with rapid introduction of
new laser and related technologies into the civilian
economy, the growth of the economy would be so
rapid that:

® an estimated 4 miilion highly skilled industrial
jobs could be added to the economy per year;

® the U.S. trade deficit could be eliminated in
two years; and

® the rate of growth of real GNP could approach
25 percent per annum. ;

Over a period of two years, 50 /
percent of the current stock of
machine tools in industry could
be replaced with laser machining
stations, increasing productiv-
ity in this sector 300 to 500
percent. Plasma steelmaking,
now in the commercial devel-
opment stage, could be-
come available for large-
the period of the next
concludes that the
how quickly the &

scale .use over

decade. The study

major constraint on
economy can expand and

ate wholly new industries '

is the speed with which
‘. new baseload electric-

generating capacity

can come on line.

This EIR Special Report is available for $250.00.
Contact: William Engdahl, EIR Special Services,
(212) 247-8820 or (800) 223-5594 x818
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The year in review

INTERNATIONAL

January

14 Non-Aligned ministerial meeting
communiqué stresses priority of
development over debt.

18 Mitterrand becomes first French head of
state to address West German parliament.
24 Italian court convicts 63 for 1978
kidnap-murder of former premier Aldo
Moro. Kissinger exonerated.

February
§ Gestapo torturer Klaus Barbie extradited
from Bolivia to stand trial in France.

March

6 Christian Democrat Kohl and coalition
partner Genscher returned to power in
Bonn elections.

7 Indira Gandhi tells leaders of 100
developing nations at Non-Aligned summit
in New Delhi that “humankind is on the
brink of the collapse of the world economic
system and annihilation in nuclear war.”

9 Pope addresses Latin American bishops’
conference in Haiti after Central American
peace mission.

10 Over 40 armed members of Kach (the
Israeli branch of the Jewish Defense
League) are arrested in Jerusalem for
attempting to tunnel into and seize the
Temple Mount site of Islam’s holy Dome
of the Rock mosque.

12 Non-Aligned summit issues “New Delhi
Appeal” to halt the arms race and
restructure the international economic
order for development.

27 Andropov, in Pravda interview, attacks
Reagan’s speech on defensive strategic
weapons.
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NATIONAL

January

17 LaRouche holds Washington press
conference denouncing Heritage
Foundation sabotage of movement for
beam-weapon missile defense.

18 Edward Teller takes his campaign for
ABM defense to Georgetown University.
18 Japanese prime minister Nakasone
meets with Reagan in Washington.

25 Reagan State of the Union Address
continues U.S. capitulation to IMF.

31 Reagan FY84 “no guns, no butter”
budget unveiled.

February

23 Edward Teller tells University of Miami
audience about use of X-ray laser for
strategic anti-missile defense, “a concept I
could not have mentioned to you two
weeks ago,” due to security classification.
28 Cyrus Vance and Robert McNamara
propose $135 billion in defense budget cuts
over a 5-year period, at a Washington press
conference.

28 AFL-CIO Executive Board endorses
defense spending cuts.

March

1 National Governors Association demands
slashing of the Federal budget.

7 Federal decision demands strict
enforcement of federal statutes prohibiting
discrimination against handicapped
infants, to prevent cases of infanticide.

18 The American Academy of Pediatrics
and the National Association of Children’s
Hospitals sue Federal government for anti-
infanticide ruling.

20 William Ruckelshaus, famous for
causing millions of deaths through the
banning of DDT “for political reasons” as
the nation’s first Environmental Protection
administrator, is appointed by President
Reagan to head the EPA.

21 Justice Dept. lifts “Levi Guidelines,”
which prevented before-the-fact FBI
investigations of terrorism; “Cointelpro”-
type political harrassment feared.

23 Reagan on national TV, announces
historic new missile-defense strategic
doctrine to “free the world from the threat
of nuclear war.”

26 LaRouche says Reagan move is

ECONOMICS

January

3 Decontrol of prices and 18 percent value-
added tax hike results in 25 percent jump in
prices, as Mexico attempts to meet IMF
demands for “a free market.”

7 EIR’s economic forecast says no
recovery in 1983.

10 Chile gets IMF “certificate of good
health.”

10T ime magazine cover story on “The Debt
Bomb”—six months after EIR.

18 Group of 10 industrial nation
representatives at IMF call upon their
governments to expand IMF funds by $50-
$60 billion.

19 A dozen companies from the giant BHC
group in Chile default on $1 billion in
loans. .

February

2 Argentina’s opposition coalition, the
Multipartidaria, challenges the military
junta to abandon its commitment to IMF
conditionalities.

10-11 IMF Interim Committee meeting *
considers how to put the U.S. under
surveillance. The Group of 24
underdeveloped nations backs 100 percent
quota increases and expanded powers for
IMF.

18-20 Club of Life holds meetings in 40
cities around the world to urge the Non-
Aligned nations to adopt a debtor’s cartel
and replace the IMF with a new world
monetary system to promote development.
16-23 Mexico says it will not be able to pay
its February bills without a $500 million
emergency bridge loan; Brazil effects
largest currency devaluation (30 percent) in
adecade; Venezuela enacts exchange
controls.

22 Carlos Alzamora, head of the Latin
American Economic System (SELA) tells
Ibero-American ministerial meeting in
Cartagena that the continent must meet its
debt crisis through joint renegotiation and
the creation of an Ibero-American
“regional market.” The ministers stall.

22 George Shultz tells Senate Budget
Committee that an imminent collapse of
world oil prices is “the biggest story of the
year.”

24 David Rockefeller and the Ditchley
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April

11 PLO peace spokesman Issam Sartawi
murdered in Lisbon by Abu Nidal group.
18 Kissinger, in Rome for Trilateral
meeting, leaves town abruptly when Italian
judges issue a warrant for his interrogation
on the murder ot Aldo Moro.

18 Bomb explosion in U.S. embassy in
Beirut kills ncarly 50 people, including
close Reagan adviser and most of CIA
Mideast team.

26-29 Presidents de la Madrid of Mexico
and Figueiredo of Brazil meet in Cancin to
strengthen political ties.

27 Prime Minister Palme holds press
conference on Soviet mini-submarines in
Swedish territorial waters.

May

Beginning of May Outbreak of Moscow-
backed rebellion against Arafat leadership
of the Palestine Liberation Organization.
1-9 Japanese Prime Minister Nakasone
tours ASEAN nations, on theme that “there
will be no peace in the northern countries
without stability in the southern countries.”
6 West German Federal Archives
announces that the so-called Hitler diaries
discovered by Stern magazine reporter
Gerd Heidemann are a “‘grotesque and
superficial fraud.”

21 Cuban Vice-President Carlos Rafael
Rodriguez tells E/R in Bogota how much
he admires Robert McNamara for his
recent positions on the developing
countries and in favor of the nuclear freeze.
26 Averell Harriman meets in Moscow
with Andropov, Gromyko, and other
officials.

28-30 Williamsburg, Virginia summit of
top seven industrial nation- takes a tough
stand against Soviet attempt: to - it
Western alliance, but ducks cconomic
crisis.

28 West German Ciub of |.ite 1ounded in
Karlsruhe.

June

7 Peruvian President Belaunde Terry
charges that Sendero Luminoso terrorism is
fomented by foreign aid, human rights, and
social research organizations.

14-15 Soviet Conmmunist Party Ceniral
Committee meeting on the “ideological
struggle” with the West. Andropov
afterwards namcd chairman of the
Precidium of the Supreme Soviet

16 Police and cai.binieri arrest 856 persons
allegedly connected to the Neapolitan
“Camorra” orgamzed crime army

17 Fraice et son Armée tormed in Paris
upoa the initatis e of 1 aRouche associates
and mulitary hgures to promaote support for
Reagan's Marcl: 13 strategic doctrine and
eCONOMIC recovery
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“probably the most important and well-
executed action by any President in 20
years.”

24 Sen. Larry Pressler (R-S.D.) tells press
that “space-based weapons will leadto a
new and destabilizing arms race.”

28 Uwe Parpart-Henke, research director
of the Fusion Energy Foundation, and
longtime LaRouche associate, is
interviewed on WCBC-TV “Today” show
in support of Reagan Mutually Assured
Survival policy. :

April

8 LaRouche submits “Investigations into
Indicated Withholding of Information Vital
to U.S. National Security by former U.S.
National Security Adviser Kissinger” to
L.S. Senate.

11 Defense Secretary Weinberger’s speech
to the Aviation and Space Writers
Association convention, on the
significance ot the Reagan ABM policy, is
ignored by the press.

12 Harold Washington squeaks in as mayor
of Chicago after all-out Democratic
National Committee support effort.

12 Left-environmentalist Tom Hayden-
backed incumbent slate loses Santa
Monica, Cal. city council elections.

13 Washington D.C. rally by the National
Democratic Policy Committee in support
of beam weapons palicy.

14 Federal court ruling strikes dowi
administration ruling which protects
handicapped infants from passive murder.
20 Supreme Court unanimously upholds
California moratorium on nuclear plant
construction.

21 Fusion Energy Foundation says states-
rightist Supreme Court decision has
“disgraced the Constitution.”

25 Senator Moynihan, Mayor Koch and
other New York “KGB Democrat”
notables hold City Hall press conference to
denounce NDPC-backed school board
candidates in Manhattan’s District 6 as
“bigots,” “slobs,” and “a fascist cult.”

27 Brent Scowcroft meets in Denver with
Moscow’s Georgii Arbatov on strategic
arms questions, under auspices of a
Dartmouth Conference task force.

May

11 Brent Scowcroft backs former Defense
Secretary Schlesinger before Senate
commirtee . in defense of Mutually Assured
Destruction (MAD) doctrine.

24 Conferences held in Minneapolis and
Baltimore provide forums for KGB
program agai-ist Reagan beam-weapons
polwcy.

June
10 € arer Democrats Robert Strauss, Jody

Group bankers’ cartel sets up Commission
on Latin American Debt and Governmental
Politics to direct U.S. government policy.
28 Brazil gets $5.9 billion from IMF.
Venezuela announces emergency
economic package as two decades of price
stability and free convertibility of the
bolivar come to an end.

March

14 OPEC officially cuts prices for first time
in its history. ,

15 Senate Foreign Relations Committee
approves U.S. hailout for IMF.

22 U.S. Dept. ot Agriculture announces
that 57 percent <t cotton and sorghum, 62
percent of wheat farmers, and 95 percent of
cotton and rice growers have signed up for
its Payment In Kind (PIK) program.

25-26 Ditchley bLankers’ group meets in
Ziirich, to form 4 creditors’ cartel.

28 Buenos Aires teeting of the Group of
77 developing nztions opens as British
Commonwealth countries attempt to
protect the IMF.

April

9 G-77 ministeria! meeting concludes with
“moderate” declaration, hailed as a victory
for the IMF by 1t: allies. Barter agreements
among Ibero-American countries increase.
13 EIR -Fusion L:vergy Foundation
conference in Washington says that the
Reagan March 25 policy will unleash “a
new industrial revolution.”

13 Sad Paulo Ch:::nber of Commerce says
interest rates in Brazil reach 496 percent.
27 G-24 developing nations representatives
at IMF in Washington endorses Non-
Aligned call for international monetary
conference but postpones action on debt.

May

16 SELA and the U.N. Commission for
Latin America issue “Quito Document,” a
comprehensive program for cooperative
Ibero-American action to solve the
€CONomic Crisis.

17 Norman Bailey, National Security
Council Director of Planning, tells
international monetary conference in
Brussels that the Reagan strategic defense
policy could restore economic prosperity
through the fostering of technological
revolutions.

June

6 UNCTAD meecting in Belgrade hears
Egypt’s Mubarak proposal for a world
development bauk which could sponsor
infrastructural projects and provide a
billion jobs.
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INTERNATIONAL

July

3 Delegation of the West German Green
Party arrives in Washington for meetings
with State Department and Pentagon
officials. .

5 Bombing of Paris airport by the
Armenian Secret Army for the Liberation
of Armenia (ASALA).

27 Mr. and Mrs. Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.
visit Thailand, are received by Vice-
Premier Admiral Sonthee Bunya Thai, and
by the minister of communications and
transport and the deputy minister of
finance.

August

8 Coup in Guatemala topples Gen. Efrain
Rios Montt, installs Brig. Gen. Oscar
Humberto Mejia Victores.

10 Licio Gelli, Venerable Master of the
Propaganda-2 masonic lodge, escapes from
prison in.Switzerland.

10 Fyodor Burlatskii, an adviser to Yuri
Andropov, writes in Literaturnaya Gazeta
that U.S. development of defensive
weapons systems is a “casus belli.”

11 Bettino Craxi installed as Italian Prime
Minister.

14 President Ronald Reagan meets
Mexican President Miguel de la Madrid in
Mexico.

14 Demonstrations and strikes against the
martial law government of Ziaul Haq break
out in Pakistan.

18 Soviet President Yuri Andropov, in a
meeting with U.S. Senators, calls for a ban
on research and development of space-
based weapons. Andropov’s last public
appearance.

20-23 Conference of scientists in Erice,
Italy on “Technological Bases for Peace.”
Physicists Dr. Edward Teller (U.S.A.), E.
P. Velikhov (U.S.S.R.), and others form a
commission to investigate the feasibility of
beam-weapon development.

21 Assassination of Philippine opposition
leader Benigno Aquino.
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NATIONAL

Powell, Gerald Rafshoon, Pat Caddell,
Stuart Eizenstat, and David Rubenstein
meet to plan “Debategate” scandal against
Reagan.

13 Walter Mondale announces that a freeze
on nuclear weapons is “first priority” for
the United States.

15 Washington State supreme court rules
that utilities contracted to purchase power
from the Washington Public Power Supply
System (WPPSS) are not liable for the
bonds floated by WPPSS to construct its
nuclear units 4 and 5, thus ensuring that
WPPSS defaults on $2.2 billion worth of
bonds.

28 Cyrus Hashemi’s $100 million libel suit
against E/R, Campaigner Publications, et
al., dismissed by federal court. EIR had
exposed Hashemi’s role in financing
Ayatollah Khomeini’s terrorism.

29 FBI announces it is investigating
“Debategate” scandal over Carter
campaign’s briefings during the 1980
election debates.

July

18 Senate passes amendment to defense
authorization bill placing restrictions on
U.S. testing of anti-satellite (ASAT)
systems.

18 Henry Kissinger named to head
Bipartisan Commission on Central
America.

27 House passes amendment to the 1983
Intelligence Authorization Act banning
“covert” operations in Nicaragua, but
mandating a $80 million program of
“overt” military operations.

August

1 Warren Hamerman, chairman of the
National Democratic Policy Committee,
issues a call to draft Lyndon H. LaRouche
as a Democratic presidential candidate in
1984.

3 House of Representatives votes up the
authorization bill for an $8.4 billion
increase in U. S. contributions to the
International Monetary Fund.

September

12-14 “Beams ’83” conference in San
Francisco reports rapid progress in all
advanced beam weapons technologies.

15 Rep. Henry Gonzalez (D-Tex.) submits
resolution to probe former Secretary of
State Henry Kissinger for conflict of
interest between his chairmanship of the
bipartisan commission on Central America
and his business connections.

ECONOMICS

presence of IMF mission in Brazil.

End of June Meeting in London among
U.S. Federal Reserve Chairman Paul
Volcker, IMF Managing Director Jacques
de Larosiere, Bank for International
Settlements Chairman Fritz Leutwiler, and
British Foreign Secretary Geoffrey Howe
reaches agreement on a hard line toward
Brazil and other debtor countries.

19 Reagan reappoints Paul Volcker as Fed
chairman.

22 Rejecting IMF demands for a 66 percent
currency devaluation, Guyana declares it
“cannot obey the IMF conditions for
financial assistance.”

22 French scientists at Orsay achieve
record short wavelengths with free-electron
laser.

July

2 Latin American Political Thought forum
in Caracas calls for creation of a
coordinating council on the foreign debt.
14 Andean Labor Council formed by trade
unions from Colombia, Bolivia, Peru,
Ecuador, Venezuela. Council announces
one-hour strike against the IMF.

14 Senate Banking Committee hearings on
the reappointment of Paul Volcker as
chairman of the Federal Reserve. The
National Democratic Policy Committee is
the only nationwide organization to testify
against the confirmation.

15 Brazilian government agrees to IMF
austerity demands, allowing the IMF to
give it about $400 million—enough to
make its payment to the BIS, whose
deadline this is. Must still be approved by
Brazilian Congress.

20 Paul Volcker’s reappointment
confirmed by Senate Banking Committee.
21 General strike in Sao Paulo, Brazil.
20-25 Conferences of the Club of Life in
47 cities throughout the United States,
Europe, and Ibero-America support the call
for formation of a debtors’ cartel.

23 Indian Prime Minister Indira Gandhi
inaugurates India’s first domestically built
nuclear power plant.

24-25 Andean Pact summit discusses
continental integration and a “common,
global strategy” on political and economic
questions.

August

8 U. S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
announces that collective bargaining
contracts in the first six months of 1983
were the lowest for any six-month period in
the past 15 years of reporting.

11 241 out of 479 Brazilian congressmen
call on President Figueiredo to effect “an
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September

1 Soviet downing of Korean Air Lines
(KAL) jet killing 269 civilians.

9 Marshal Nikolai Ogarkov, Chief of Staff
of the Soviet Armed Forces, gives a press
conference justifying the shoot-down of
KAL flight 007.

12 Soviet scientific delegation cancels
scheduled participation in “Beams ’83”
conference in San Francisco.

October

9 Four South Korean cabinet members and
15 others killed in a bombing in Rangoon,
Burma.

12 Coup against Grenada government of
Prime Minister Maurice Bishop by Soviet-
backed Gen. Hudson Austin.

23 Kamikaze terrorist attack on U.S. and
French military headquarters in Beirut.

25 U.S. troops invade Grenada, capturing
600 Cubans, 30 Soviet advisers, and a
massive armory.

27 Lyndon LaRouche addresses conference
in Bangkok, Thailand, on “Long-Term
Economic Development of the Pacific and
Indian Ocean Basins.”

30 Argentine elections: Raul Alfonsin of
the Union Civica Radical defeats the
Peronists to become president.

November

7 Andropov fails to appear at celebration of
the 66th anniversary of the Bolshevik
Revolution.

15 Izvestia publishes an attack on Lyndon
LaRouche and the Nov. 9 EIR beam-
weapon conference in Rome.

22 West German Bundestag votes 286 to
226 in favor of stationing U.S. missiles if
arms talks fail.

23 Soviets walk out of Geneva talks on
intermediate range missiles.

24 Israel releases 5,000 Palestinian
prisoners in exchange for six Israelis.

December

S5 Soviet Chief of Staff Nikolai Ogarkov
announces that the Soviet Union will
deploy missile-carrying submarines within
five minutes of U.S. mainland targets.

8 NATO meeting in Brussels appoints Lord
Carrington as new NATO head.

12 Terrorist bombing of U.S. embassy and
other targets in Kuwait.

12 Pugwash Conference in Geneva; Soviet
military representatives take hard line.

20 Yassir Arafat and 4,000 supporters
evacuated from Lebanon.

22 Arafat meets with Egyptian President
Mubarak.
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20 Democratic National Committee
Chairman Charles Manatt, in a speech at
Georgetown University, announces
Democratic consensus for “nuclear
freeze.”

26 Lyndon H. LaRouche declares his
candidacy for the Democratic Party
presidential nomination.

October

1 Fletcher Commission reports to the
National Security Council on the feasibility
of beam-weapon defense. ,

1 AFL-CIO General Board endorses
Walter Mondale for the Democratic
presidential nomination.

4 President Reagan announces “build-
down” disarmament proposal.

13 National Security Adviser William
Clark resigns.

26 Senate votes to kill the Clinch River fast
breeder reactor program.

28 Sen. William Armstrong (R-Colo.)
introduces “People Protection Act” into the
Senate, calling for implementation of
President Reagan’s antiballistic missile
defense program.

November
7 Bombing of the U.S. Senate building.

December

8 Sens. Kennedy and Hatfield sponsor
Capitol Hill hearings on the nuclear freeze,
with testimony from Dr. Y. Velikhov, vice
president of the Soviet Academy of
Sciences, and other Soviet representatives.
10 New York Times and Washington Post
begin press attacks on Secretary of Defense
Weinberger as responsible for the failure to
provide adequate security for U.S. Marines
in Lebanon.

immediate break with the IMF [and a]
declaration of moratoria on the foreign
debt.”

27-28 Conference in Vail, Colorado on
“Trade Policy Issues,” includes Henry
Kissinger, Gerald Ford, Helmut Schmidt,
Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, Malcolm Fraser,
James Callaghan. Discuss transformation
of Third World debt into “equity.”

26 Signing in New York of an $11 billion
agreement between Mexico and its foreign
bank creditors to restructure the debt.

September

24 Ditchley Group meeting.

26 Brazil’s creditors announce $11 billion
bailout scheme.

26 Argentine judge Federico Pinto Kramer
bars renegotiation of the state debt pending
clarification of “irregularities” in the
contracting of the debt.

27-29 IMF annual meeting.

October

3 Argentine judge Federico Pinto Kramer
detains central bank president Julio
Gonzailez del Solar for questioning on
Solar’s role in foreign debt negotiations.
4 Government of Rio de Janeiro, Brazil
announces it will not meet interest
payments on a $150 million loan from the
Bank of Montreal.

31 Greyhound Corporation workers go on
strike when company demands 17 percent
wage cut. :

November

1 West German private bank Schroeder,
Miinchmeyer, Hengst & Company
announces insolvency. Bankruptcy
avoided when Bundesbank extends bailout.
7 MIT Fusion Center announces that the
Alcator C tokamak has approached the
confinement parameters needed for energy
breakeven.

9 Brazilian Congress endorses wage-
reduction program.

17-18 Both houses of U. S. Congress vote
to increase U.S. funding to the IMF.

18 Argentina announces that it has
mastered the full nuclearfuel cycle and has
the capability to enrich uranium.

29 West German federal prosecutor’s
office moves to indict Economics Minister
Count Otto von Lambsdorff.

December

15-16 Club of Rome holds the first meeting
of its Latin American regional group in
Bogotd, Colombia.

16 European Community summit breaks up
without resolving budget crisis.
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1ZikInternational

Ibero-America bows to IMF
in 1983 ‘financial Malvinas’

by Dennis Small

Ibero-America’s agenda for 1983 was set at the end of 1982,
when the three principal debtor nations of the continent
Brazil, Mexico, and Argentina—agreed to subject their econ-
omies to the anti-growth conditionalities of the International
Monetary Fund (IMF). All did it out of expediency, announc-
ing that they didn’t particularly like the Fund’s recessionary
policies, but that these were preferrable to incurring the
wrath—and countermeasures—of the international financial
community which would descend on them were they to form
a debtors’ cartel and force the joint renegotiation of their
foreign debt.

EIR began attacking this outlook early in 1983, waming
the governments of Ibero-America, in the words of a widely
distributed and reprinted press release, that IMF austerity is
more destructive than the consequences of a debt morato-
rium.” Representatives of EIR founder Lyndon LaRouche
also explained personally to top policy-making circles across
the continent that the toleration of IMF austerity would so
decimate their economies that the very social and political
fabric of their nations would be destroyed.

The year’s events unfortunately bore out EIR’s forecast.

For the entire first half of 1983 the governments of Ibero-
America closely considered adopting LaRouche’s anti-IMF
strategy, as detailed in his August 1982 Operation Judre:,
which called for the formation of a debtors’ cartel and a
regional common market. They resisted IMF austerity; they
ceased paying even the interest on their debt; they criss-
crossed the continent in hectic diplomacy that pondered joint
debt action; and they even laid the policy framework for
drastically shifting their trade patterns towards intra-regional
commerce.

38 International

But in the middle of the year—in the first 13 days of July,
to be precise—the IMF and allied creditors staged a decisive
showdown with Brazil. The banks threatened to call Brazil
into formal default for not repaying an overdue $400 million
bridge loan from the Swiss Bank for International Settle-
ments, and to launch all-out economic and financial warfare
against the continent’s largest debtor, if the Figueiredo gov-
ernment did not capitulate to the IMF’s demand for major
real wage reductions. EIR wrote at the time that “all hinges
upon the outcome of the June showdown between Brazil, the
bankers, and the IMF.” On July 13, 1983, President Figuei-
redo bowed to the IMF demand.

From that moment onward for the remainder of 1983, it
was downhill for Ibero-America in its battle for survival.
Step by step, “pragmatic” concessions were made to the
creditors by each and every country; step by step, they handed
over chunks of their populations and their very sovereignty,
rather than fight.

The results have been devastating. Gross foreign capital
flows into Ibero-America dropped from $38 billion in 1981
and $19 billion in 1982, to a pathetic $3.4 billion in-1983.
But debt service payments were so great that, for the first
time in recent history, the already impoverished continent
became a net capital exporter: EIR estimates that close to
$40 billion were sucked out of the area in 1983. According
to statistics prepared by the U.N. Economic Conference on
Latin America, 1983 was the worst year in a half century for
the continent: GNP dropped by 3.3 percent, or 5.6 percent
per capita.

Looked at from the U.S. side, this dramatic collapse of
economic activity translated into the loss of upwards of one
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million American jobs, due to the sharp decline of U.S.
exports to Ibero-America. Over $400 billion in ambitious
industrial development and other infrastructure projects in
Ibero-America have fallen victim to the IMF budgetary axe.

This process has politically destabilized every nation south
of the Rio Grande, and opened the doors to a booming black
market economy—especially narcotics. Drug-linked terror-
ist groups, such as Peru’s “Shining Path,” have stepped up
their assaults and in some cases created situations of virtual
dual power with the constitutional governments.

If this IMF strangulation continues in 1984, the world
will witness the early destruction of what were previously the
sovereign nations of Ibero-America. The genocide and insta-
bility now characterizing Central America will become gen-
eralizedacross the continent. Rather than a bulwark of West-
ern civilization and a booming market for American capital
goods exports, Ibero-America will look like Iran.

If the setbacks of 1983 are to be turned around in 1984,
the governments and political leaders of Ibero-America will
have to change the way in which they have so far fought the
IMF and its policies. They must finally learn the real lesson
of the 1982 Malvinas War and of its sequel, the “Financial
Malvinas” of 1983: that they are locked in battle with an
oligarchic enemy whose strategic purpose is their utter anni-
hilation as modern nation-states, and that they have to re-
spond, united, in kind.

The ‘debt bomb’ makes headlines

In May of 1982 Lyndon LaRouche coined the phrase
“debt bomb,” and in a public message to the Argentine gov-
ernment urged it to detonate this powerful weapon—in co-
ordination with other Ibero-American governments—at the
doorstep of the City of London. Eight months later, on Jan.
10, Time magazine made the phrase a household word by
running a cover story entitled “The Debt Bomb; the World-
wide Peril of Go-Go Lending.”

Time’s purpose was rather different than EIR’s. It reflect-
ed the thinking of a stratum of international finance which
had reached the conclusion that the debt crisis would sooner
or later explode. They chose to try to use this crisis to
strengthen the IMF, fragment the debtors, and strangle all
remaining Third World development prospects.

Most Ibero-Americans had other ideas. Their attitude of
early 1983 was summed up in a banner headline in the Jan.
11 issue of the Mexican daily Ovaciones, which demanded:
“Debtors of the World, Unite.” The daily was referring to
statements issued in Lima, Peru the previous day by the
Permanent Secretary of the influential Latin American Eco-
nomic System (SELA), Carlos Alzamora, who reiterated his
earlier calls for joint debt renegotiation. Statements in favor
of collective debt action were also issued at a conference of
the foreign ministers of Panama, Colombia, Venezuela, and
Mexico at the famous founding meeting of the Contadora
Group on Jan. 8, and at the preparatory meeting of Non-
Aligned nations in Managua, Nicaragua, two days later. Even
the ever-pragmatic Brazilian government discussed the pos-
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sibility of joint debt action at a January private summit rpeet-
ing between President Figueiredo and Argentine head of state
General Bignone.

Even as these options were being considered, a number
of the major debtors instituted a policy of deliberate foot-
dragging on current debt service payments—a necessity, in
any event, since the IMF and the commercial banks had
sharply cut back on the issuance of new credits in the after-
math of the Malvinas War. Thus in mid-February Brazil
underwent a series of near defaults as the state-owned com-
mercial bank Banco do Brasil scrambled for 24-hour cash to
avoid bouncing checks. And the central bank quickly built
up over $1 billion in arrears on scheduled debt service
payments.

Argentina similarly pronounced its inability to continue
servicing over $5 billion in private sector debt; and on Feb.
28 Venezuela, after stoically suffering months of Mexican-
style capital flight, finally clamped on exchange controls and
declared a de facto moratorium on approximately $7.5 billion
in debt. Adding it all up, Ibero-America was refusing to
service tens of billions of dollars of its foreign debt.

But none of this constituted a fundamental threat to the
Bretton Woods monetary system; the only thing the creditors
feared was a joint political statement from the debtors that
they were holding the debt hostage to the creation of a new
monetary system. And this they moved to prevent.

Both sides focused their efforts on the March 7-11 New
Deihi summit of Non-Aligned nations. The Club of Life, the
international anti-Malthusian organization founded by Helga
Zepp-LaRouche, was most insistent in identif ying the Delhi
summit as a “punctum saliens”—a crucial turning point in
the fight for a New World Economic Order—and in building
international support for the creation of a debtors’ cartel at
Delhi.

Since the Ibero-American representatives by and large
had the clearest view within the Third World of the need for
Jjoint debt action, the opponents ‘of a New World Economic
Order worked overtime simply to keep them physically away
from the Non-Aligned summit. In the weeks before the gath-
ering, sudden internal instabilities, coup threats, and re-
newed tensions with neighbors forced the heads of state of
Non-Aligned members Colombia, Peru, Bolivia, and Vene-
zuela (then applying for membership) to cancel their plans to
travel to Delhi. The meeting was correspondingly weakened,
and failed to move beyond the stage of good speeches on the
debt front. ~

The early April meeting of the Group of 77 developing
sector nations in Buenos Aires also failed to break the logjam.

Reality, however, proceeded apace. The near total ab-
sence of dollars in Ibero-America led to a sharp curtailment
of trade, and some of these nations began to look into an
option earlier suggested by LaRouche in “Operation Juarez™
the formation of a Common Market centered on barter trade.
The giants of the debtor world, Mexico and Brazil, held a
summit meeting to discuss precisely such options on April
26 in Canciin, Mexico.
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The dollar shortage was also felt on the financial front.
By early May, Brazil had incurred arrears of over $2.5 bil-
lion, and the country’s creditor banks and the IMF responded
by formally cutting off all credit flows until the IMF’s strict
conditionalities were adhered to. Brazil’s leaders responded
violently. Shigeaki Ueki, the president of the huge state oil
monopoly Petrobras, said in an interview with EIR published
May 17 that of course Brazil must make every effort to live
up to the IMF’s demands—but after that, Brazil may have no

other recourse than collective debt action.
Brazil was hardly alone in such sentiments. Venezuelan

president Luis Herrera Campins on May 12 denounced the
IMF for trying to make his country pay for having supported
Argentina during the Malvinas War, and deplored the fact
that “coercive measures for collecting the debt were instituted
by the international commercial banks.” Colombian presi-
dent Belisario Betancur similarly blasted the banks for trying
to penalize Colombia “for living in a bad neighborhood.”

SELA and Operation Juirez

Advanced sector response to these urgent Ibero-Ameri-
can concerns was frankly hostile. Both the OECD Williams-
burg summit on May 18 and the June full UNCTAD meeting
in Belgrade failed to seriously address the debt issue. This
served to convince the region’s leaders that they could expect
nothing in the way of either good will, or even simple self-
interested rationality, from the advanced sector govern-
ments, and that therefore unilateral debt action was required.
The damage done to U.S.-Ibero-American relations as a re-
sult of this pro-IMF policy was, in many ways, more serious
than the consequences of American support for the British
during the Malvinas.

As during the Malvinas War, the principal standing pol-
icy bridge between the United States and Ibero-America was
the activities of Lyndon LaRouche and EIR. In mid-1983,
LaRouche broadened his earlier Operation Juarez call, and
urged that Ibero-America be involved in scientific and tech-
nological cooperation with the U.S. beam weapons program,
and that its economic spin-offs benefits reach the South as
well. The proposal elicited a highly positive response among
Ibero-American military and other leaders informed of the
idea through EIR seminars on the subject held in Mexico,

Argentina, and elsewhere. Thus Brigadier Héctor Luis Fau-

tario, the former Commander in Chief of the Air Force of
Argentina—a country which a bit over a year ago was at war
with the United States—was able to state to EIR in an inter-
view Oct. 28:

I think that the development of beam weapons is tre-
mendously important. . . . Countries like ours have
to rapidly associate themselves with developments of
this magnitude because they would ensure the freedom
of the world. . . . We would look forward to a period
of participation by the U.S., so as to feel truly united
in work like this.

But with LaRouche’s views merely influential, and not
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dominant, in Washington, the Ibero-Americans continued
to organize for unilateral action.

On May 16 in Quito, Ecuador, SELA—which through-
out 1983 played the key role in coordinating the efforts
towards continental integration—hosted a meeting of special
plenipotentiary ambassadors of the continent’s heads of state
to discuss a joint response to the financial crisis. There was
unanimous endorsement of the document drafted for the
meeting by the SELA staff, which finally proposed the two
central policy points urged by LaRouche since mid 1982: a
debtors’ cartel and a common market.

‘There is an urgent need for concerted Latin American
action at the political level to make possible joint
consideration of a solution to the problem of external
indebtedness.

It is necessary, as a second objective, to intensify
the whole unexplored potential of intra-Latin Amer-
ican trade. . . . This requires the adoption of an agree-
ment to ensure . . . that regional trade preferences
covering all Latin American countries will be adopted,
and that the implementation of compensated partial
bilateral agreements will be intensified.

With this, Operation Juirez was placed on the Ibero-
American agenda. But it had yet to be acted on.

During this period, the governments of the region re-
ceived important backing for their anti-IMF diplomacy from
organized labor. In Venezuela, the trade union federation
CTV went on record in support of collective renegotiation.
In Colombia, the UTC federation was outspoken for the
SELA approach. The Argentine CGT blamed the country’s
economic plight on the application of IMF prescriptions. In
Brazil, workers organized street demonstrations to denounce
that the IMF’s initials in Portuguese really stand for “Fome,
Miseria, Inflagdo” (“hunger, misery, and inflation”).

The continental drive for a debtors’ cartel reached its
most advanced expression on July 2 in Caracas, when po-
litical leaders representing every nation of Ibero-America
met at a week-long Congress on Latin American Political
Thought, and called for the immediate formation of a “co-
ordinating council on the foreign debt” and the “economic,
political, social and cultural integration” of the continent
into.a “nation of republics.” Ex-presidents, senators, dip-
lomats, economists, and intellectuals with the political weight
to implement such policies voted to end the IMF’s power
to dismantle economies and impose genocidal levels of
austerity. ‘

Thirteen days in July

The IMF and the creditors reached the conclusion that
they had to stop this aggressive drive towards a debtors’ cartel
dead in its tracks. They targeted Brazil, the country all sides
agree is the sine qua non of any Third World debtors’ club.
There was no time to lose. On July 7 rumors of Brazilian and
Argentine unilateral debt default swept the international mar-
kets, sparking an $18 rise in the price of gold.
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Earlier factional disagreements among the creditors over
whether to force Brazil to the wall disappeared during the
first week in July when British Prime Minister Margaret
Thatcher advocated “teaching Brazil a lesson.” U.S. Under-
secretary of the Treasury Tim McNamar, called his contacts
in Brasilia to deliver American government backing to the
creditors’ principal threat: if you don’t bow to the IMF, we
will cut off all oil deliveries. Brazil’s Planning Minister Del-
fim Netto was then spirited of f to London on July 9, returning
two days later to deliver the same message, and to organize
a military faction inside Brazil to stage a coup d’état should
Figueiredo refuse to go along peacefully with the creditors’
demands.

But the Brazilian government was not yet ready to give
up the ghost. Figueiredo dispatched central bank head C..G.
Langoni to Venezuela the first week of July, for emergency
consultations on whether or not that country would be willing
to supply Brazil with oil should the threatened creditor block-
ade emerge. :

At that precise moment everything hung in the balance.
Brazil would either tell the creditors to go jump in the lake
and defend itself from the ensuing economic warfare through
common market arrangements; or it would buckle to the
blackmail if it thought continental solidarity was inadequate.

On July 13, President Figueiredo went on national tele-
vision to tell the Brazilian population that his government
had agreed to the IMF’s demands. Brazil had blinked.

Equally significant, the entire continent knew that Brazil
had blinked, and that they could not expect backup from the
largest economy of Ibero-America in each of their own fights
to stave off the IMF. The diplomacy continued, the calls for
collective debt action were reiterated . . . but there was a
hollow ring to it all.

On July 24 the heads of state of the Andean Pact gathered
in Caracas to celebrate the 200th anniversary of the birth of
Simén Bolivar, and the occasion served to rally forces in
favor of integration. Economic and financial coordination
was discussed; joint action to combat drugs was agreed on;
and the adoption of an Andean Pact common currency was
even considered by the presidents. But every leader there was
painfully aware that the continent’s three largest nations—
Brazil, Mexico, and Argentina—are not part of the Andean
Pact and that in their absence few regional agreements could
be made to stick. Argentina had a military government which
would be replaced before year’s end, and thus could hardly
speak on behalf of the country at all. Brazil had just caved in
to the IMF after talking tough. And Mexico hadn’t even
bothered to talk tough, but just do the IMF’s bidding, ever
since Miguel de la Madrid had assumed the presidency on
Dec. 1, 1982. Mexico, in fact, throughout 1983 was instru-
mental in organizing the continent against taking any kind of
jointaction on the debt front, arguing stridently for maintain-
ing bilateral negotiations with the creditors at every
opportunity.

During August, there was a rebellion against Figueire-
do’s capitulation, an uprising made easier by the fact that the
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_ president himself was absent from the country, undergoing

heart surgery in the United States. On Aug. 11 a majority of
the Brazilian Congress signed an open letter demanding that
the government break off all ties to the IMF. The same day,
a dozen leading businessmen issued a call for a total change
in national economic strategy, which they personally pre-
sented to acting president Aureliano Chaves. And throughout
the month, the Brazilian labor movement was up in arms over
the concessions the government had agreed to. Various labor
groups reprinted and mass distributed as a leaflet a March 15,
1983 EIR article entitled “Payments squeeze to follow IMF
packages,” which exposed the IMF strategy of forcing the
dismantling of the state sector.

The decisive factor was the military—as it has been in
Brazil since the 1964 coup. Here too, opposition was so
strong that Figueiredo was nearly replaced as president while
he was out of the country. The military’s “grey eminence,”
Gen. Golbery do Couto e Silva, wentso farastotell the press
that President Figueiredo was “unable and unwilling” to re-
turn to the presidency.

But return he did, on Aug. 26, to enforce the implemen-
tation of the IMF decrees.

By September the creditors had clearly regained the ini-
tiative, achange which was reflected in the return to the U.S.
government o f Henry Kissingerin July. From Aug. 27-29 an
elite group of international bankers and politicians associated
with Kissinger, himself included, met privately in Vail, Col-
orado to lay out creditor strategy. They concurred that debt
repayment as such was a lower priority—most of it was
physically unpayable in any event. Rather, they decided to
focus on using the debt as leverage to: 1) seize physical assets
in the debtor nations; and 2) reduce, and if possible eliminate,
national sovereignty of the debtors.

EIR received insider reports on the gathering—and
broadcast them all across Ibero-America. The principal press
in Argentina, Mexico, Brazil, and Venezuela covered EIR’s
exposé that the bankers were deliberately trying to induce
instability and chaos in order to eliminate debtor sovereignty,
and there were protests across the continent. But that were
not adequate to stop the IMF.

On Sept. 2, Brazilian central bank director Langoni re-
signed, consolidating Delfim Netto’s grip on economic pol-
icy in that country. On Sept. 27 an agreement was reached
with the banks for a new $11 billion package to tide Brazil
over, since the country had demonstrated its willingness to
behave itself. Days later, the Argentine government signed a
watershed agreement on the refinancing of the debt of the
state airline, Aerolineas Argentinas, which satisfied the Vail
meeting’s two demands: jurisdiction over the accord was
placed in New York, rather than Buenos Aires courts; and
scandalous cross-default clauses were included which grant-
ed creditors the right to seize all state sector assets should
Aerolineas default.

The Aerolineas deal was such an affront to national dig-
nity that on Oct. 3, when Argentine central bank head Julio
Gonzélez del Solar returned to Buenos Aires from the Sep-
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tember IMF meeting in Washington, he was arrested at the
airport and unceremoniously flown to the south of Argentina
for questioning by federal judge Federico Pinto Kramer, who
charged that the agreement was unconstitutional and treason-
ous. To the horror of the international banking community,
Gonzélez del Solar was held for a few days before his release
could be obtained.

But none of these eruptions reversed the tide. In late
September the Peruvian Congress, after lengthy debate, vot-
ed to sell off to private interest scores of state sector compa-
nies, on IMF insistence. On Oct. 19, the Brazilian Congress
voted down Decree Law 2045, under which the IMF-ordered
wage cuts had been enacted, but the military government
responded by declaring a state of emergency in the capital
city of Brasilia, drafted a nearly identical new Decree Law
(2065), and rammed that through the Congress on Nov. 9.

The Alfonsin fiasco

The event that might have turned this entire situation
around, and re-embarked the continent on a trajectory toward
joint debt action, was the Oct. 30 presidential election in
Argentina. The widely expected victory of the Peronist party
would have brought to power the most significant nationalist
force in the entire continent which—with absolute backing
from the trade unions, ma jor support within the armed forces,
and strongly influenced by the policy proposals of Lyndon
LaRouche—would have placed Argentina squarely on the
side of the debtors’ cartel.

But the Peronists lost. The U.S. State Department, the
Wall Street banks, and the Socialist International bought
themselves the presidency through their support for the social
democratic Raul Alfonsin. Yet the Peronists never dared to
say that this was exactly what was occurring.

Already, in less than a month in office, Alfonsin has
implemented a Jimmy Carter-style policy across the board:

® he has vowed to slow down and “control” Argentina’s
excellent nuclear energy program, whichonNov. 18 shocked
the world by announcing it had achieved uranium enrichment
capabilities without outside help;

® he wants to dismember the Peronist trade unions with
French-style “co-gestion and co-participation” schemes;

® he is using the human rights issue to tear into the
already discredited military;

® he has named economic advisers hostile to the idea of
joint debt renegotiation.

Narco-terrorism

As Ibero-America was progressively strangled by the
IMF over the course of 1983, its economies were increasingly
driven into the illicit narcotics trade to gain foreign exchange
to pay the debt. This is a murky area of international finance,
in which the hand of the Soviet Union is increasingly preva-

lent. In the northwest of Mexico, forexample, an area whose .

traditional drug traffic had been drastically curtailed by the
Mexican government in 1976-82, massive narcotics contra-
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band was reactivated in 1983, thanks to the activities of the
KGB-linked fascist party, the PAN.

So too in the Andean nations of Colombia, Peru, and
Bolivia, where the drug mafias operate with virtual impunity.
Terrorist activities linked to the drug trade, including those
of KGB-linked “indigenist movements,” also stepped up
sharply, in particular from July onward.

The Colombian government conducted all-out warfare
against the drug mafia and its financiers in 1983. In August,
President Betancur named Rodrigo Lara Bonilla as his justice
minister, and the pace of anti-drug operations picked up
sharply. Later in the year, the country finally began experi-
mental spraying of the defoliant paraquat against drug crops,
over the loud squawks of protest from local environmentalists
and other drug apologists.

If narco-terrorist destabilizations were barely kept in check
in the Andean region, Central America in 1983 descended
further into hell, despite the best efforts of the Contadora
group to defuse the crisis. President Reagan has to date re-
sisted the suicidal counsel of Kissinger allies such as Deputy
Secretary of Defense Fred Iklé to commit a major number of
American troops in the Central American quagmire. But this
potential grew much greater over the course of 1983, princi-
pally as the result of two developments. First, the Sandinista
regime in Nicaragua deliberately provoked Pope John Paul
I during his March visit, which opened the door to the total,
final polarization of the region between “right” and “left.”
Second, on April 24 the new Soviet president, Yuri Andro-
pov, gave a historic interview to Der Spiegel magazine, in
which he virtually invited the United States to send troops
into Nicaragua, in exchange for tolerating Russian presence
in Afghanistan. This Soviet desire to divide the world into
“two empires” was used by Henry Kissinger to counsel Rea-
gan to “take Central America.”

Atyear’s end, although the continent’s economy is being
devastated, and drastic political concessions were made to
the IMF crowd in 1983, there is still an important reserve of
optimism and fighting spirit in Ibero-America. Even the Ar-
gertine elections showed a population totally mobilized to
put an end to a decade of dictatorship and fascist economic
policies. In the Peruvian elections on Nov. 13, the ruling AP
party was all but driven out of office by a population fed up
with the imposition of IMF policies in that country. And in
the Venezuelan elections on Dec. 4, the Club of Rome’s
preferred candidate, Rafael Caldera, was mauled at the polls.

Will Ibero-America marshal these resources in 1984 and
succeed in stopping the IMF onslaught? Not unless the sui-
cidal pragmatism that characterized their 1983 actions is
changed. For, to summarize Ibero-America’s actions during
the 1983 Financial Malvinas, we can quote what EIR said
one year ago about 1982’s events: “Ibero-America had shown
enough combined brains and courage to start a just war, but
not enough of those two qualities to win it.”

The danger, as we begin 1984, is that there may not be a
third chance.
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Asia becomes a new ‘arc of crisis’; the
Kissinger Plan versus the L.aRouche Plan

by Linda de Hoyos

The attention trained on Asia from the outside during 1983
stemmed from the fact that the Asian countries—Japan, South
Korea, Thailand, Malaysia, and India in particular, though

- not China—have remained relatively unscathed by the world
depression. By contrast with the rapid decline of the econo-
mies of Ibero-America, Western Europe, and the United
States, the Asian countries represent an opportunity either
for the extraction of wealth by financial and asset looting—
or as the powerful engine, in combination with the United
States, for global industrialization.

The results of the first policy option—which can be called
the Kissinger Plan—will be the sacrifice of the Asian econ-
omies to the monetarist policies that have already ravaged
Latin America, and the continued strategic displacement of
the United States by the Soviet Union throughout the region.

The second policy option was put forward by E/R founder
Lyndon LaRouche during two trips to Asia this year, one in
July to India and Japan, and another in October to Thailand,
just before the trip of President Ronald Reagan to Asia in
early November. The LaRouche plan centers on a “package
of projects.” Around these huge infrastructural projects—the
development of the Ganges-Brahmaputra waterways, the
building of a North-South canal in China, the creation of a
canal through the Kra Isthmus in Thailand, the development
of the Mekong Delta in Indochina, and the digging of a great
second Panama Canal—are to be arrayed high-technology
centers producing the energy and industrial capital goods to
bring the entire region into the 21st century.

Focusing on what each country can uniquely contribute
to the needs of others, LaRouche’s concept calls for an eco-
nomic axis of Japan, the United States, India, and Indonesia.
The realization of the LaRouche plan also assumes the junk-
ing of the Bretton Woods system—a political undertaking
against the International Monetary Fund and its financial
backers to which all the Asian countries can add significant
clout. )

The lack of an effective alliance among Asian nations
with the United States on the basis LaRouche proposes, has
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already turned the Pacific Basin into a new arc of crisis—
from Seoul to Pakistan—orchestrated by the Soviet Union
and its allies.

The explosion in the region went off in Pakistan, on Aug.
14, when the opposition parties, led by the Pakistani People’s
Party founded by Z. A. Bhutto, sparked violent protests
against the Zia military regime. Within a month, it was clear

_that the protest movement, based primarily in the Sind prov-

ince of Pakistan, was being manipulated by the Soviet Union
into a provincial separatist movement that would provide the
opportunity fora Soviet military move into Pakistan, perhaps
through the northwestern province of Baluchistan. As this
issue of EIR goes to press, the Soviet Union has delivered a
message to the Zia government, warning that if it does not
stop with its alleged interference among Afghani rebels that
Moscow will retaliate.

On Aug. 21, exactly one week after the upsurge in the
Sind had begun, Filipino opposition leader Benigno Aquino
was gunned down as he emerged from a plane at the airport
in Manila. The Aquino assassination sparked a massive wave
of protest in the Philippines that forced President Ronald
Reagan to cancel his scheduled November trip there. Among
the key points of the opposition to Marcos: Get rid of the
U.S. bases on the islands. The opposition is receiving help’
from the same forces that have led the agitation in Western
Europe against the placement of Pershing Ils, including the
KGB-funded Green Party of Germany. ‘

On Sept. 1, the Soviets downed the KAL airliner in a
signal to the world—but especially to South Korea, Japan,
and the United States—that Moscow was in a military war-
mode.

On Oct. 9, seventeen members of the South Korean gov-
ernment, including four cabinet officials, were murdered in
abombing explosion in Rangoon carried out by North Korean
special commandos. Only one country has defended the North
Korean government against the charge that it carried out the
bombing attack, which was meant to assassinate close Rea-
gan partner President Chun Doo Hwan—the Soviet Union.
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Going further than even the North Korean regime itself,
Moscow has accused Chun of pulling off the atrocity himself.

Since September through to the present, the Soviets have
systematically violated Japanese air space and have surfaced
nuclear submarines right off the Japanese coast. This is to
underline the Soviet psychological pressure on America’s
foremost ally in Asia, pressure augmented by the steady
buildup of air installations on the southern Kurile Islands a
few miles north of Japan.

At the same time, nearly every country in Asia has been
hit by upsurges in both separatist and Islamic fundamentalist
protest movements. For its manipulators in Teheran, Switz-
erland, and Moscow, Islamic fundamentalism is a thread
which, when pulled, acts efficiently to unravel the entire
fabric of the nation-state. In November Malaysian Deputy
Prime Minister Musa announced that Iran was attempting to
destabilize the Malaysian government through Islamic Shi’ite
fundamentalists. In Pakistan the government expelled the
Iranian consul in Karchi after riots by Shi’ites. In India,
separatist movements continue to operate—with ample fund-
ing from the Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation and from the
Swiss-based Nazi International—in the Punjab, in the state
of Jammu and Kashmir and in Assam. In addition, the Tamils
in Sri Lanka opened up a campaign for a separate state,
causing increased tensions between India and its southern
neighbor.

In short, nearly every country in the region is facing
restive movements at home and increased pressure from the
Soviet Union. As in the Middle East, the Soviet Union is
determined to push the United States out of the region and
become the ultimate dictating force for the political behavior
in Asia, including that of Japan. Asia is to become a new
Soviet sphere of influence.

That will certainly be the future for the region if the
policies of Henry Kissinger and his business partner and
ideological preceptor Lord Peter Carrington prevail. Kissin-
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ger put forward his views toward Asia in a forum of the Hong
Kong Trade Fair in late October. Speaking to various repre-
sentatives of the dope-based financial powers of Hong Kong,
Kissinger declared that America must give up its belief that
morality should affect foreign policy. He directly challenged
the policies of President Ronald Reagan and declared his
adherence to the China card, and his rejection of a closer
U.S.-Japan defense alliance. The United States must learn to
coexist with the Soviet Union in a pact that recognizes a
balance of power based on tensions between countries in the
area, most notably between Pakistan and India. Lastly, Kis-
singer states that the major concern for Asia must be “devel-
opment.” By this is meant an asset-grabbing policy by OECD
corporations and banks in Asia.

Totheextent that the Reagan administration has not fully
rejected the geopolitical and economic premises of Kissin-
ger’s policy, the United States has no effective policy to deal
with the Soviet challenge in Asia—despite the progress made
by President Reagan in the right direction in the past three
months. During his trip to Japan and South Korea in early
November, Reagan reversed the policy of strategic with-
drawal from the region followed during the Ford and Carter
administrations, most importantly placing the Republic of
Korea back under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. Second, Rea-
gan showed that his concemn is to build a strong U.S.-Japan
defense alliance with South Korea and other allies, including
Peking, orbiting around that primary axis. No longer will the
United States rely upon the “China Card” at the expense of
its friends.

The inadequacy, however, of the Reagan administra-
tion’s policy toward Asia is twofold. First is the United States’
current overall military weakness in the face of the global
Soviet threat. That weakness results in additional pressure
upon Asian countries to seek some accommodation with the
Soviet Union, the powerful neighbor on or near their borders.

Second, the United States has formulated no forward-
moving economic policy toward the region. As in Ibero-
America, Washington has strictly adhered to the policies of
the International Monetary Fund in constraining the indus-
trialization of the underdeveloped sector. The Reagan admin-
istration has tended to maintain the competitive stance toward
Japan and opposition to Asian industrialization. Washing-
ton’s blunder in this area is epitomized by its refusal to resup-
ply India’s Tarapur nuclear energy plant.

Therefore, the Asian countries’ fear that the United States
is an unreliable ally has not been disspelled. The LaRouche
development alternative, correlated with the development on
a crash-program basis of beam weapons and the commensur-
ate military strengthening of the United States, is the only
American bridge toward Asia that will withstand the pres-
sures emanating from Moscow. It is in that context that the
resolution of the strategic crisis in Asia—barring nuclear
war—will depend upon the outcome of the battle between
the Kissinger and the LaRouche plans, a fight that will be
fought both in Asia and in Washington.
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Africa ravaged by Qaddafi and IMF

by Douglas DeGroot

Economic devastation across Africa was brutally compound-
ed in 1983 by the assaults of Libyan dictator Muammar Qad-
dafi and the South African regime of P. W. Botha.

Qaddafi, an asset of the Russian empire-builders and
European Nazi networks, willingly provides a base of oper-
ations to his controllers for Russian-armed Muslim Brother-
hood destabilization operations and international terrorism.

The invasion and occupation of northern Chad beginning
June 24 by Qaddafi’s Islamic Legion, a ragtag combination
of mercenaries and insurgent tribal elements, provided the
Qaddafi machine a strategic base for launching operations in
black Africa. The Reagan administration could have stopped
the invasion cold with surgical air strikes against the invading
columns as they entered Chad, as recommended by EIR, but
the administration backed off at the last minute, afraid to
move without the French, who had been blackmailed by their
internal “Libya lobby.” '

In addition to Chad, where over the years Qaddafi has
shifted support from faction to faction to maintain a civil war
and where a standoff now exists between the French in the
southand the Libyans in the north, the cash-rich Qaddafi now
has considerable influence in the economically impoverished
countries of Ghana and Upper Volta. He has his eye on other
nations in the region, with the intention of isolating and
knocking off Nigeria, Ivory Coast, Cameroon, and Niger, in
particular.

Qaddafi makes no secret of the strategic goals of his
destabilization operations. He calls for the elimination of
Egypt, the most important nation-state in Africa, and the
establishment of an Islamic republic throughout much of
northern and western Africa, threatening Nigeria, which has
about one-fourth of the population of the entire continent of
Africa.

Qaddafi’s nation-destroying capabilities, armed and di-
rected by the Soviets and their covert allies, stretch through-
out northern and western Africa, and extend into central
Africa.

In southern Africa, the economic blackmail exercised by
South Africa (most nations in the region are dependent on
using South Africa to reach ports) and the destabilizing op-
erations by the South Africanarmy and various proxy forces,
has the same effect: destroying the young nation-states in
Africa. The preconditions for the success of destabilizations
and invasions—social and economic weakness—have been
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enforced by the World Bank’s and International Monetary
Fund’s anti-development policies, and the refusal of Western
nations to build up the African republics as true allies.

If the Nazi/Soviet forces behind the IMF-Qaddafi-South
Africa combination are not stopped, Africa will become their
strategic preserve, returned to colonial status. Yet despite the
threat to U.S. strategic interests that this combination repre-’
sents, the United States either lacks an effective policy against
it, as in the case of Qaddafi, despite an anti-Qaddafi posture,
or is actually supporting other elements of the combination,
suchasthe IMF and South Africa. The Reagan administration
backs the latter not only because of “anti-communist” sym-
pathies, but because of strategic raw-materials needs (as the
contractive policies of the IMF’s man in the United States,
Paul Volcker, make America ever more dependent on foreign
supplies).

Why should Africa be left to provide slave labor for
small-scale cash-crop production and extraction of raw ma-
terials? Dedicating a relatively small effort and outlay to
African infrastructural and industrial development, the United
States could not only bring virtually all of Africa into the
Western alliance, but develop African nations into strong, .
expanding allies. The deployment of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers on large development projects in Africa, as
opposed to sending Peace Corps volunteers to teach peasants
how to plow with oxen—as is the case with Senate African
Subcommittee chairman Nancy Kassebaum’s daughter in
Togo—would put a speedy end to the influence of the Soviet
assets.

In the words of one African diplomat: “We want to be
pro-West because the alternative is not acceptable. But the
United States, the Western superpower, won’t move on the
economic front, won’t give any alternatives on the monetary
front.”

The current Angola-South Africa standoff over the issues
of Cuban troops and Unita—South Africademands removal
of all Cuban troops as a condition for negotiations—works to
the advantage of the Russians, enabling them to pose as the
anti-imperialist defenders of black Africans, despite their
man Qaddafi’s slaughter of blacks in Chad, and of the Euro-
pean and British Nazi Intemnational networks which pull South
Africa’s strings. The Angola-South Africa crisis may blow
up again in 1984; a U.S. policy of developing Africa will be
required to deal with such crises.
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Club of Life center of
fight for civilization

by Nancy Spannaus

Club of Life raised the alarm that the world’s very existence
was threatened by the danger of nuclear war, famines, and
epidemics, the Nazi “ethic” of the “useless eater,” and the
spiritual degradation throughout large portions of the world,
particularly among the youth.

To counter these threats, it put forward three principles:
1) the inalienable right to life of all people through eliminat-
ing Malthusianism; 2) the necessity of a new world economic
order based on the restoration of national sovereign devel-
opment; and 3) the need for a new humanist renaissance of
the same power as the Italian renaissance of Raphael and
Leonardo da Vinci.

Fifteen montbhs later, it is clear that the principles of the
Club of Life are now more than ever relevant to solving the
central strategic crises and cultural pessimism which threaten
mankind’s future. This has been recognized not only by the
Club of Life, but also by its central enemies, the Malthusians
whose “limits to growth” ideology is a cover for a deliberate
policy of exterminating darker-skinned populations.

New world economic order

The Club of Life began 1983 with an intense worldwide
campaign for the adoption of a debtors’ cartel and a new
world economic order at the summit of the Non-aligned Na-

tions in New Delhi, India. Over 3,000 individuals participat- -

ed in a round of conferences dedicated to this effort on the
weekend of Feb. 19-20, and then sent petitions to the Indian
government encouraging it to take the necessary economic
measures.

Through the course of the Nonaligned meeting, and then
at the Group of 77 meeting in Buenos Aires, and later at the
UNCTAD meeting in Belgrade, Yugoslavia, the Club of Life
delegations played an active role in the deliberations, al-
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though the promise shown by the initial rejection of the IMF
atthe New Delhi meeting was not fulfilled.

Particularly striking confirmation of the Club of Life’s
influence was the response it drew to one of its initiating
campaigns—the campaign for development of directed-en-
ergy beam technologies, as the only practicable means to
achieve peace. Better known today as beam weapons, the
beam technologies represcnted the duul potent:al for military
defense against incoming ICBMs, and for « third industrial
revolution utlizing the laser and particle-beam technologies
which could greatly speed the industrialization of the devel-
oping sector. Beams, in the words of Club of Life founder
Helga Zepp-LaRouche, are the means of achieving the com-
mon aims of mankind in industrial development.

Club of Rome attacks defense policy

The Club of Rome—the Malthusian general staff which
the Club of Life was founded to defeat-—apparently agreed.
Utilizing many of its cothinker organizations that are ac-
credited to the United Nations, the Club of Rome spent the
early part of 1983 organizing explicitly for population reduc-
tion as a part of the international financial discussions. But
by the end of 1983, the Club of Rome’s leading spokesmen,
including cofounder Alexander King, began a propaganda
campaign against beam weapons in Bogota, Colombia. Ac-
cording to King, the new year will see the publication of a
Club of Rome white paper on “disarmament” which will
center on attacking the beam defense program. The Club of
Rome—otherwise devoting its efforts to suppressing nuclear
technologies and imposing mass sterilization—has been
forced onto the battleground of the Club of Life.

The Club of Life began 1983 with a drive to gain nongov-
ernmental status at the United Nations, a drive that was un-
fortunately stymied by the Malthusian majority there. While
the official rejection letter, phrased in terms of bureaucratic
deadlines and rules, claimed that the Club of Life had no
unique contribution to make which would merit immediate
inclusion, the process itself demonstrated that the Club of
Life is unique. It is the only international voluntary grouping
devoted to economic and social issues which is pro-life.

The issue of the Club of Life at the United Nations will
take on new significance in 1984, when the U.N. plans to
host an international conference on population in Mexico
City. The purpose of that conference is no secret: It is to
reduce the number of people in the non-white developing
world.

In organizational terms the Club of Life has greatly ex-
panded. A conference of 250 persons was held in Zaire and
activities are being expanded in Asia. Equally remarkable
has been the success of the Club of Life in holding day-long
cultural festivals featuring geometry, classical music, and
theatre, in North America and Western Europe. In their au-
diences, primarily high-school and junior high-school youth,
will lie humanity’s future, once mankind defeats the Malthu-
sian threat. :
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Will the West legalize
euthanasia?

by Nancy Spannaus

In three so-called advanced sector countries this year, legal
-history was made. By virtue of court rulings and legislation,
the legendary Nazi crime of euthanasia has been given legal
protection.

Not even under the Nazis was the elimination of “useless
eaters” so openly approved as it now is in West Germany,
Italy, and—worst of all—the United States.

The right to kill

Three landmark decisions were made in the United States .

during the course of 1983:

® In April, the United States Court of Appeals in Wash-
ington, D.C. threw out a federal government ruling which
would guarantee medical treatment for severely handicapped
infants in federally-funded hospitals, at pain of removal of
funding. The ruling was called “arbitrary and capricious.”

® On Sept. 29, the California state legislature, the same
body which initiated the so-called right-to-die laws in the
United States in 1976, passed legislation which will allow
relatives the “legal” right to pull the plug under a so-called
“durable power of attorney.”

® On Oct. 12, the highest court in the state of California
threw out murder charges against two doctors who deliber-
ately starved 55-year-old Clarence Herbert to death, after
having convinced his family that his life was no longer wor-
thy of being lived. Herbert had merely fallen into uncon-
sciousness after undergoing elective surgery

The Clarence Herbert case was especially outrageous
since an EEG was performed which did not show brain death.
The doctors then took Mr. Herbert off his respirator, but after
two days he still didn’t die. They next deprived him of both
food and water. Mr. Herbert died six days later and the
hospital’s autopsy report showed that dehydration was a ma-
jor contributory factor in the cause of death.

In hospitals around the country, it has become common-
place for handicapped infants and the elderly to be deprived
of food and water under the rubric of denying “extraordinary
treatment.” Both the federal government ruling, occasioned
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by the much-publicized intentional killing of a mongoloid
baby in Michigan in 1982, and the throwing out of murder
charges in California, involved deprivation of elementary
nutrition.

The Reagan administration has consistently fought against
the concept of “useless eaters,” but has found itself ham-
strung by the courts at every turn. The most recent roadblock
was in the case of a handicapped infant in New York whose
parents have denied her essential surgery. The federal gov-
emment attempted to intervene and evaluate the possibility
of ordering treatment. The U.S. Supreme Court has so far
lent its support to the state courts, who loudly protested
federal moves to protect the handicapped as “Big Brother”
interference.

Equally crippling to the adminisiration’s efforts for ele-
mentary protection of the sanctity of human life has been its
commitment to fiscal austerity. With the beginning of the
1984 fiscal year in early October, for example, the federal
government implemented a system of competitive bidding
for operations. From now on, the government insurance pro-
grams will only pay for operations at the price of the lowest
bidder.

In other words, it has become increasingly dangerous to
enter a hospital in the United States—if you can afford to
enter one at all. Fifteen states have right-to-die laws, and 22
more states have introduced legislation which legitimizes
such suicides or murders. Insurance policies already encour-
age such practices, and soon bills like that in California will
extend in other states the power of attorney to relatives.
Health care will only be available to the healthy—with the
others left to die.

And in Europe

While the battle has been less public in Europe, two
striking cases indicate that legal precedent is taking them in
the same direction.

In West Germany on Sept. 28, a Krefeld court acquitted
a doctor who deliberately decided not to treat a patient who
had attempted suicide, therefore leaving her to die. The pa-
tient, Charlotte Uhrmacher, had deliberately overdosed on
morphine, soon after the death of her husband. The doctor,
knowing that she had expressed suicidal wishes, arrived at
the house to find her still alive. Despite the fact that he had
several hours in which to save her, he stood by and watched
her die.

In Rome, a man by the name of Luciano Papini killed his
handicapped 14-year-old nephew by shooting him in the head.
In the face of this clear and premeditated murder of a boy
who was well enough to attend school, the court this Decem-
ber gave Papini a sentence of only four years, and then sus-
pended the sentence.

Is there any crisis that will alert this dying civilization to
the fact that its abandonment of the sanctity of human life is
condemning it to extinction? That will be one of the major
questions to be answered in 1984.
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EIR interviews in 1983

- We present here highlights from some of the many interviews
with world leaders conducted by EIR in 1983. The dates
given in parentheses refer to the issue of EIR in which the
interview appeared.

The Ibero-American debt bomb

EIR interviewed leading officials from the Ibero-Ameri-
can countries trying to organize a “debtors’ cartel” as well as
representatives of the competing factions of international
finance.

The strategy of the primarily Swiss-based banking faction
is to force a “crash” that would wipe out the U.S. banks and
force unprecedented levels of austerity upon the developing
sector. A prime spokesman for this view was Friedrich von
Hayek, the 84-year-old honorary world chairman of the ul-
tra-monetarist Mont Pelerin Society. He told EIR (Jan. 18):
“Irather expect that during my lifetime, a financial crash will
be avoided by renewing inflation. I fear so. I would rather
have, in the long run interests of the world, the financial crash
now, and then a niew beginning. . . . [The Third World na-
tions] will have to crash. Nothing special about Brazil. All
of them will have to crash.”

Fritz Leutwiler, president of the Swiss-based Bank for
International Settlements, was asked about the possibility of
the formation of a debtors’ club (March 1): “1 cannot express
itin public, but I expect something like this to happen; I have
a very uneasy feeling. I saw the Brazilians in Washing-
ton. . . . Ifelt] was the one asking for money. They told me
what to do! They gave me instructions.”

Leutwiler emphasized that the financial crisis will get
much worse and that “the hope of a U.S. recovery is ill-
founded, wishful thinking.”

Carlo De Benedetti, the managing director of Italy’s
Olivetti Corporation, a member of the board of directors of
Morgan Guaranty, and a spokesman for Venetian financial
interests, believes that a crash is inevitable (April 5): “Every-
body sees that the LDCs can never repay their debts. . . . So
what will happen? The banks don’t want it, the governments
don’t want it, and the populations don’t want it. That doesn’t
mean there won’t be a crash. It could happen by accident, or
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by political action.”

- From the Ibero-American side, EIR’s numerous inter-
views with government officials and other leaders reflect
momentum toward using the collective “debt bomb” if nec-
essary to force a global economic reorganization.

Carlos Alzamora, then-permanent secretary of the Latin
American Economic System (SELA), is one of the principal
spokesmen for continent-wide integration around an eco-
nomic development perspective. In an interview conducted
in Bogotd, Colombia, he discussed SELA’s proposals on the
debt issue (June 14): “We think the problem is of too great a
magnitude to be solved within the individual capacity of the
countries, banks, and international financial entities; it de-
mands a meeting of minds at the political level between
debtors and creditors. This meeting of minds can only be
possible on the basis of a common proposal issued by the
debtors. . . . What we have protested most strongly is the
excessive and unjustified cost which refinancing is having for
the countries. . . . We have to pay our debts, but we do not
have to pay usury.”

Dr. Jorge Illueca, president of the 38th General Assem-
bly of the United Nations, former foreign minister of Panama
(Nov. 1): “In Latin America an effort is being made . . . to
stress the necessity for these countries, either at the regional
or world level, above all the indebted countries, to coordinate
their efforts, not so much to achieve collective negotiations,
because we know that is very difficult, but at least to coordi-
nate their attitudes and actions.”

Frederick Wills, former foreign minister of Guyana,
described the effect of International Monetary Fund condi-
tionalities in the developing sector (Nov. 29): “[The IMF and
the World Bank and other lending institutions] pursued pol-
icies which meant that the only chance of recovery, if the
policies were accepted, was to do something like the expor-
tation of dope—heroin and marijuana—to get quick cash
flows to close the balance of payments gap.”

Brazil, the biggest debtor country in Ibero-America, has
been the scene of the fiercest national battle with the IMF and
the Bank for International Settlements.

Ramiro Saraiva Guerreiro, foreign minister of Brazil,
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stressed (June 28) that Brazil would not repudiate its debts
unless it becomes “physically impossible to meet commit-
ments on their due dates.” But he wamed that the austerity
conditionalities of the International Monetary Fund could
lead in this direction. “It cannot be the object of the IMF to
impose policies which are self-destructive, therapies which
will kill the patient.”

Alencar Furtado, a Brazilian congressman and chair-
man of the Parliamentary Inquiry Commission on the foreign
debt (Nov. 22): “We are paying today more interest than the
debt itself. And the news brought to us now, which we are
carefully analyzing, is that we are also paying, in addition to
the interest, the U.S. inflation incorporated into the Brazilian
debt. Therefore the Brazilian population is paying what it
owes plus what it does not owe—insult with interest.”

Jamil Haddad, the mayor of Rio de Janeiro (Nov. 8):
“The international financial powers have dominated the Third
World not by military arms but by financial weapons. The
Third World was trapped; it became dependent through the
types of loans that can never be paid. . . . If the international
creditors want a solution, they are going to have to accept the
idea of moratoria so there can be internal investments, im-
provements in the social situation, increases in the popula-
tion’s buying power, generation of jobs. . . .”

Shigeaki Ueki, president of Petrobras, Brazil’s state oil
company (May 17): “There is no way for the developing
countries to overcome the crisis through their own ef-
forts. . . . It has never been so important as it is now to have
a greater understanding between the developed and the
underdeveloped countries.”

Dr. Rodrigo Lloreda Caicedo, foreign minister of Col-
ombia (June 28). “The President of Ecuador has insisted
during the last few months on the need of the debtor countries
to get together, not exactly to form a negotiating group, but
rather to exercise pressure on the developed countries and the
banking institutions so that the conditions can be worked out
in a broad sense. I think this is the realistic approach. . . .”

Jorge Carrillo Rojas, vice president of the Union of
Colombian Workers (UTC) and president of its largest re-
gion, Bogota and Cundinamarca (Dec. 6): “There are no
possibilities for paying the debt at the moment, at least not if
the population is not to be starved to death to pay the debt. . . .
Thus we agree to the proposal for the formation of a debtors’
club, so that the banks accept a moratorium on payment of
the interest and they give us a grace period of 10 to 16 years,
while we are able to develop our economies to be able to

ay.”
P yCarlos Andrés Pérez, former president of Venezuela
(Feb. 15): “Global renegotiation would put the industrialized
nations face-to-face with an idea which we hold to be fun-
damental, that of defining a New International Economic
Order in which the industrialized nations will no longer uni-
laterally set for us the terms of exchange, will no longer force
the developing nations to submit to the abusive policies which
the International Monetary Fund imposes on the poor na-
tions. I call that ‘economic totalitarianism’ by the industrial-
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ized nations. It is a totalitarianism which kills not with bay-
onets, not with cannons, but with hunger.”

Léon Roldos, vice-president of Ecuador (Sept. 27): “I
do not believe in a debtors’ club, because I believe that there
are problems unique to our countries which cannot possibly
be acted upon jointly in negotiations of this sort. On the debt,
I think there should be an overall reference framework so that
all renegotiations and all credit policy are decided from the
perspective of development rather than in terms of trying to
pay previous debts.”

Luis Valencia Rodriguez, foreign minister of Ecuador
(April 5): “This is the most serious crisis of the postwar
period, similar only to the Great Depression of the 1930s. It
is possible that we are on the brink of a great collapse; that is
what we have to assume. . . . The possibility of a joint re-
negotiation of the public debt and even of a moratorium has
been widely discussed. All of these ideas are currently in
play. On the other hand, the idea of achieving a joint rene-
gotiation seems difficultin view of the fact that the economies
of Latin America and those of other developing nations are
all very different.”

Raul Alfonsin, now president of Argentina, spoke with
EIR during the election campaign. Asked about the possibil-
ity of a Latin American common market, he replied (May
17): “Maybe that would be too pretentious, but this is in
reality the direction we have to be working toward. . . . We
haveto work together, atleastto protect ourselves from being
forced to pay usury. . . . I would not pay this usury. I am
willing to fulfill our country’s promises, but not on the basis
of destroying our people by paying international usury.”

Pinto Kramer, a federal judge in Rio Gallegos, Argen-
tina, outraged the international banking community when he
ordered the arrest of central bank president Julio Gonzélez
del Solar on Oct. 3, on the charge that the terms on which he
was renegotiating Argentina’s foreign debt were a violation
of national sovereignty. Judge Kramer told EIR (Oct. 25):
“It’s time for Latin America to stand up, to establish its
importance in the eyes of the international community. You
cannot strangle the debtor, and [force him] to pay at any
price. . . . You asked me if I thought that with these actions
I had lit the fuse of an ‘atomic bomb.’. . . Ithink I have.”

Juan José Taccone, a leader of Argentina’s Partido Jus-

 ticialista [Peronist party] and international coordinator of the

Office of Latin American Economic Information in Buenos
Aires (Feb. 22): “We have determined after examining the
foreign debt of our own country . . . that it is necessary to
convene an Ibero-American conference, including a meeting
of the Organization of American States, to discuss the prob-
lem of Ibero-America’s $260 billion in foreign debt, and
propose a joint renegotiation. This situation was imposed on
our countries as a collective process, and as an antibody,
there must be collective response from our side.”

EIR asked Dr. Juan Bustos Ferndndez, president of
Argentina’s state oil company, Yacimentos Petroliferos Fis-
cales (YPF), whether there was any chancethat his company
would be denationalized as part of an agreement with the
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foreign banks (Oct. 4): “No. I see this to be quite impossible.
In the speech I gave on Petroleum Day, last Dec. 13 . . . I
very solemnly declared that YPF is not for sale and never will
be sold. This is not a mere phrase; it is not mere rhetoric, but
the feelings of all the Argentine people.”

Ricardo de la Espriella, president of Panama (April 12):
“Everything that is a cartel carries weight, can make itself
felt politically. That does not mean that a debtors’ cartel is
the solution, but we have a saying: ‘In unity there is
strength.’ ”

The international response

EIR correspondents covered the two key meetings of
developing sector countries this year—the New Delhi sum-
mit of the Non-Aligned and the Belgrade UNCTAD meet-
ing—where the debt crisis was the number one item on the
agenda. Saud al-Faisal, the foreign minister of Saudi Ara-
bia, gave a press conference during the Non-Aligned summit
in March. EIR asked him about Saudi Arabia’s view of the
debt crisis and the IMF’s role (May 10): “Something has to
be done concerning the conditionalities of the IMF to make
it more responsive. The decisions concerning these institu-
tions lie in the hands not only of the developing world.”

Fernando Moran, foreign minister of Spain (May 31):
“Spain doesn’t have much debt, it doesn’t have the same
proportion of debt that Mexico has, for example, but I think
that it can be effective to coordinate the postures of these
countries suffering the economic crisis.”

At the UNCTAD VI conference in Belgrade, EIR spoke
to Moustapha El Saeed, Egyptian minister for economy and
foreign trade (June 28): “It may even be in the interest of the
creditors if such a club is formed, to discuss and find agreed-
upon means to repay the debt. . . . I think that unless some-

thing completely new and unusual is done, either by writing .

off the debt or a large part of it, or by investing in certain
export oriented projects, which can bring in initial capital,
and which can generate profits that can be used to pay for the
old debt, this problem cannot be solved.”

AlsoinBelgrade, weinterviewed Janez Stanovnik, sen-
ior adviser to the Yugoslav government on foreign economic
policy (July 5): “I do not believe that a debtors’ cartel is a
realistic approach. . . . All economic logic speaks for a debt-
ors’ cartel. When one side monopolizes, it is only logical that
the other side monopolizes also. But the situation here in the
power structure, in the balance of power, is such that it is just
totally impossible to get to it.”

EIR correspondents visited Poland in January, and inter-
viewed Bazyli Samojlik, an economic adviser to Polish Prime
Minister Gen. Wojcieck Jaruzelski. He explained the des-
peration behind Poland’s application to. join the IMF (Feb.
1): “Because of the level of our debt, our inability to pay, and
the strong demand for credit for our most urgent needs, we
are looking for every possible source of credit, even if it is
onbadterms. . . . Already the degree of control by the IMF
and the banks is huge.”
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Beam weapons and the defense of the West

EIR featured statements of support for President Rea-
gan’s anti-ballistic missile defense program from Western
European and Ibero-American experts.

. Bartolomeo Ciccardini, Italian Undersecretary of De-
fense (Oct. 18): “Is a laser shield perfect? It is still difficult
to say, butevery step in this direction is right. I find ridiculous
the attempt to ridicule the American President’s proposal by
calling it science fiction or ‘star wars.’. . . I am convinced
that defense represents an important lever for technological
advancement which can be re-utilized in civilian life.”

General Giulio Macri, retired general in the armored
armed forces of the Italian Army (May 31): “I think that
Western Europe as a whole and Italy should immediately and
urgently give political support to the project that President
Reagan announced last March 23 and which was reaffirmed
by Defense Secretary Weinberger, so as to support him also
in the presentbattle in the U.S. Congress and Senate to pursue
the research and development efforts of laser and particle
beam weapons, as essential components of a valid antimissile
and nuclear defense.”

Colonel Marc Geneste, vice-president of the Center for
the Study of Total Strategy in Paris, is known as the father of
the French “neutron bomb.” He described (Nov. 9) the ero-
sion of the Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD) doctrine
which has governed Western defense, and the need to replace

-it with Mutually Assured Survival—the “shield” of defensive

weapons like the neutron bomb and anti-ballistic missile beam
weapons: “The French had better cooperate, because they
have the capability to participate in laser development, they
are very good. And they have the know-how to participate in
the common ballistic projectile defense of the West, if they

~want.”

Julian Amery, a British Conservative Party member of
parliament, distanced himself from the British government’s
outcry against the U.S. military action in Grenada (Nov. 9):
“Grenada was being destabilized from the outside by Cuba
and Nicaragua. It was better to move now rather than later,
when it would have been more problematic.”

Piers Wooley, a British defense economist and interna-
tional relations specialist, was, until Sept. 1983, the research
officer for the Conservative Party Research Bureau Interna-
tional Department. He discussed (Nov. 8) the effect of mo-
netarist doctrines in destroying the British economy, includ-
ing its defense: “We should go for beam weapons on the basis
that it would be a policy of Mutually Assured Survival. . . .
[In the U.K. this] is not taken seriously.”

Brigadier General Hector Luis Fautario, former com-
mander-in-chief of the Argentine Air Force, was the first
leading military spokesman from a developing-sector coun-
try to endorse beam-weapon defense (Nov. 9): “This strate-
gy, which opens a completely new panorama on the future
nature of war and the future defense of all countries, has not
been sufficiently broadcast here. I think that the development
of beam weapons . . . is tremendously important; I could
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compare it directly with the development made by the United
States when it launched its famous NASA program to con-
quer the moon and reach other planets. . . . What I believe
is that countries like ours have to rapidly associate ourselves
with developments of this magnitude because they would
ensure the freedom of the world.”

Makoto Momoi, a Japanese defense expert currently
with the Tokyo daily Yomiuri Shimbun (Sept. 27): “Now the
United States is putting emphasis on defense and laser beams.
This is good, particularly from the standpoint of reassuring
the allies. It’s very reassuring for us to learn the United States
is not trigger happy.”

Asia and the Mideast

Tan Sri Ghazali Shafie, foreign minister of Malaysia,
spoke to EIR at the Non-Aligned nations’ summit in New
Delhi in March. During the summit, Mr. Ghazali Shafie held
a meeting with Vietnamese Foreign Minister Nguyen Co
Thach (April 5): “We have been making contacts at this
conference with Co Thach of Vietnam. . . . Itold him: Sure-
ly Vietnam is the first country to recognize that to occupy a
foreign country is the easiest way to allow your enemy to
subvert you because that is how you subverted the Americans
when they were occupying South Vietnam. So, by vour being
in Kampuchea, it is very easy for the Chinese to subvert both
Kampuchea and Vietnam. So why don’t you leave if you are
afraid of China?”

Nguyen Co Thach, the Vietnamese foreign minister, in
turn told EIR (April 5) that the security of Kampuchea was
improving, as signaled by his government’s declaration of
annual withdrawal of troops: “There are two options. Now,
we can settle the problem between ASEAN and Indochina on
Southeast Asia, the sooner the better. This is the best option.
The second option is that the present situation will drag on.
And if time goes on, the situation in Kampuchea will
improve.”

Pichai Rattakul, deputy prime ministerof Thailand, told
EIR about his government’s efforts to ease relations with
Vietnam (June 14): “The Thai government is willing to co-
operate in the economic field and trade with any country.
This has never been mentioned before. On the basis of the
statement made by the prime minister, I think this should be
a good initiative.”

Datuk Musa Hitam, prime minister of Malaysia, de-
scribed his government’s efforts to crack down on the drug
trade, which he described as a “security problem” (May 24):
“We regard this matter as one of the biggest threats that we
have ever faced, and we are determined to stamp it out.”

Dato Azman Hashim, chairman of the Arab-Malaysian
Development Bank, said (May 17) the Malaysian govern-
ment would orient its economy toward the Japanese model:
“We need to be comparatively more productive. So I think
ideally the best example right now is in the East, Japan and
Korea.”

Youssef Wali, Egypt’s agriculture minister, described
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his country’s bid to become “the Japan of the Middle East”
(Jan. 25): “Our transformation into a new Japan will not be
served to us on a golden platter. We will have to work hard;
we must be organized; we will have to avoid mismanage-
ment, to avoid corruption, to avoid miscommunication, to
become the Japan of the Middle East.”

Mohammed Abdellah, foreign affairs chairman of the
Egyptian National Assembly (Jan. 25), discussed the Non-
Aligned movement’s attempts to coordinate economic and
political action: “There is coordination among the countries
of the Third World that could give them more bargaining
power. It’s nothing in comparison to the power of the big
powers, but it is more bargaining power.”

Col. Meir Pa’il, former brigade commanderin the Israeli
army, former deputy in the Knesset for the Zionist Peace
Initiative parties (Aug. 23): “The Israeli invasion of Lebanon
was from every point of view something that created a terrible
negative outcome for Israel. . . . We didn’tdestroy the PLO.
We didn’t solve anything vis-a-vis the Palestinian ques-
tion. . . . I don’t like Israel to perform the duty of a dirty
dog. Kissinger and others in Washington have all too often
used Israel as it would use a dirty dog.”

Ehud Olmert, an Israeli member of parliament from the
Likud party (March 1): “I read with apprehension that [West
Germany’s] Green Party included in its official publication
and material positions and views which are traditionally anti-

© Semitic.”

Terrorism, gun-running
and the Jesuits

EIR interviewed two Spanish government ministers on
the threat posed by terrorism to democracy. José Barrion-
uevo, the interior minister, stressed (June 21) that “terrorism
can act as an incentive for the most reactionary groups who
would prefer there were no democracy in Spain.” Joaquin
Ledesma, the justice minister, discussed the government’s
effort to crack down on the ETA terrorists, and its interest in
solutions found by countries like Italy, “notably, disincen-
tives to criminals through favored treatment in the fight against
terrorism.”

Rep. Henry Gonzalez, a Democratic congressman from
Texas, has launched an inquiry into possible conflict of in-
terest regarding Henry Kissinger’s as chairman of the Presi-
dent’s Commission on Latin America. As he explained to
EIR (Sept. 13): “Kissinger has profited, and continues to
profit, from such things as even the arms sales in Central
America. . . .”

Alfonso Robelo, Nicaraguan co-commander of the Dem-
ocratic Revolutionary Alliance which is waging guerrilla
warfare against the Sandinista government (Nov. 29): “It
seems like a segment of the Jesuits . . . really wants to be the
power behind the throne, independently of which way the
current goes. They were once the power behind the throne of
the bourgeoisie; now they are at least the top advisers of the
Sandinista government. . . .”
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‘Mutually Assured
Survival’dominates
1983 policy battles

by Richard Cohen in Washington, D.C.

On March 23, 1983, President Ronald Reagan made an ad-
dress on national television to announce a new revolutionary
strategic doctrine based on the research, development, and
deployment of advanced ballistic-missile defense systems.

While the overwhelming majority of senior Reagan
administration officials have been too blind to realize it, the
March 23 pronouncement and the shock waves it sent through
Moscow’s elite, as well as their channels in the New York
Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) and allied outlets in the
United States and Europe, determined the foreign-policy
questions that gripped the nation’s capital in 1983.

The questions brought to the fore by the President’s March
23 announcement of a “Mutually Assured Survival” doctrine
had been increasingly begged during the past 30 years. Since
the apostles of the Council on Foreign Relations first gave
birth to Dr. Henry Kissinger as a “strategic nuclear expert”
in 1956, and then invested their energies in hauling the Soviet
Union, into Bertrand Russell’s Pugwash “peace” process,
Washington's strategic doctrine operated within the param-
eters of joint nuclear blackmail, codified as Mutually Assured
Destruction (MAD).

President John F. Kennedy, terrified by the nuclear
brinksmanship of Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev, bought
the advice of Pugwash and turned loose the accounting abil-
ities of his Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara to
entrench MAD. McNamara put forward the doctrine of “flex-
ible response,” throwing into question this nation’s nuclear
commitment to Europe while the Soviet Union initiated one
of world history’s most dramatic peacetime arms buildups.
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Authority was cracking within the Western Alliance system.
Economic upheavals culminated in the Aug. 15, 1971 decou-
pling of the dollar from gold. Henry Kissinger answered the
growing Soviet pressure to end U.S. superiority in certain
strategic weapons areas by seeking to institutionalize limited
Soviet superiority through the first Strategic Arms Limitation
Treaty (SALTI) in 1972.

Despite SALT I, the Soviet Union continued its broad
rearmament program, while Kissinger oversaw the broad
retreat of U.S. conventional superiority in Asia, the Middle
East, and Africa, and facilitated potential security disasters
for the West in the Third World by strengthening the policing
arm of the teetering monetary system, the International Mon-
etary Fund (IMF).

By the early 1980s, Moscow could witness a slight but
growing strategic military advantage and a United States,
which had just suffered four years under the regime of Jimmy
Carter in which total restraint was placed on any attempts to
respond to the Soviet challenge. The West under U.S. lead-
ership showed no sign of the will to revive basic industry,
and no plan to reverse the technological slide in the military
field.

For Moscow, the advent of Ronald Reagan was a sour
note, especially the new President’s plan for “strategic mod-
ernization.” But Moscow reasoned that modernization would
take time, would have to pass through a Congress unprepared
to hike military expenditures under conditions of high federal
budget deficits and high interest rates, and could be compro-
mised by the powerful Pugwash “peace and disarmament”
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crowd. Finally, Reagan’s modemization program, while
challenging marginal Soviet superiority, would not introduce
new technologies—especially not the ones toward which the
Soviets had already channeled significant resources.

Soviets face loss of advantage

Considered from the point of view of the Kremlin, then,
the President’s new March 23 antiballistic defense program,
if it were implemented, would rapidly reverse the strategic
impact of their 25-year arms build-up. Further, Soviet esti-
mates of strategic dominance by the 1990s, largely based on
their own ballistic missile defense (BMD) effort, would be
decimated. Indeed, Soviet planners would also recognize in
the President’s plan the seeds for the technological and eco-
nomic revival of the West, a potential revival of a magnitude
with which Moscow knew she could not compete.

And considered from Pugwash’s anti-growth and anti-
technology perspective, implementation of the bold new doc-
trine would be fatal to the “post-industrial society” blueprint.

The post-March 23 confrontation between the White
House and Moscow, and the treasonous role of the Pugwash
group, dominated 1983. As 1984 opens, this process threat-
ens to intensify. But the President and his national security
advisers most intimately involved in pressing the March 23
doctrine have underestimated Moscow’s reaction to the pol-
icy, unlike the leading representatives of the Pugwash policy,
typified by Henry Kissinger, his business partner and now
Secretary-General-designate of NATO, former British For-
eign Minister Lord Peter Carrington, and Democratic Party
foreign-policy guru Averell Harriman.

Moscow is prepared to escalate to thermonuclear black-
mail to force a capitulation in Washington while the Pugwash
crowd—terrorized by Moscow’s escalations—is scandal-
mongering against the U.S. military establishment, targeting
the fiscal year 1985 defense budget for major reductions, and
harassing the President’s strongest beam defense supporters,
including Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger and Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency Director William Casey.

Blackmail on the MX

As 1983 approached, Moscow and the Pugwash elite had
reason to believe that even Reagan’s strategic modernization
program could be defused.

By the summer of 1982, Ronald Reagan had lost the
dominant bipartisan coalition of forces on Capitol Hill that
secured his early budget and tax programs. Then, by the fall
of 1982, the centerpiece of the President’s strategic modern-
ization program, the MX missile, could no longer be sus-
tained by his crumbling congressional coalition. If that vital
project were to be saved, Reagan was told he would have to
make a deal.

In the late fall, the President was urged to launch a “bi-
partisan” commission outside the administration to sell the
MX to Congress. Deputy National Security Adviser, Robert
“Bud” McFarlane, who had served under Kissinger on the
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Nixon National Security Council, and Brent Scowcroft, Kis-
singer’s handpicked successor and current business partner,
along with Secretary of State and Kissinger-intimate George
Shultz, succeeded in this move, and Reagan began the year
with a Jan. 3 announcement of the formation of a “Bipartisan
President’s Commission on Strategic Forces” to be headed
by Scowcroft.

Under Scowcroft’s script, the President would have to
accept all recommendations of the commission’s report in
order to secure legislative backing for the MX. The price for
the MX was first made public on March 21 in a Time maga-
zine article by Kissinger, outlining a detailed program that
would forbid the development of an effective U.S. pre-emp-
tive strike capability through the unilateral scrapping of all
ICBM MIRVed warheads (multiple-warhead missiles), sub-
stituting a single-warhead mobile missile dubbed the
Midgetman.

Kissinger and Scowcroft were attempting to reinforce the
MAD doctrine by hypothetically undermining the Soviets’
first-strike capability. But the Soviet Union need only in-
crease the number of MIRVed ICBM launchers to offset what
would be a U.S. increase in single-warhead launchers. Not
only was the Kissinger-Scowcroft program antagonistic to
the MX, limiting the total number deployed to 100 (that is,
well below the level necessary for a credible first-strike ca-
pability); Scowcroft based his testimony on the dangerous
falsehood that the U.S. had “at least another decade of secure
deterrence,” and needed only a few MX missiles deployed
during the later 1980s as a “hedge” against “unlikely” Soviet
SLBM developments. He baldly stated, more than a month
after Reagan’s March 23 speech, that his commission consid-
ered no ABM concepts to be viable or necessary until well
after the turn of the century.

The so-called “MX basing controversy” was of no real
importance here: key Congressional liberals led by Rep. Les
Aspin “made a deal” with Scowcroft and Kissinger against
Reagan on the basis of Scowcroft and Kissinger’s reaffirma-
tion of MAD. They assumed they could knock off Scow-
croft’s miserably truncated, slow-motion “MX” strategy at
their leisure.

Thus by March, Kissinger and his cohorts had black-
mailed their way to the President’s desk with a plan that was
directly opposed to the MX missile and ballistic-missile de-
fense. On other fronts as well, including China relations, the
Middle East, and international economic policy, the Kissin-
ger team had finagled their way onto center-stage—largely
with the help of Shultz and the White House political crowd
headed by White House Chief of Staff James Baker III and
Deputy Chief of Staff Michael Deaver. By the beginning of
1983, the Reagan foreign policy was starting to resemble the
disasters orchestrated under Kissinger’s “détente.”

The March 23 shock
Then, on March 23, Reagan delivered a shock to those in
Moscow carefully calculating Kissinger’s progress. Kissin-
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ger and his closest associate Helmut Sonnenfeldt told an April
Trilateral Commission ‘meeting in Rome that the new pro-
gram was a disaster. Within a month, Scowcroft would take
the stand in Capitol Hill hearings to echo the Soviets’ charge
that the President’s commitment for ballistic missile defense
is “destabilizing.”

From April through the first weeks of August, the Pug-
wash crowd, bolstered by Soviet actions aimed at facilitating
Pugwash credibility, mounted a furious counterrevolution
against the President’s new defensive strategic doctrine.

On May 23, Scowcroft told a Washington press confer-
ence that under presidential prodding he was prepared to
extend the life of the Commission on Strategic Forces. On
June 8, a blackmailed President, eager to maintain the MX
program, endorsed the Scowcroft Commission proposals that
the MX be produced and deployed in limited numbers, under
condition that the President press for an arms-control agree-
ment with Moscow and that Kissinger’s Midgetman missile
be promoted. Scowcroft, aided by Shultz, McFarlane, and
James Baker, had by early May welded together a winning
congressional coalition in support of his formula. The Presi-
dent was reminded after the early-May congressional passage
of monies for the MX that the funding could collapse, along
with the Hill coalition supporting it, if the President reneged
on his part of the bargain.

Scowcroft also stated on May 23 that Andropov’s U.S.
specialist, Georgii Arbatov, had shown positive reactions to
key aspects of the Scowcroft Commission Report, particu-
larly the appeal for the Midgetman. Between April 22 and
May 2, Arbatov had met privately in Washington with Kis-
singer lieutenants Scowcroft, Sonnenfeldt, and William
Hyland.

On May 26, Kissinger lunched privately at the White
House with Reagan. It was at this midday meeting that Kis-
singer pushed hard for the appointment of his business partner
and ideological mentor Lord Peter Carrington to replace
NATO Secretary General Luns; by November, Carrington
was appointed.

At about the time of this Kissinger-Reagan meeting, Shultz
began a process of intensive and regular “back-channel”
meetings with Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin. Then
on May 30, Shultz dispatched Moscow’s favorite American
statesman, the aging Averell Harriman, and his wife Pamela,
also an intimate of leading figures in the Democratic Party
apparatus, for four days of private meetings with Andropov
and Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko. Harriman conferred
with Shultz before and after the trip.

In addition, during the week of May 23, no fewer than
25 Soviet KGB and GRU (intelligence and secret police)
officials, featuring Gen. Mikhail Milshtein and Andropov
associate Fyodor Burlatskii, were granted entry to the United
States to attend a convention of “nuclear freezeniks” in Min-
neapolis. This began around of 33 such forums where KGB
officials could promote disinformation and profile American
reactions. FBI Director William Webster refused to intervene.
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As Pugwash opened up the nation to direct Soviet pro-
paganda and consolidated their control over the NATO struc-
ture, Moscow facilitated their cause. After Harriman’s early
June trip to Moscow, Andropov issued a series of signals
starting with a sudden change in the Soviet position at the
Vienna Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks.
This was followed by a cosmetic change in the Soviet position
at the START talks. Kissingerite Undersecretary of State for
Political Affairs Lawrence Eagleburger claimed that Moscow
was playing a positive role in facilitating the Pope’s trip to
Poland. Andropov also released a number of Soviet Penta-
costals, and surprisingly agreed to a “no-holds barred” 1986
conference on the reunification of families and free travel in
Europe, an item of particular importance to Israel and West
Germany.

The hard-pressed White House on June 10 announced the
indefinite extention of the Scowcroft Commission. Two days
earlier, the President had approved a new SALT negotiating
position heavily weighted to the primacy of the new “Mid-
getman” missile. Reagan proposed that negotiations should
concentrate on the number of warheads rather than launchers.

In July President Reagan unexpectedly reappointed Fed-
eral Reserve Board Chairman Paul Volcker, a sharp critic of
the President’s defense budget, and in August—to the shock
of most—appointed Kissinger himself to head a “Bipartisan
Commission on Central America.”

Kissinger’s maneuvers

Fromearly May on, the Harriman wing of the Democratic
Party and Kissinger-allied elements within the Reagan
administration pressed the White House for a secret compro-
mise on ballistic-missile defense. The “compromise” report-
edly would include a commitment not to deploy BMD, but
merely use the threat of deployment as a bargaining chip in
arms-control negotiations, while restraining expenditures on
the program to no more than the amount the Soviets are said
to be spending—an approach that would lock the United
States into permanent inferiority, since the Soviets are al-
ready ahead in this area. The effort to kill the program through
compromise was launched on May 6 by Senate Minority
Leader Robert Byrd in an appeal on the Senate floor. By
midsummer, James Baker, the State Department and the
Pentagon’s Richard Perle (assistant secretary of Defense for
International Security) were chipping away on the inside
against the implementation of the March 23 policy.
~ Thus by August Kissinger and his coterie were privately
hailing the imminence of a “major negotiation” with the
Soviet Union. The broad surrender to Moscow was fully
outlined on April 24 in a Kissinger interview in Parade mag-
azine. Baker, Deaver, and Nancy Reagan were reported to
be euphoric about the prospects of a spring 1984 Reagan-
Andropov summit that would supposedly help to sell Reagan
as the “candidate of peace.” And Shultz was preparing to
take a major step in this direction as he obsessively readied
himself for a meeting with Gromyko. anticipated for the
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conclusion of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe (CSCE) in September. That meeting, Shultz thought,
would take him to Moscow where he would plan the summit
with Andropov.

However, on Sept. 1, the Soviet Union decided to shoot
down the unarmed civilian aircraft KAL 007—the mark of
the beginning of Soviet and Soviet-surrogate-directed shocks
and provocations culminating in the early-October slaughter
of U.S. Marines in Beirut at the hands of terrorists. The
failure of Kissinger and company to secure a promised six-
month delay in NATO’s stationing of Euromissiles suggested
to Moscow the political weaknesses of their allies in the
West. How could forces exhibiting such weakness be count-
ed on to fully derail Reagan’s March 23 program, Moscow
asked.

The Chamberlain response

The Kissinger crowd tried to cover their footprints, but
Democratic Pugwashers typified by the party’s national
chairman, Charles T. Manatt, showed no shame. On Sept.
20, Manatt, with Harriman at his side, told a Georgetown
University audience that all the announced candidates for the
Democratic presidential nomination favor Pugwash’s policy
for a nuclear “freeze,” stating, “Contrary to the Republican
Party’s continued opposition to halting the arms race now,
the Democratic Party calls for a mutual and verifiable freeze
on the testing, production, and deployment of nuclear
weapons.”

Kissinger and his coterie publicly reported that the KAL
atrocity undercut hopes for a summit—but claimed the shoot-
down was committed by lower-level Soviet military forces,
not Andropov (making excuses Andropov scorned to claim
for himself).

On Sept. 21, Scowcroft called together his Capitol Hill
collaborators to join him in pressuring National Security Ad-
viser William Clark to authorize further arms-control conces-
sions. Clark was told that the crucial Hill group would not
support the MX program when it came up in October for
approval of production funds if the White House did not
accept eight principles to be included in the U.S. START
(Strategic Arms Reduction Talks) position; most points cen-
tered on the so-called “build-down” concept, another gim-
mick aimed at paving the way for the Midgetman missile. On
Sept. 27, Clark reportedly agreed.

On Sept. 26, the White House had announced another
concessionary adjustment, this time in its position at the
intermediate-range nuclear force (INF) talks. On Sept. 24,
Shultz had held a meeting of top Kissingerites, including
Scowcroft, Sonnenfeldt, Hyland, Eagleburger, and Richard
Burt (assistant secretary of State for European Affairs) for
the purpose of assessing ways out of the KAL-promulgated
impass in relations with Moscow. »

In short, Pugwash agents in the Demoeratic and Repub-
lican parties moved with speed and terror to mount Cham-
berlain-like appeasement in the wake of Moscow’s thunder.
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Moscow in turn escalated, instigating and openly endorsing
North Korea’s attempt on the life of South Korean President
Chun Doo Hwan, the violent overthrow of the Maurice Bish-
op regime in Grenada, and finally, the Oct. 23 massacre of
Marines in Beirut.

But during the week of Oct. 17, Reagan and his national
security advisers decided to respond to Moscow’s challenge.
For the first time, the President went on national television
to attack Syria, who with Soviet backing had temporarily
torpedoed Lebanese reconciliation talks scheduled to begin
that week. At virtually the same time, the Soviets facilitated
the overthrow of the Grenada government, resulting in Bish-
op’s assassination. Bishop had met with senior Reagan
administration officials, including Clark, not long before and
was reportedly considering loosening his ties to Moscow and
Havana.

Then on Oct. 25, nineteen hundred U.S. Marines and
Rangers landed in Grenada and within days had ousted the
Soviet-backed Hudson Austin regime.

For the first time in 10 years, U.S. force had been used
aggressively, breaking the taboos of the “Vietnam syn-
drome.” The best advice of Baker and Deaver had been
ignored (resulting in one of the most popular actions of the
Reagan administration). The intended message to Moscow:
The United States is prepared to fight.

But in background briefings surrounding the U.S. action,
it became clear that Reagan and his advisers had correctly
ascertained a conscious Soviet challenge, yet were danger-
ously underestimating the intention that lay behind it. Senior
White House officials identified the building Soviet provo-
cations as “low-order probes” when in fact they were neither
probes nor low order.

Miscalculations

By early December the blustering administration consen-
sus told itself, “Moscow will get the message.” Administra-
tion officials eagerly pointed to intelligence reports indicating
unusual signs of caution and fear among Moscow’s elite in
response to a show of force in Grenada. Signals from Surinam
and Nicaragua in response to the Grenada operation further
inflated the administration’s confidence, as did Khomeini’s
failure to live up to his threats to block the Straits of Hormuz
in the wake of Iraqi air attacks on Iranian oil shipping due to
a massive U.S. naval presence off the Persian Gulf.

Then on Nov. 29, after two days of meetings with Israeli
Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir, the White House announced
a new Israeli-U.S. strategic agreement, an agreement that
would at minimum create the perception that the Israeli Army
would be affixed to the massive U.S. naval presence in the
eastern Mediterranean. Long-awaited U.S. air and naval re-
taliation against Syrian and Soviet provocations could begin
with the promise that if the situation in Lebanon were to be
escalated by Syria on the ground, U.S. troops would not be
needed to answer—the Israelis could take their place.

What Moscow sees is a U.S. response based upon an
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underestimation of Soviet intentions. Beyond the rhetoric
and overconfidence, the Soviet leadership sees a White House
which perpetuates the Kissinger/Pugwash presence, which
will be under increasing pressure as the 1984 elections draw
near, which has not entered into a war mobilization as has
the Soviet Union, and which, through the new arrangement
with Israel aimed at demonstrating regional strength, has
only signaled strategic weakness. For while U.N. Ambassa-
dor Jeane Kirkpatrick and Reagan were citing U.S. willing-
ness to fight—a willingness which indeed exists within the
population and the institutions of government if confronted
with a strategic threat—the U.S.-Israel strategic alliance was
apparently forced through the administration by Kissinger,
via his protégé Eagleburger, sold to Reagan as a way of
avoiding using American troops, thus sending the message
that the United States will back away from direct
confrontation. »

The Kissinger-concocted deal was also read elsewhere as
asign of weakness. Several days after the arrangement, Syria
and Iran responded through surrogates with the bombing of
the U.S. embassy in Kuwait. Israel challenged the central
asset of U.S. Arab allies in the area, Palestinian Liberation
Organization leader Yasser Arafat, threatening to violently
blockade his exit from Tripoli against the wishes of their
U.S. ally.

Now the Middle East trap that further engulfed the White
House with the Nov. 29 accord is a vulnerability that the
Pugwash crowd has seized for its own use. Having generated
steam among most Democrats and a growing number of
Republicans for the demand to recall U.S. forces from Le-
banon, and blaming the Pentagon for inadequate U.S. secu-
rity precautions in Beirut before to the October massacre, the
Pugwash crowd intends to discredit the U.S. military in gen-
eral, including Defense Secretary Weinberger, an ally critical
to the President’s pursuit of strategic modernization. Wein-
berger, echoing sentiments often repeated by Reagan, is
committed to the view that spending on defense must be
governed by what is necessary to meetthe perceived strategic
threat, not by any budgetary consideration. But Pugwash
believes that the sizable U.S. budget deficit, along with the
evolving Middle East fiasco, can be parlayed into a major
attack on U.S. defense spending in election year 1984, with
the primary target for budget-slashing being the President’s
ballistic-missile defense program.

Unless the White House moves quickly to break the web
of miscalculation by announcing immediate steps to enhance
the U.S. strategic deterrent and mobilize for the crash devel-
opmentof BMD in early 1984, further galvanizing the Amer-
ican people’s will to fight, Moscow will move to global
confrontation aimed at thoroughly humiliating the Reagan
administration. The Pugwash crowd with their attempts to
appease Moscow and weaken Reagan, are encouraging the
Soviets to move toward that confrontation. Moscow knows
that the stakes are high, the advantage is theirs, and time is
short.
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Citizen candidate
movement challenges
the KGB Democrats

by Warren Hamerman

In the first months of 1984, well before either the Democrats
or Republicans hold their summer presidential nominating
conventions, the Soviet military command most probably
will have instigated a global military showdown with the
United States. The entire Democratic Party’s officially ap-
proved presidential nomination puppet show is now on tour
to boos and apathy in the United States but to rave reviews in
Moscow. Only the “unorthodox” challenge of Lyndon H.
LaRouche, Jr. for the Democratic nomination is being de-
nounced in Moscow, for only his policies represent a poten-
tial threat to the “Third Roman Empire” aspirations of the
Russian Orthodox Church/military complex.

As Lyndon LaRouche emphasized in a Nov. 26 statement
on the Soviet war threat, only a bipartisan outpouring of
popular support in the United States for the LaRouche crash
beam-weapons development program and his design for a
world monetary reorganization can convince the current
President to take the command decisions necessary to protect
the national security of the United States. In 1984, the stakes
are not merely the U.S. presidency, but the future existence
of the nation and mankind. There is no margin of error left in
the American political system. The outcome will be decided
by the confrontation between the LaRouche citizen-candi-
dates’ mass movement and the “Benedict Amold Alliance,”
the politburo of Lane Kirkland, Charles “Banker” Manatt,
and “frontrunner” Walter Mondale.

Democratic Party a battleground in 1983

During 1983 the Democratic Party, its vast traditional
constituencies still shattered by the debacle of the Carter-
Mondale administration, was the battleground for full-scale
combat between the “peace-with-Moscow-at-any-price” of -
ficialdom and the feisty, self-conscious American patriots of
the party’s LaRouche wing. The challenge of the LaRouche
Democrats to the Democratic Party “politburo” of Harriman,
Kirkland, Mondale et al. broke into an increasingly open
slugfest.

The day-to-day ring manager for the Moscow Democrats
was the inept and corrupt Manatt, chairman of the Demo-
cratic National Committee and a member of the notorious
West Coast law firm which had an overt business relationship
during the 1980 Olympics with top Russian operative Dzher-
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men Gvishiani, former Soviet Premier Kosygin’s son-in-law,
through the company Image Factory Sports, Inc.

Despite expenditures of millions of dollars for “contain-
ment” operations that included thuggery, vote stealing, dirty
tricks, and slanders against the LaRouche Democrats by KGB
assets in the United States, during 1983 the National Demo-
cratic Policy Committee, the 30,000-member organization
of the LaRouche wing of the Democratic Party with chapter
activities in 43 states, fielded slates of nearly 700 candidates
in primaries and general elections. During these elections,
which spanned 27 states, approximately 700,000 votes were
officially tallied for LaRouche Democratic candidates.
Twenty-seven of the LaRouche Democrats won their elec-
tions in the states of New York, California, New Jersey, New
Hampshire, Louisiana, and Washington.

In late September, LaRouche Democrats won 23 elec-
tions within a seven-day periodduring the first U.S. elections
after the Russians brutally shot down Korean Airlines Flight
007. Their victory represented the beginnings of a revolt
against Manatt and Harriman’s buttering-up to Yuri Andro-
pov. Then on Nov. 8, Election Day 1983—in the vote after
the events in Lebanon and Grenada and after Lane Kirkland
used totalitarian methods to ram an endorsement of Walter
“Appeasement” Mondale through the AFL-CIO—American
voters demonstrated a newly resurgent patriotic mood. It was
also the first election after Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr., founder
of the National Democratic Policy Committee (NDPC), had
officially declared his candidacy for the 1984 Democratic
presidential nomination. Over 210 candidates from the
LaRouche Democratic mass citizens’ candidate movement
came before the electorate, and from coast to coast they either
won outright, or otherwise received vote tallies of 30 to 45
percent.

The two key issues of the clash between the LaRouche
Democrats and the Moscow Democrats were strategic policy
and economic policy. Especially after President Reagan’s
historic television address on March 23, the Harriman/Man-
att machine joined with the Kissinger wing of the Republican
Party in an undisguised alliance, charging that President Rea-
gan was a “warmonger” provoking the Russians with his
“Star Wars” fantasies, while the Russian leadership was rea-
sonable and peace-loving. The same “Benedict Amold Alli-
ance” joined forces to bludgeon the executive and Congress
into re-appointing Paul Adolph Volcker as chairman of the
Federal Reserve and into financing a quota increase for the
International Monetary Fund in its conspiracy to undermine
U.S. sovereignty, despite mass resentment against both the
IMF and Volcker.

The strong LaRouche Democratic vote on Nov. 8 dem-
onstrated the first crumbling of the controls by the KGB-
tainted official Democratic Party apparat’s control. Each of
the nearly 700 members of the NDPC citizen-candidate slate
in 1983 campaigned tenaciously for the United States to
instantly adopt a 1939-44-type crash program for laser- and
other energy-beam defensive systems, in round after round
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of combat with the appeasers in the Democratic Party
officialdom.

The showing of the NDPC slates in 1983 also indicated
rejection of the depression policies of the Carter-appointed
Paul Volcker and the genocidal International Monetary Fund.
On July 14, the National Democratic Policy Committee was
the only national, state, or local organization in the United
States to testify before the Senate Banking Committee against
the renomination of Paul Volcker as Federal Reserve chair-
man, thus exposing Charles Manatt and Lane Kirkland as
Volcker’s main protectors in the Democratic Party.

The developments of the year 1983 unfolded in four stages:
1) Prelude to March 23; 2) March 23 through the Averell
Harriman trip to Moscow on May 26; 3) the period from May
through the late September Manatt-Harriman address at
Georgetown and the LaRouche declaration of candidacy; 4)
the last quarter year of intensif ying political combat between
the Kirkland-Mondale Appeasement Democrats and the
LaRouche Democrats.

January 1 to March 23

Three political developments during the very first days of
January defined the political process that subsequently un-
folded. First, former New York Governor W. Averell Har-
riman, the senior spokesman for the Democratic Party’s ap-
peasement wing, declared in a Jan. 2 commentary in the New
YorkTimes that the United States should trust the peace offers
of the “reasonable” Moscow leadership while rejecting the
untrustworthy warmonger tendencies of President Reagan,
who was determined to install missiles in Europe to counter
the already deployed Soviet missiles. Second, Time maga-
zine ran a cover story on the developing sector “debt bomb”
threatening that unless the U.S. government gave the bank-
rupt International Monetary Fund an unconditional bailout
while drastically slashing the U.S. budget, then Paul Volcker
and the Swiss would collapse the world economy and force
Ronald Reagan to take the political blame.

Third, Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr., the founder of the
Executive Intelligence Review and National Democratic Pol-
icy Committee (NDPC) declared in a special address to farm
leaders in Nashville, Tennessee on Jan. 8 that he was “not
unavailable” to be drafted as the Democratic presidential
candidate, and that he was determined to impel ordinary
citizens to run for office to demonstrate a national political
constituency for a New World Economic Order and the “higher
peace movement” of beam defenses. LaRouche stated that
“the clock is running out on America, and if America goes,
the world goes with it. . . . Itis too late for partial remedies.”
He called for the United States to initiate a full-scale crash
program for anti-missile beam defense as the “technology
driver” to implement a new world monetary system, freezing
of a major portion of the non-performing world debt, and
federalizing the Federal Reserve.

At the California State Democratic Convention from Jan.
14 to 16 the Manatt-Cranston allied forces used totalitarian
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tactics to keep LaRouche from being allowed to address the
convention along with the other prospective 1984 presiden-
tial candidates. The NDPC brought the case against the un-
democratic Manatt-Kirkland shutout of LaRouche to court.
Manatt’s heavy-handed KGB-like tactics provoked turmoil
in the party ranks. With the endorsement of over 60 promi-
nent California labor, civil rights and Democratic Party lead-
ers, the LaRouche Democrats fielded Ruth Stephenson, a
member of the California Democratic State Central Commit-
tee, to challenge Manatt’s law partner Kelly for state chair-
manship. LaRouche’s statement—"“Don’t Let the Swiss and
London Banks Loot the U.S. Treasury”—to the delegates of
the convention called forrallying against the IMF and Volck-
er and for beam weapons development. LaRouche wamed
that 1983 was no time to fall into petty partisan politics. By
the end of January the NDPC announced a plan to run a mass
citizens candidate “Laser Beam” slate in New Jersey.

On Jan. 17, LaRouche called a press conference in New
York City at EIR national headquarters to denounce the “very
dirty game being played” to destabilize the Reagan adminis-
tration by both the Heritage Foundation and the liberal Dem-
ocrats who jointly wished to halt any U.S. development of
space beam weapons systems.

On Feb. 5 and 6 in Washington, D.C. Charles Manatt
held a closed-door DNC meeting to outline the enforcement
of Kirkland-Manatt top-down control of the Democratic Par-
ty. The meeting established procedure for “policy loyalty
oaths” and a shift from an “open party” to the blatant use of
KGB methods. The Harriman appeasement policy—official-
ly approved in Moscow—was adopted without dissension.
The Democratic Party and AFL-CIO jointly committed them-
selves to mobilize for “National Nuclear Freeze Lobbying
Days” on March 7-8, a “Jobs for Peace Week” April 10-16,
and an Aug. 27 “Solidarity” March on Washington. It was
also at this meeting that the AFL-CIO and Democratic Party
adopted the policy of backing Volcker and the IMF. One top
AFL-CIO official admitted a few days after the meeting: “We
will find a way to back the IMF. . . . We always do.”

On Feb. 8 LaRouche declared that his “hat was not yet in
the ring.” Since the two strategic issues then unfolding were
the struggle to redefine American strategic thinking away
from the McNamara-Kissinger Mutually Assured Destruc-
tion (MAD) doctrine with a beam-weapons program and the
world economic crisis, it was in the national interest that
LaRouche had a “patriotic duty” to “create no obstacles of
partisanship.” LaRouche told farmers in Unadilla, Georgia a
few days later: “Stop seeking politicians and become politi-
cians!” Two weeks later on Feb. 24, the LaRouche forces
played the catalytic role at the American Legion National
Convention in Washington: Resolution 32 passed, calling for
the U.S. to adopt a “space-based ballistic missile defense
system”; the companion Resolution 148 outlined the threat
of the Russian Space Program.

At the Feb. 21 Bal Harbour, Florida AFL-CIO executive
conference, Kirkland enforced the totalitarian policy by ar-
bitrarily refusing to have LaRouche appear before the board,
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while he accomynodated every other prospective candidate.
On March 1 Pamela Harriman’s political action committee
Democrats for the *80s and Chuck Manatt’s DNC sponsored
an event at the elegant Mansion House Hotel to formally pay
homage to W. Averell Harriman. Manatt, in a statement he
was to repeat many times around the country in 1983, stunned
the 32 governors, a dozen senators and other notables present
at the plush $1,000-a-plate testimonial with the statement,
“Each dinner like this will draw the Lyndon LaRouche crowd,”
and, Manatt went on to assert, “they” will be prepared to
instigate a fracas to show disrespect for the policies of Har-
riman. The same day the National Governors’ Association
(NGA) endorsed a Volcker budget-slashing resolution ap-
plauded by the Swiss and Russians and concocted by the
Harriman Democrats and their allied Wall Street Republicans.

On March 5, LaRouche appeared on television in San
Diego, California with the NDPC-backed mayoral candidate
George Hollis. LaRouche outlined the strategic insanity of
the Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD) strategic doctrine
adopted by the U.S. under the influence of McNamara, Kis-
singer and the Bertrand Russell Pugwash crowd. He exposed
that the nuclear freeze was not an anti-war proposal but a pro-
population-extermination war policy. Gen. Maxwell Taylor
and former Defense Secretary Robert McNamara, the archi-
tects of the Vietnam War, were the leaders of the U.S. freeze
movement. LaRouche called for a crash program of laser and
other energy beam defensive systems. Around the same time
LaRouche also appeared on television in Chicago with may-
oral candidate Sheila Jones and in Texas with NDPC candi-
dates there. In late February-early March, LaRouche Dem-
ocrats announced “Beam Technology” and “Classical Cur-
riculum” electoral slates in Texas and New York.

During early March the AFL-CIO and Democratic Party
activists swarmed Capitol Hill in an unsuccessful attempt to
ram the nuclear freeze resolution through Congress. The
nuclear freeze activists were challenged by 20 NDPC activ-
ists from more than one-half dozen states who lobbied for the
LaRouche-proposed “higher peace movement” against the
Vance-McNamara-Harriman policy. The NDPC announced
a drive to .collect 250,000 petition signatures against the
nuclear freeze and for a crash program of beam weapons.
The small but persuasive LaRouche Democratic forces pulled
off a stunning political upset against what has appeared to be
an unstoppable juggernaut for the freeze. The National League
of Cities meeting in Washington, did not pass a nuclear freeze
resolution despite overwhelming earlier sympathies for it,
and the state legislatures of New Hampshire and North Car-
olina rejected nuclear freeze resolutions March 15 and 17,
respectively.

From March 23 to the Harriman Moscow trip
Immediately after President Reagan’s historic speech, the
knives came out in the Democratic Party. On March 30 Lane
Kirkland declared that there was “no urgency” for the United
States to develop beam weapons. All the approved Demo-
cratic presidential contenders and most of the party official-
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dom put itself on record against what it called Reagan’s “Star
Wars.” In early April the Trilateral Commission—the orga-
nization of the Carter-Mondale administration, Paul Volcker,
Lane Kirkland, and Henry Kissinger—met in Rome. On
April 8 Henry Kissinger went on Italian television to an-
nounce that Trialaterals opposed the “Neanderthal Republi-
canism” represented by Ronald Reagan with his Star Wars.

Lyndon H. LaRouche issued a statement on March 26
declaring that the President’s speech had made him “prouder
to be an American than I have been since the first manned
landing on the moon.” He pledged full bipartisan political
support for President Reagan, which he affirmed again in .
special statement of April 6: “Bipartisan Government in 1985,
Pledges LaRouche.” On April 11 the New Jersey chapter of
the NDPC succeeded in having the State Assembly pass a
resolution for Congress to support the beam defense program
of Mutually Assured Survival. The resolution was passed
overwhelmingly by both Democrats and Republicans in a
state that had previously voted up the nuclear freeze. The
NDPC succeeded in introducing with bipartisan backing sim-
ilar resolutions in California, Minnesota, Tennessee, Colo-
rado, Illinois, Nebraska, New Hampshire and Washington.

Then on April 13, LaRouche’s National Democratic Pol-
icy Committee mobilized a 250-person rally, with more than
30 states represented, on Capitol Hill. The NDPC political
activists at the rally, as the nuclear freeze was being debated
inside, displayed prominent signs which included “La-
Rouche Dems Back Reagan’s Beam Policy” and “Support
Presdent’s Beam Policy to End Nuclear Threat.”

The first political casualties of the nuclear-freeze move-
ment were none other than Tom Hayden and Jane Fonda on
their home turf. The California NDPC launched a direct
challenge and defeated Tom Hayden’s nuclear freeze
“Greenie” Citizens for Economic Democracy (CED) slate for
city council in his home base of Santa Monica on April 12.

Early in May, the NDPC issued an emergency national
call for conferences to be held throughout the country against
the “Benedict Amold Alliance” of the Harriman Democrats
and Kissinger Republicans. The point of mobilization for the
conferences, held in more than 30 states, was to prepare a
force of Americans to deal with the two unfolding crises—
the strategic military showdown and the world economic
crisis.

The emergency conference call coincided with an esca-
lation in activities by the “Benedict Arnold Alliance” and its
media supporters. On May 4 the AFL-CIO Industrial Union
Division formally adopted a policy of opposition to a crash
program for beam defense, calling for a freeze on U.S. tech-
nological development. On May 10-14 the American Society
of Newspaper Editors met in the Fairmont Hotel in Denver,
where they concocted the media propaganda campaign to
undermine the beam policy. On May 14 the Harrimanite
Democratic Strategy Council met in Washington to plan a
political offensive to frighten Reagan into backing down on
the new policy. On May 24 Kirkland declared at a press
conference that he does not support the President’s beam
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program.

Then on May 24, in Minneapolis, 25 Russian top-level
intelligence operatives met with their assets in the Demo-
cratic Party and U.S. government at the U.S.-U.S.S.R. Ex-
change Conference. The Russian delegation was headed by
Gen. Mikhail Milshtein of GRU military intelligence. Also
present were KGB mouthpiece Fyodor Burlatskii, who sub-
sequently openly denounced LaRouche in the Soviet press,
and top representatives of the Russian Orthodox Church/
military complex. Averell Harriman himself arrived in Mos-
cow on May 26. The subject of these deliberations was for
the “appeasement forces” in the West to come out of the
closet and get nasty: The target was the beam-weapons stra-
tegic doctrine and Reagan’s presidency.

Summer combat

No sooner did Harriman return to the United States when
an overt effort to topple Reagan was launched by the Demo-
cratic Party’s official leadership. On June 10, five days after
the Harriman-Andropov téte-a-téte, a secret meeting took
place in the office of Averell’s wife Pamela Harriman’s inti-
mate Robert Strauss, former chairman of the DNC under
Carter. Present were top political operatives of the Harriman-
Carter-Mondale apparatus including Jody Powell, Gerald
Rafshoon, Pat Caddell and Stu Eizenstat. The subject of the
meeting, as an NDPC pamphlet revealed soon afterward, was
to launch “Debategate” over allegations that the 1980 Reagan
presidential campaign had stolen Jimmy Carter’s briefing
book, and to threaten the Reagan administration with release
of the Vicki Morgan blackmail tapes, alleged to contain com-
promising material on members of Reagan’s inner circle. In
tandem, the Women’s Leadership Conference on U.S.-So-
viet Relations met in Washington in early June to plan a
national panorama of activities tp stop Reagan from being
reelected.

On June 13 Walter Mondale proclaimed in Maine that “a
mutual and verifiable freeze is first priority” for the United
States. Six days later Mondale went even further on national
television in his promotion of Andropov’s objections to Rea-
gan’s policies, calling again for a nuclear freeze and for an
arms-control package including tougher controls over nucle-
ar proliferation and ensuring no tampering or circumvention
of the 1972 Anti-Balllistic Missile Treaty. Thus, Mondale
became the Moscow-approved frontrunner for the Demo-
cratic Presidential nomination.

Early in June a LaRouche Democratic team convinced
the Calif ornia convention of the largest hispanic organization
in the United States—League of United Latin American Cit-
izens (LULAC)—to overwhelmingly endorse President Rea-
gan’s program for defensive beam weapon technology de-
velopment. Later in August the NDPC would shepherd a
similar resolution through the G.I. Forum (a 160,000-mem-
ber primarily Hispanic veterans’ organization) convention in
El Paso, Texas.

OnJuly 9-16 the U.S. anti-Reagan machine and top KGB
operatives met for a forum on “U.S.-Soviet Dialogue” at the
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Benedictine St. Anselm’s College in Manchester, New
Hampshire. During July the entire American side of this
network, including the “Peace Links” crew of “sexual poli-
tics” around Betty Bumpers, the wife of Sen. Dale Bumpers
mobilized for a series of anti-Reagan actions in direct support
of Moscow policies. On July 16, Averell Harriman granted
an exclusive interview to the Russian journal Literaturnaya
Gazeta which had declared Reagan’s policy of beam weap-
ons a casus belli. A trip to Moscow for a “roundtable” on
how to fracture the Reagan adminstration was planned for 19
Congressmen at the end of July, and on Aug. 13 the Harri-
man-KGB assets in the Democratic Party staged a Peace
forum in Des Moines, Iowa for the Moscow-approved pres-
idential candidates. On Aug. 18 Andropov took the occasion
of a visit by nine Democratic Senators to call for a complete
ban on space weapons. Claiborne Pell (R.I.), the ranking
Democrat on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, a
Club of Rome member, and a former Averell Harriman cam-
paign chairman, extolled the Russians’ “genuine” offer only
days before the brutal shootdown of KAL-007. Pell was
accompanied by Paul Sarbanes (Md.), Howard Metzenbaum

60 National

(Ohio), James Sasser (Tenn.), Russell Long (La.), Patrick
Leahy (Vt.), Dennis DeConcini (Ariz.) and Dale Bumpers
(Ark.).

Under the onslaught of threats, blackmail and political
pressure, in mid-July the Reagan administration caved in to
the reappointment of Paul Volcker and the return of Henry
Kissinger to government. On Aug. 9, the executive board of
the AFL-CIO under Kirkland, after several days of meetings
in Boston, voted 23-6 to advance the target date for their
executive board to endorse a presidential candidate—name-
ly, the Moscow-preferred frontunner Mondale—from De-
cember to October. At the end of July Kissinger, Shultz and
others had plotted at San Francisco’s Bohemian Grove how
to further the decline of the United States as a superpower.

In response to this crisis, the National Democratic Policy
Committee issued a widely circulated Call to Draft LaRouche
for the Democratic presidential nomination. Conferences were
held in 50 cities under the title “Kissinger is a butcher . . .
LaRouche is a Democrat; Draft LaRouche for President.”
The full membership of the NDPC was mobilized to kick the
KGB assets out of the Democratic Party Jeadership. Then in
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September, in the first U.S. elections held after the KAL-
007 shootdown, LaRouche Democrats won 23 elections in
the span of one week.

The last quarter

On Sept. 20 at the Jesuits’ Georgetown University, Dem-
ocratic National Committee chairman Charles Manatt, flanked
by nonagenarian Averell Harriman and Father Timothy Hea-
ly, delivered an overtly pro-Moscow policy address entitled
“Reflections on the Bishops’ Letter: The Democratic View
of the Challenge of Ending the Arms Race and Insuring
National Security.” In response to Manatt’s defiant assertion
that all the candidates for the Democratic Party’s presidential
nomination favored a nuclear freeze, Lyndon H. LaRouche,
Jr. declared his candidacy for the Democratic presidential

nomination on Sept. 26. Announcing that he was a patriot -

first and Democrat second, he called for his campaign to be
a rallying point for all American patriots to run for political
office on acommon slate for a crash beam-weapons program
and American System economics. The next day the NDPC
staged a public funeral for the International Monetary Fund
atthe IMF’s Washington conference.

The Moscow-approved Democratic Party presidential
puppet show, featuring Walter Mondale and seven others,
was put on tour by stage-manager Manatt, totally out of step
with the patriotic shift in the mood of the American popula-
tion. While every other political machine was crumbling, the
LaRouche forces demonstrated increasing strength on elec-
tion day in every part of the country.

The South: In Houston, a 10-person LaRouche Demo-
cratic slate gained a vote of over 71,000 or 30.29 percent for
Bruce Director as city comptroller. Others on the slate polled
19 percent, 12 percent, 14 percent, 13 percent, and 11 per-
cent. In Alabama, State Senator candidate John Peelreceived
29 percent of the vote (8,400). In Virginia, State Senate
candidate Chester Carter received over 4,000 votes or 18
percent.

The West: The LaRouche Democrat slate consisted of
100 candidates in California and 10 in Washington state.
Results included 19 percent of the vote for Seattle City Coun-
cil, 35 percent for Seattle School Board, 36 percent for Ta-
coma City Council, 35 percent for Richland City Council and
39 percent for Almira school board. In California the NDPC
elected three officials in 1983. One member of the school
board in San Diego County and one in the city of Santa Clara
plus a seat on the Costa Mesa Sanitary District. In addition
to these victories LaRouche Democrats also polled percent-
ages of 25-48 percent in many races.

The Northeast: In New Hampshire George Pellerin and
Rosaire Pepin won selectmen posts in their respective dis-
tricts in the state’s largest city, Manchester. In New Jersey
two LaRouche Democrats won their primaries. In New York
11 members of the LaRouche slate were elected to Demo-
cratic Party posts and others were elected to the Community
ActionBoard. In Boston the NDPC has an already announced
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slate of 100 candidates for the 1984 elections.

The Midwest: Over 80 school board candidates ran as a
LaRouche Democrat/Club of Life slate in Illinois. NDPC
candidates polled votes of 26.3 percent, 49.8 percent, 23.7
percent, 28 percent and many results between 15-35 percent.
The overall story in the Chicago campaigns, as elsewhere,
was the hysteria against the LaRouche slate by the media.
The “LaRouche Laser Beam Slate” won over 30,000 votes
despite more than 125 slander articles and massive negative
coverage on the television and radio.

100 candidates in 100 cities

After the November 1983 elections, the LaRouche wing
of the Democratic Party emerged with a rapidly unfolding
organizing plan to sign up a citizens candidate movement of
10,000 to run with the LaRouche presidential campaign. On
Oct. 1 the National Democratic Policy Committee (NDPC)
issued a call for citizen-candidates to run with the LaRouche
campaign: “Thousands upon thousands of Americans who
have no ambition for political office, and who would consider
themselves a moral failure as a parent were their son to
become a ‘politician,” must now follow the example of
LaRouche and become a candidate as part of LaRouche’s
patriotic militia. The concept of a mass slate of citizen can-
didates requires a fundamental change in the way the Amer-
ican political process works. People normally just sit pas-
sively around, griping, moaning, and carping at how bad the
‘politicians’ are, and then on election day choose one of the
differently marketed brands of candidates who are ‘sold’ by
special promotion men, consultants, and bozos as if they
were various brands of detergent or toothpaste. . . .” Before
year’s end, 100-candidate zones of the LaRouche patriotic
candidate-militia had been committed in the cities of Boston,
New York, Chicago, San Francisco, Los Angeles, and Phil-
adelphia, the states of Maryland, Texas, New Jersey, Wash-
ington, and elsewhere.

“Frontrunner” Walter Mondale began to feel the heat
from this movement in November, when the NDPC forced
into the national media the scandal that one of Mondale’s top
policy advisers, Robert Pastor, was advising the Hudson
Austin military hoodlum gang that pulled the bloody Soviet-
backed coup in Grenada. By early December the NDPC was
spreading word of another Mondale scandal that ripped the
facade off his “labor support,” despite the Kirkland endorse-
ment: Winston & Strawn, the law firm Mondale admits he is
“of counsel to,” represents the Greyhound Company, per-
petrators of the year’s nastiest strikebreaking operation against
organized labor.

Mondale’s woes have strategic importance. As La-
Rouche put it in his Nov. 27 statement on the Soviet war
threat, if enough Americans openly defy the Soviet-directed
Nuclear Freeze movement led by Manatt and Mondale, and
support LaRouche’s candidacy, “such actions by a large mi-
nority of citizens would tip the balance in Washington in the
direction needed.”
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Year of ‘narco-terrorism’ sets stage for
kamikaze attacks within the United States

by Jeffrey Steinberg

As EIR’s Year End Review goes to press, the entire U.S.
national security establishment enters its third week of high-
level alert for an assassination attempt against President Rea-
gan and several of his leading advisers. One critical lead on
the threat to the President is the reported Dec. 21 arrival in
New York City of a member of the original 1972 Black
September team that carried out the Munich Olympics mas-
sacre. Every important federal government building in Wash-
ington, D.C. is being fortified against potential truck bomb
and other “blind terrorist” attacks, in the aftermath of a ter-
rorist bomb going off at the Capitol only hours after the
Senate voted up the appropriation for the MX missile.

The New Year’s period is straddled by a countdown by
Islamic integrist terrorists of the Jihad Islami group who have
given the United States 10 days to withdraw all Marines from
Lebanon or face a worldwide attack by suicide commandos.
The group, backed up by Soviet KGB and GRU technical
specialists, has already killed hundreds of American and
French diplomats and soldiers in a string of suicide attacks in
Lebanon and Kuwait.

Arming the terrorists

Late in the summer, the Defense Intelligence Agency
(DIA) issued a limited-circulation report detailing the theft
of millions of dollars worth of sophisticated weaponry from
U.S. military depots in the United States, Western Europe,
and the Far East. The report implicated Black Muslim net-
works linked to Libyan dictator Muammar Qaddafi and to
international narcotics mafias in the thefts. According to the
DIA, some of those arms, including surface-to-surface hand
held rockets and state-of-the-art laser-guided weapons, are
being stockpiled by terrorist groups in the southeast United
States and in the northwest frontier region of Mexico in
preparation for the 1984 Los Angeles Olympic Games.

According to one high-ranking Mexican Interior Ministry
official, East bloc AK-47 rifles are available for “cash and
carry” delivery within 24 hours in the state of Sinaloa, the
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center of the Mexican “opium and marijuana triangle.” Both
Mexican and U.S. intelligence sources have confirmed the
presence of Soviet instructors at terrorist training camps in
the northwest region of Mexico, which were recently set up
under the direction of the Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine (PFLP) of Dr. George Habbash. Similar reports
describe North Korean agents stockpiling weapons and ex-
plosives in old abandoned mines in the Mexican states of
Baja California and Sinaloa. o

Yet another U.S. intelligence report, provided to EIR in
excerpt form in late November, describes “Plan Bravo,” a
program of the Cuban intelligence agency, the DGI, to pro-
mote terrorist violence in regions of the United States using
the revenues of cocaine trafficked into New York, Washing-
ton, and Miami from Colombia. “Plan Bravo” will support
the operations of such groups as the Puerto Rican FALN, the
predominantly Palestinian TEAM International (a U.S. off-
shoot of the Black September group of Abu Nidal) and the
Weatherunderground successor group, the May 19th Com-
munist Movement.

By the end of the year, the perspective on which EIR has
insisted over the past decade, that international terrorism and
international drug trafficking are one and the same, was being
institutionally accepted. At a year-end conference of the In-
ternational Association of Chief's of Police in Detroit, a lead-
ing Drug Enforcement Administration intelligence officer
pronounced 1983 the year of “narco-terrorism.”

The FBI rur;
cover for terrorism

This year marked the reemergence of international ter-
rorism on a scale surpassing even the early 1970s heyday of
the Weathermen, Black Liberation Army, Baader-Meinhof
Red Army Faction, Italian Red Brigades, Black September,
and Japanese Red Army. Yet, on Dec. 18, Federal Bureau of
Investigation Director William Webster appeared on national
television to declare that the terrorist threat to the United
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States was overstated, that reports early in the year of Libyan
hit teams stalking the President were “disinformation” passed
through foreign intelligence agencies, and that all fears of
violence at the 1984 summer Olympics or at the Democratic
or Republican presidential nominating conventions should
be dispelled. Webster’s comments, echoing his October 1983
testimony before closed Senate hearings sponsored by Jere-
miah Denton (R-Ala.), caused such a stir even within his own
FBI ranks that the director had to call a meeting of Bureau
upper echelons within 12 hours to “explain away” the re-
marks. Webster’s nationally televised lies proriipted Demo-
cratic Party presidential contender Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.
to call for Webster’s immediate resignation in the first in-
stance that the United States is hit with a terrorist attack.

The flap over Webster’s remarks betrays a deeper reality
that will be the basis of one of the most important political
battles of 1984. At present, the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion is the single greatest impediment to the United States’
launching an effective international war against terrorism—
at precisely the moment that the Soviet high command has
consolidated virtual top down command-control over the di-
rection and targeting of international terrorist and integrist
movements, including the Lausanne, Switzerland headquar-
tered Nazi International and the Islamic integrist movements
associated with Iran’s Ayatollah Khomeini, Libya’s Muam-
mar Qaddafi, and the KGB’s own Geidar Aliyev (see article,
page 15).

Since March 23, 1983, when President Reagan an-
nounced that the United States would develop anti-ballistic
missile defense systems employing “new physical princi-
ples” and offered Moscow joint development of those sys-
tems, the Soviet leadership has been bent on removing Rea-
gan from office by no later than January 1985—and prefera-
bly sooner. Such “friends of Moscow” as former New York

Gov. Averell Harriman, oil magnate Armand Hammer, and

the crowd grouped around the New York Council on Foreign
Relations, the Bohemian Grove, and the Aspen Institute were
quick to assure the Soviets that Reagan and his program were
as good as defeated. Harriman traveled to Moscow in June
to deliver reassurances to his old friend Soviet Premier Yuri
Andropov, and, simultaneously, 28 top-ranking Soviet offi-
cials conducted a nationwide tour of the United States, deliv-
ering marching orders to the U.S. disarmament movement to
block Reagan’s “Star Wars” beam weapons program at all
costs. That tour, beginning in the hometown of Moscow’s
favorite son presidential candidate Walter Mondale, was car-
ried out with the aid of a round-the-clock FBI protective
screen, ordered by FBI Director Webster, who is a steering
committee member of the Bohemian Grove lodge.

The U.S. peace movement emerged during the course of
1983 as a front for the efforts of the Boston traitors grouped
aroundthe “chairman of the establishment,” Kennedy admin-
istration National Security adviser McGeorge Bundy and
Defense Secretary Robert Strange McNamara to make a deal
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with the Soviet leadership.

The protection of the KGB tour was exemplary of an FBI-
KGB deal to use any means necessary, including a terrorist
explosion at the 1984 Olympics or even assassination, to
dump Reagan. It should be recalled that Webster, a Carter-
Mondale appointee, can be held personally accountable for
creating the conditions that led to the July 1980 assassination
of anti-Khomeini Iranian exile leader Ali Tabatabai by agents
of the Iranian secret service, Savama. The FBI, on political
orders from the Carter White House and from the Civiletti

Justice Department, gave the Iranians and the Libyans carte

blanche to conduct terrorist operations on U.S. soil in the

- hope that this would prompt a reléase of the U.S. hostages,

which would allow a Carter-Mondale reelection. With the
Civiletti-Webster green light, thousands of Islamic terrorists
entered the United States under student cover, only to dis-
appear into deeply entrenched underground railroads span-
ning the United States from coast to coast and extending into
Mexico and Canada. Every current serious terrorist threat to
the territorial United States can be traced to that Carter-
Civiletti-Webster policy of betraying U.S. national security.

Within months of the April 1983 bombing of the Beirut
U.S. embassy, which took scores of lives and virtually wiped
out the Central Intelligence Agency station for the Middle
East, Judge Webster was presented with a chilling bit of
news: The Iranian-deployed terrorist who killed Ali Tabata-
bai, an American black named David Belfield, was one of
the terrorists who set the bomb. Belfield, whom the FBI had
allowed to escape the United States, was identified as part of
the Syrian-Iranian intelligence reconnaisance team that pen-
etrated the U.S. embassy compound using stolen Marine
uniforms and forged identification papers, and pinpointed the
placement of the explosives.

It is known to sections of the U.S. intelligence establish-
ment that since “Billygate,” the Carter-Mondale administra-
tion’s deal with Qaddafi and Khomeini, American Black
Muslims and white radicals have been receiving extensive
terrorist training and military field experience from the Lib-
yans and Iranians—a more dangerous replay of the 1960s
Venceremos Brigades training expeditions to Cuba. These
trained terrorist fanatics, in some cases with combat experi-
ence, are slated to be smuggled back into the United States
for the spring-summer 1984 conjuncture spanning the Olym-
pics and the presidential elections.

Judge Webster’s FBI is at this point firmly ensconced
with responsibility for anti-terrorist plans for the Olympics.
The only possibility of effectively countering the amassed
forces of the terrorist international lies in whether the fact
that the FBI is currently a de facto fifth column for the ene-
mies of the President is exposed, and whether there will be a
no-holds-barred cleaning out of the Webster inner circle. If
no such house cleaning occurs, then it is almost a foregone
conclusion that in 1984 the United States will be drowned in
the wave of global terrorism.
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Shuttle lays basis for colonizing space

by Marsha Freeman

Extraordinary advances were made during 1983 in the world’s
most versatile space transportation system, the Space Shut-
tle, and in the sciences that depend on space for new break-
throughs. These successes have laid the basis for more long-
range planning, and for the first real effort to colonize our
nearest cosmic neighbor, the Moon.

Two Shuttle orbiters made a record total of four flights,
during which they launched communications satellites for
the United States, Canada, India and Indonesia. Astronauts
carried out extra-vehicular activity in the payload bay of the
orbiter, and did tests with the Remote Manipulator arm which
will be used later for satellite repair.

The first American woman (Sally Ride) ventured into
space. The most advanced communications satellite, the
Tracking and Data Relay Satellite (TDRS) opened new ca-
pabilities for future Shuttle missions. In the future, mission
control will be able to communicate with the crew nearly 85
percent of the time, rather than the 15 percent possible until
now. This increased communication is vital for doing scien-
tific research in space.

The most exciting capability demonstrated this year by
the Shuttle system was on the recent ninth mission, which
took the European-built Spacelab on its first flight. At the
same time, the unmanned IRAS (Infrared Astronomical Sat-
ellite) made startling discoveries in far-away galaxies during
its short stay in Earth orbit.

Peering into new galaxies

On Jan. 24 NASA launched IRAS, with the capability to
look at distant cosmic objects which may not be visible through
light, but can be seen by the heat, or infrared radiation, that
they emit. Only built to last nine months, IRAS was able to
find a dozen new comets orbiting the Sun, the possibility that
the star Vega may have planets orbiting around it, and belts
of cosmic dust whizzing around the solar system that no one
had “seen” before.

IRAS identified thousands of previously-unknown sources
of infrared radiation and laid the basis for putting even more
sensitive telescopes into orbit in the next few years.

The first flight of the Shuttle-compatible Spacelab dem-
onstrated a concept scientists had been anxiously awaiting
for two decades—the ability to send their scientific peers into
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space and talk with them, to evaluate and alter experiments
while they were still in space.

Biologists and medical experts began to solve some of
the mysteries of sickness in space, or “space adaptation syn-
drome.” If hundreds and then thousands of people are to
populate space in the next decades, scientists must find pre-
ventive measures for them while they adapt to the micro-
gravity of space.

Astronomers shared the real-time excitement of the crew
in pointing their telescopes toward the cosmos to test out the
latest technologies in astrophysics. Plasma physicists shot
beams of electrons into the Earth’s ionosphere to better map
the magnetic and electrical environment that surrounds our
planet.

Stepping stones for the future

New commercial space activities are being opened up
from the basic research being performed on short Shuttle
missions. Electrophoresis experiments run this year have
shown that crucial pharmaceuticals for curing diseases can
be made economically and with high purity in space.

The materials processing experiments performed have
led to optimism that more perfect crystals, new metal alloys,
and uncontaminated new materials will be profitably made in
space over the next decade.

In the last six months of 1983, NASA announced that
new planetary missions, including the Mars Geoscience Or-
biter and a Lunar Polar Orbiter, will be requested in future
budgets. The planetary program, which also disappeared over
the past decade, has been brought back to life with missions
to the planets, comets, and asteroids.

The space agency has also come closer to formal plans
for the first U.S. permanent space station. NASA has rejected
the idea of extending the mission time for the Shuttle fleet in
orbit as an alternative to building a station, and has ruled out
the deployment of an unmanned space platform as a half-way
measure that would supposedly “save money.”

It is expected that President Reagan will announce his
support for the NASA space station in his January State of
the Union address. There have also been indications that he
might announce that the United States will return to the Moon,
perhaps by the end of this century.
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